
 

 
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, September 3, 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: August 20, 2019 
C. Approval of City Council Special Meetings on September 10 and September 

24 
D. Approval of Resolution No. 28, Series 2019 – A Resolution Approving the 

Eighth Amendment to the Intergovernmental Agreement for Collection of 
County Use Tax Between Boulder County and 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. RESOLUTION NO. 29, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING A FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT TO 
ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A 23,000 SQUARE FOOT 
STRUCTURE AND ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND 
APPROVAL OF A SPECIAL REVIEW USE TO ALLOW USE 
GROUP 59: HEALTH OR ATHLETIC CLUB ON LOT 3, BLOCK 
5, COLORADO TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER FILING 1 AT 1776 
BOXELDER STREET PUD 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Additional Public Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 
B. ORDINANCE NO. 1781, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE 

AMENDING THE CENTENNIAL VALLEY GENERAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) CONCERNING ALLOWED 
USES, HEIGHTS, DENSITIES, AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT 
PROVISIONS FOR LOTS 2 AND 3, CENTENNIAL VALLEY 
PARCEL O, 7TH FILING – 2ND READING, PUBLIC HEARING 
(advertised Daily Camera 8/25/19) 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Additional Public Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 
C. ORDINANCE NO. 1779, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE 

ADOPTING A NEW SIGN CODE FOR THE CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE – 2ND READING, PUBLIC HEARING (advertised 
Daily Camera 7/28/19) 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Additional Public Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 

7:10 – 7:30 PM 

7:30 – 8:30 PM 

8:30 – 9:15 PM 
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D. ORDINANCE NO. 1782, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING TITLE 2 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE TO 
ADDRESS MUNICIPAL CAMPAIGN VIOLATIONS AND 
COMPLAINTS – 2ND READING, PUBLIC HEARING (advertised 
Daily Camera 8/25/19) 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Additional Public Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 
E. DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – CITY MANAGER’S 

RECOMMENDED BUDGET FOR 2020, INCLUDING UPDATED 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN FOR 2019-2024 & 
UPDATED LONG-TERM FINANCIAL PLAN FOR 2019-2024 – 
SET PUBLIC HEARING 10/01/19 

 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 

9:30 – 10:00 PM 

9:15 – 9:30 PM 
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08/15/2019 10:52    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   081519   08/15/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14621 CHAD ROOT                      EXPENSE REPORT 7/1-8/1/19            96.28

  1115 COLONIAL LIFE INSURANCE        #9711888 AUG 19 EMPLOYEE            173.68

  1280 COLORADO STATE TREASURER       132653-00-6-192 UNEMPLOYM         2,174.72

  5255 FAMILY SUPPORT REGISTRY        Payroll Run 1 - Warrant 0           312.49

 99999 214 SOUTH LLC                  UTILITY REFUND 214 S JEFF           167.47
 99999 RON EVANS                      UTILITY REFUND 345 TYLER             95.45
 99999 AIDEN WILLIAMS                 PAYROLL PP16                        175.00
 99999 NATALIE WILCOX                 PAYROLL PP16                        187.00
 99999 GIGI YANG                      TRAVEL ADVANCE 8/27-8/30/         1,179.44

 11094 WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVICES      JULY 4TH TRASH SERVICE              642.00
 11094 WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVICES      JUL 19 CITY TRASH SERVICE         4,168.52

  3875 XCEL ENERGY                    JUL 19 FLASHERS                       5.82
  3875 XCEL ENERGY                    JUL 19 METERED LIGHTS               466.29
  3875 XCEL ENERGY                    JUL 19 NON-METERED LIGHTS        35,895.43================================================================================
               14 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL          45,739.59================================================================================
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08/22/2019 10:23    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   082219   08/22/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14801 CHRISTOPHER MELENDEZ           GOLF LESSONS 8/3-8/16/19            918.40
 14801 CHRISTOPHER MELENDEZ           GOLF LESSONS 7/20-8/2/19            210.00

 14829 HOLLROCK ENGINEERING INC       Range Ball Washer                 3,050.50

 11061 MOUNTAIN PEAK CONTROLS INC     CTC LIFT STATION FLOAT SW           247.37

 99999 LAND TITLE GUARANTEE COMPANY   UTILITY REFUND 1186 N FRA            79.80
 99999 NORTH AMERICAN TITLE COMPANY   UTILITY REFUND 101 S FILL           108.34
 99999 HERITAGE TITLE COMPANY         UTILITY REFUND 256 S JEFF            86.64
 99999 CHRIS HUMPHREYS                TRAVEL RECON 7/21-7/24/19           220.00

  3735 PETTY CASH - TAMMY HAPPOLDT    PETTY CASH FRONT DESK               394.55

 11094 WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVICES      JUL 19 RESIDENTIAL TRASH        128,737.25================================================================================
               10 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL         134,052.85================================================================================
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08/28/2019 13:06    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      1
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   090319   09/03/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  6866 4 RIVERS EQUIPMENT             John Deere Rotary Cutter          2,811.82
  6866 4 RIVERS EQUIPMENT             PARTS RETURNED UNIT 5384           -889.85

 13547 A G WASSENAAR INC              2019 Geotechnical Service         5,203.00
 13547 A G WASSENAAR INC              2019 Geotechnical Service           129.50
 13547 A G WASSENAAR INC              2019 Geotechnical Service         1,263.00
 13547 A G WASSENAAR INC              2019 Geotechnical Service         3,505.50
 13547 A G WASSENAAR INC              2019 Geotechnical Service         1,061.50

 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               Resale Merchandise                   68.68
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               Resale Merchandise                  261.60
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               Resale Merchandise                  229.20
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               Resale Merchandise                  523.42
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               RETURN GOLF BALLS                  -888.00
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               RETURN GOLF BALLS                  -126.00
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               RETURN GOLF BALLS                -1,953.00
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               Resale Merchandise                  889.34
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               Resale Merchandise                3,066.64
 14121 ACUSHNET COMPANY               Resale Merchandise                  253.35

 12890 ADAMSON POLICE PRODUCTS        BALLISTIC VEST MOLESKI            1,087.00

 13510 ADI                            RV DUMP CARDS                       441.52

  1006 ALL CURRENT ELECTRIC INC       Building Inspections              8,640.00

 14623 ANOTHER MILESTONE LLC          CONTRACTOR FEES 26303-2,          2,835.00

 11455 APC CONSTRUCTION CO LLC        2019 Street Resurfacing         262,329.32
 11455 APC CONSTRUCTION CO LLC        2019 Street Resurfacing         166,036.54

 14764 BASELINE ENGINEERING CORPORATI SCWTP Lower Pond Design          12,600.00
 14764 BASELINE ENGINEERING CORPORATI SCWTP Admin Building Desi         5,650.00

 14249 BLUE STAR POLICE SUPPLY LLC    BALLISTIC VEST BROOKS               538.15

   640 BOULDER COUNTY                 JUN 19 GATE FEE                   4,280.38

  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT STREET FAIRE SHUTTLE 6/14           318.57
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT STREET FAIRE SHUTTLE 6/21           290.84
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT STREET FAIRE SHUTTLE 6/28           311.91
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT STREET FAIRE SHUTTLE 7/12           310.60
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT STREET FAIRE SHUTTLE 7/19           294.77
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT STREET FAIRE SHUTTLE 7/26           284.53
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT JULY 4TH SHUTTLE                    454.93
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT JULY 4TH SHUTTLE                    439.21
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT JULY 4TH SHUTTLE                    435.28
  8371 BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT JULY 4TH SHUTTLE                    467.05

  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC   2019 Asphalt                        233.55
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08/28/2019 13:06    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      2
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   090319   09/03/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC   2019 Asphalt                        537.75
  7706 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC   2019 Asphalt                         96.75

  1122 BRETSA                         LANGUAGE LINE PD                     59.83

 13344 BROWNS HILL ENGINEERING & CONT DP CELL TROUBLESHOOTING             695.50
 13344 BROWNS HILL ENGINEERING & CONT HIGH ZONE VFD REPAIR                520.00

 14403 CALLAWAY GOLF                  Resale Merchandise                  417.48
 14403 CALLAWAY GOLF                  Resale Merchandise                   84.91
 14403 CALLAWAY GOLF                  Resale Merchandise                   89.38

   248 CDW GOVERNMENT                 LAPTOP EXTENDED SUPPORT             156.42
   248 CDW GOVERNMENT                 LAPTOP PLANNING                     948.84

   935 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO         2019 Utility Bill Inserts         1,560.00

 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP          AUG 19 ELEVATOR MAINT CH            299.11
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP          AUG 19 ELEVATOR MAINT RSC           300.96
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP          AUG 19 ELEVATOR MAINT LIB           511.33
 10773 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP          AUG 19 ELEVATOR MAINT PC            274.42

 14427 CHRISTINE STANDEFER            CONTRACTOR FEES TRI TRAIN           168.00

 12368 CITY OF BOULDER POLICE DEPARTM SKETCH ARTIST RENDITION O           383.00

 11467 CLEAR CREEK CONSULTANTS INC    STATION AUDIT                       800.00

 13260 CLIFTON LARSON ALLEN LLP       JUL 19 UTILITY BILLING SE        11,856.85

  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               174.00
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               228.00
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               261.00
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP                86.30
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               342.00
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               122.50
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP                89.00
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP                51.30
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               157.50
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP               140.00
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI BACTERIA TESTING                     17.50
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI BACTERIA TESTING                     17.50
  1120 COLORADO ANALYTICAL LABORATORI BACTERIA TESTING                     52.50

 11264 COLORADO DEPT OF PUBLIC HEALTH REUSE PERMIT #COE005000           2,806.00
 11264 COLORADO DEPT OF PUBLIC HEALTH NPDES PERMIT #CO0023078          13,920.00
 11264 COLORADO DEPT OF PUBLIC HEALTH PRETREATMENT PERMIT #CO00           115.00
 11264 COLORADO DEPT OF PUBLIC HEALTH MS4 PERMIT #COR090017             1,053.00
 11264 COLORADO DEPT OF PUBLIC HEALTH DRINKING WATER PERMIT CO0         1,850.00
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08/28/2019 13:06    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      3
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   090319   09/03/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 10842 COZY CORNER TOWING             TOW UNIT 5317                        80.00

  1570 DANA KEPNER COMPANY INC        UTILITY PARTS                       626.73

 14755 DEWCO INC                      PRESSURE SENSOR WTP               2,272.00

 13929 DHE COMPUTER SYSTEMS LLC       MONITORS PARKS                      410.16

 13843 DIETZE AND DAVIS, PC           MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGE 7/9           259.00

 13463 E-Z EXCAVATING INC             2019 Sanitary Sewer Main         53,648.40

  1915 EXQUISITE ENTERPRISES INC      NAMEPLATE HANDYSIDE                  13.00
  1915 EXQUISITE ENTERPRISES INC      LABOR DAY TROPHIES                  431.65

 12270 FASTENAL COMPANY               CHEMICAL LINE FITTINGS WT           256.25
 12270 FASTENAL COMPANY               CHEMICAL LINE FITTINGS WT           221.48

 13615 FELSBURG HOLT & ULLEVIG INC    Quiet Zone Design and CM          2,464.94
 13615 FELSBURG HOLT & ULLEVIG INC    Quiet Zone Design and CM          1,373.74

  2020 FISHER SCIENTIFIC CO LLC       LAB SUPPLIES WTP                    811.00
  2020 FISHER SCIENTIFIC CO LLC       LAB SUPPLIES WTP                    376.53

 14791 FLATIRONS LOCKSMITHS           SERVICE CALL PC                     139.00

 13239 FRONTIER PRECISION INC         TRIMBLE SOFTWARE MAINTENA           795.00
 13239 FRONTIER PRECISION INC         RANGE POLE BRACKET                  135.00
 13239 FRONTIER PRECISION INC         MANHOLE COVER HOOK                   48.00

  6847 GENERAL AIR SERVICE & SUPPLY   CYLINDER RENTAL OPS                  80.60

 13347 GLOBAL EQUIPMENT COMPANY INC   HAND DRYER CS                       415.42

  2310 GRAINGER                       STANDBY LIB                         159.57

  2405 HACH COMPANY                   Hach WIMS Annual Tech Sup         3,715.00
  2405 HACH COMPANY                   CHLORINE OPS                        732.17
  2405 HACH COMPANY                   LAB SUPPLIES WTP                    367.95
  2405 HACH COMPANY                   LAB SUPPLIES WTP                     58.49

 14343 HELEN H HARRISON               CONTRACTOR FEES 28070-1,            577.50

 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main            414.65
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          2,711.51
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          1,071.57
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          3,222.35
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          2,292.08
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          2,248.90
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          1,306.04
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08/28/2019 13:06    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      4
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   090319   09/03/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main            812.58
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          1,636.64
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          1,827.77
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          1,797.13
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          1,702.09
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          1,280.68
 14794 HIGH COUNTRY PIPE & UTILITY    2019 Sanitary Sewer Main          3,276.03

  2475 HILL PETROLEUM                 Fuel Golf Course                  1,058.88

  9710 INDUSTRIAL CHEMICALS CORP      HYDROCHLORIC ACID SWTP              158.50

 13280 INSIGHT PUBLIC SECTOR INC      Microsoft Power BI Licens         1,952.74
 13280 INSIGHT PUBLIC SECTOR INC      Microsoft RDS Licensing f           433.00

 12462 INSTANT IMPRINTS               LABOR DAY VOLUNTEER T-SHI         1,102.72

 14048 INTERFACE COMMUNICATIONS COMPA SURVEILLANCE WIRING/CABLI         1,300.00

 14239 JC GOLF ACCESSORIES            Resale Merchandise                  253.96

 14832 JOAN DESMET                    LOVING HANDS CRAFT SUPPLI            58.78

 14703 KEN CARYL GLASS INC            Safety Windows PC Front D         9,613.00

 14543 KUBWATER RESOURCES INC         WWTP Polymer                      6,098.85

  2945 LASER TECHNOLOGY INC           LIDAR UNIT PD                     1,515.00

 11075 LEFT HAND TREE & LANDSCAPE LLC TREE PRUNING                      2,142.00

  3005 LEWAN & ASSOCIATES INC         MOVE XEROX 7225 LIBRARY T           300.00

 13782 LEXISNEXIS RISK DATA MANAGEMEN INFORMATION SEARCHES PD             372.40

  9087 LORIS AND ASSOCIATES INC       SH 42 Underpass Design            4,445.00

  5432 LOUISVILLE FIRE PROTECTION DIS BLOOD DRAW 7/8/19                    35.00

 14071 MARY RITTER                    CONTRACTOR FEES 23904-4             424.90

 14611 MCCI LLC                       LASERFICHE SOFTWARE SUPPO         1,882.60

 14812 METROPOLITAN GLASS INC         Rec Center Mirrors                7,589.00
 14812 METROPOLITAN GLASS INC         Repair Rec Center Window          7,632.00

 14484 MIDWEST TAPE LLC               ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA                37.48

 14290 MILE HIGH TURFGRASS LLC        GREENS FOLIAR FERTILIZER          1,855.00
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08/28/2019 13:06    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      5
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   090319   09/03/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14252 MIND OF A CHILD LLC            CONTRACTOR FEES 22131-1             406.00

  6168 MOTION & FLOW CONTROL PRODUCTS PARTS UNIT 5361                     127.03
  6168 MOTION & FLOW CONTROL PRODUCTS PARTS UNIT 5361                      44.39
  6168 MOTION & FLOW CONTROL PRODUCTS PARTS UNIT 3426                      63.28
  6168 MOTION & FLOW CONTROL PRODUCTS PARTS UNIT 3426                      10.63

 11061 MOUNTAIN PEAK CONTROLS INC     NORTH END LIFT STATION WI           312.50
 11061 MOUNTAIN PEAK CONTROLS INC     REUSE SCADA PROGRAMMING             250.00

 11365 NATIONAL METER & AUTOMATION IN Pilot Meter Program               6,281.60
 11365 NATIONAL METER & AUTOMATION IN Pilot Meter Program              14,739.20
 11365 NATIONAL METER & AUTOMATION IN Pilot Meter Program              14,036.40

 11351 NEOPOST USA INC                POSTAGE METER AGREEMENT Q           134.85

  6427 NORTHERN COLO WATER CONSERVANC 2019 SWSP ASSESSMENT             85,046.23

 14648 OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH CENTERS OF PHYSICALS                           233.00
 14648 OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH CENTERS OF DRUG TESTS                          142.00

 99999 HAYWARD BAKER INC              BULK WATER METER REFUND           2,500.00
 99999 E-Z EXCAVATING INC             BULK WATER METER REFUND           2,500.00
 99999 OCTOSCOPE INC                  MAY/JUN 19 SALES/USE TAX            609.00
 99999 CALIBRE PRESS                  ULTIMATE TRAINING OFFICER           279.00
 99999 R & O HEATING INC              PERMIT REFUNDS 1022,1024,           803.60
 99999 USACS OF COLORADO INC          ER VIST PD                          603.75
 99999 BARTH STORY                    PIANO TUNING AC                     240.00
 99999 SWEET COW                      REPUBLIC TRASH INFO MEETI         1,383.78

 13649 OVERDRIVE INC                  ADULT EBOOKS                        382.99
 13649 OVERDRIVE INC                  ADULT EBOOKS                        130.00
 13649 OVERDRIVE INC                  ADULT EBOOKS                        275.40
 13649 OVERDRIVE INC                  ADULT EBOOKS                        123.99
 13649 OVERDRIVE INC                  ADULT EBOOKS                         26.00
 13649 OVERDRIVE INC                  TEEN AUDIOBOOKS                     560.86

 14524 PC SOLUTIONS & INTEGRATION INC MUSEUM WIRELESS                   2,260.50

 14144 PING INC                       Resale Merchandise                  394.33
 14144 PING INC                       Resale Merchandise                  117.30
 14144 PING INC                       Sales Rebate                        -46.15
 14144 PING INC                       Resale Merchandise                   43.43

 10951 PINNACOL ASSURANCE             WORKERS COMP PREMIUM 8 OF        23,127.63

  1224 PLM ASPHALT & CONCRETE INC     2019 Asphalt Reconstructi       184,683.23
  1224 PLM ASPHALT & CONCRETE INC     2019 Asphalt Reconstructi       207,451.31

 11329 POLYDYNE INC                   CLARIFLOC C-4420 NWTP             1,248.30
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08/28/2019 13:06    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      6
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   090319   09/03/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

 14160 PRECISE MRM LLC                GPS SOFTWARE & POOLED DAT           171.65

 14027 PROFORCE LAW ENFORCEMENT       TASER BATTERIES                     520.00

 14394 PROS PLUS LLC                  SOFTBALL UMPIRES                     70.00

 14827 RCL LAND COMPANY LLC           RELOCATE SIGN                       500.00
 14827 RCL LAND COMPANY LLC           FENCE REMOVAL                     1,550.00

 11325 RENNER SPORTS SURFACES         Tennis Court Resurfacing         35,852.00

 14804 RESPEC COMPANY LLC             Stormwater MS4 Review             3,312.50

  8513 SAFETY & CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY I CONES OPS                         1,465.00

 14833 SCHOLARS UNLIMITED             CONTRACTOR FEES 22151-1           1,190.00

 12843 SCL HEALTH                     PRE E-SCREENS                       622.35

 11395 SHRED-IT USA LLC               SHRED SERVICE FIN/HR                291.98
 11395 SHRED-IT USA LLC               SHRED SERVICE RSC                   100.86

 14396 SPRONK WATER ENGINEERS INC     Jul 19 Water Rights Engin        12,525.00

 14708 STEVEN FOSTER                  Strategic Plan Film Produ         2,700.00

 14700 STONE CREEK HARDSCAPES INC     Downtown Paver Repair            10,356.00

 14798 STUDIOSEED LLC                 Transportation Sutdy McCa         2,300.00

  7404 SUN BADGE COMPANY              COMMANDER BADGE                     115.75
  7404 SUN BADGE COMPANY              COMMAND STAFF BADGES              1,654.25

 13399 SUSTAINABLE TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS  Hecla Signal Design and C         6,749.50

 14276 SWEET SPOT CAFE LLC            COLO SENIOR GOLF ASSOC 8/         1,277.08
 14276 SWEET SPOT CAFE LLC            KIDS GOLF 7/29-8/2/19               335.00

 13708 TAKE A BREAK INC               SUBSTITUTE DIRECTOR SERVI            30.00

 14550 TAYLOR MADE GOLF COMPANY INC   Resale Merchandise                  655.43
 14550 TAYLOR MADE GOLF COMPANY INC   Resale Merchandise                  135.61
 14550 TAYLOR MADE GOLF COMPANY INC   Resale Merchandise                  381.61
 14550 TAYLOR MADE GOLF COMPANY INC   Resale Merchandise                  161.99
 14550 TAYLOR MADE GOLF COMPANY INC   Resale Merchandise                  203.88
 14550 TAYLOR MADE GOLF COMPANY INC   Resale Merchandise                  135.61
 14550 TAYLOR MADE GOLF COMPANY INC   Resale Merchandise                  135.61

  7917 THE AQUEOUS SOLUTION INC       CHLORINE MSP                        482.69
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08/28/2019 13:06    |City of Louisville, CO                            |P      7
kreaged             | DETAIL INVOICE LIST                              |apwarrnt

    CASH ACCOUNT: 001000   101001               WARRANT:   090319   09/03/2019

VENDOR VENDOR NAME                    PURPOSE                             AMOUNT________________________________________________________________________________

  7917 THE AQUEOUS SOLUTION INC       CHLORINE MSP                        117.62

  9481 THE HOME DEPOT                 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CS              107.04
  9481 THE HOME DEPOT                 BREAK ROOM SUPPLIES LIB             250.29
  9481 THE HOME DEPOT                 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES LIB             116.40
  9481 THE HOME DEPOT                 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CH              150.24
  9481 THE HOME DEPOT                 BREAK ROOM SUPPLIES CH              204.11
  9481 THE HOME DEPOT                 FALL FESTIVAL PIE CONTEST            46.18
  9481 THE HOME DEPOT                 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES RSC             671.80

 14831 THOMAS DIETZ                   HISTORIC ASSESSMENT 700 S           900.00

 14532 UNITED REFRIGERATION INC       HVAC FILTERS CH                     150.49

 11473 UNITED RENTALS (NORTH AMERICA) CONFINED SPACE TRAINING O           450.00

 11087 UNITED SITE SERVICES OF COLORA TOILET RENTAL CLEO MUDROC           173.52
 11087 UNITED SITE SERVICES OF COLORA TOILET RENTAL ENRIETTO              117.11
 11087 UNITED SITE SERVICES OF COLORA TOILET RENTAL CEMETERY              117.11

  6509 USA BLUEBOOK                   PH BUFFER WTP                       198.51

 14373 WEIFIELD GROUP CONTRACTING INC SUPERIOR INTERCONNECT POW           407.16

  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES NWTP             83.06
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES MSP             314.74
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES LIB             480.77
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES RSC           2,995.27
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES PC              305.61
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CS              175.21
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES                 654.08
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CH              399.33
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC BREAK ROOM SUPPLIES CH               76.80
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC BREAK ROOM SUPPLIES CH               31.64
  9511 WESTERN PAPER DISTRIBUTORS INC JANITORIAL SUPPLIES AC              133.66

 10884 WORD OF MOUTH CATERING INC     SR MEAL PROGRAM 8/12-8/20         2,005.00================================================================================
              232 INVOICES                      WARRANT TOTAL       1,320,601.35================================================================================
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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 

August 20, 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 
Kathleen Hix, Human Resources Director 
Rob Zuccaro, Planning & Building Safety Director 
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 
 Others Present: Kathleen Kelly, City Attorney 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
All rose for the pledge of allegiance. 

 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

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

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
Heather Wiegand, 1240 Jefferson Avenue, stated people are frequently running the stop 
sign at Jefferson Avenue and Lafayette Street; she would like the City to have more 
enforcement in the area. She stated Pirates Park is heavily used after dark and she is 
concerned what is taking place as there is very poor lighting there. Lastly, she stated cars 
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Page 2 of 6 
 

frequently don’t stop for pedestrians in the blinking cross walks on Via Appia and she 
would like more enforcement.  
 

APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

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

A. Approval of Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes: July 30, 2019; August 6, 2019 
C. Approval of Proclamation for Indigenous People’s Day 
D. Approval of Resolution No. 26, Series 2019 – A Resolution Authorizing the 

Assignment of the City’s Private Activity Bond Allocation for 2019 to the 
Housing Authority of the County of Boulder, Colorado; Providing Other Details 
in Connection Therewith; and Providing and Effective Date 

E. Approval of Agreement with 9555 Paradise Lane for Water Service 
 

COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS NOT ON THE 
AGENDA 

 
Mayor Muckle stated the weekend’s Louisville criterium bike race was well received. 
 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
 
City Manager Balser stated the transition to Republic Trash continues. Tonight is the first 
of four neighborhood meetings for people to meet their new trash provider. The final 
public meeting for the Transportation Master Plan is August 22 at 7 pm; she encouraged 
people to attend. She reminded everyone of the upcoming Fall Festival events. 
 

REGULAR BUSINESS 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 27, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A ONE-YEAR 

EXTENSION TO THE 824 SOUTH STREET/957 MAIN STREET PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT AND AN AMENDMENT TO THE SPECIAL REVIEW USE FOR 

OUTDOOR SALES OF RETAIL GOODS AND EATING AND DRINKING 
ESTABLISHMENTS 

 
Mayor Muckle introduced the item and opened the public hearing. Director Zuccaro stated 
this is a request for a one-year PUD extension and amendment to the Special Review 
Use (SRU). He reviewed the existing property at 824 South and the previously approved 
PUD. The property has new owners who would like to extend the outdoor area slightly 
and change the residential piece to a commercial use. He showed the originally approved 
plan and the new plans to compare. 
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Director Zuccaro stated there are notes on the PUD that outdoor amplified music shall be 
prohibited and night time hours of operation for the outdoor dining areas shall not extend 
past 12 am. 
 
Staff recommends approval for both the one-year PUD extension and the SRU with the 
two conditions originally on the PUD. 
 
Councilmember Maloney noted taking away the residential portion removes the buffer 
with the residential neighbors and he asked if that was a cause for concern. Director 
Zuccaro stated noise and lighting are the concerns and staff feels these are addressed by 
the notes on the PUD. In addition, staff did not receive any written comments on the 
application from the neighbors. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if the parking requirements are met on site and if not, 
what the fee is. Director Zuccaro stated the PUD does not meet the minimum number of 
spaces and the developer will have to make a payment in lieu for the parking needs. 
Director Zuccaro stated the charges would be at the current cost of the spaces. 
 
Erik Hartronft, architect, stated the owner is ready to pull the building permit as soon as all 
approvals are met. The new owner is planning to use the new commercial site at the rear 
of the property and will be looking for a tenant for the remainder of the building. 
 
Barbie Iglasias, owner, stated she plans to use the smaller area as a healthy to go food 
business that will run probably 7 am – 7 pm with some limited seating between the two 
building areas. 
 
Public Comments – None 
 
Mayor Muckle closed the public hearing 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton moved to approve the resolution; seconded by Councilmember 
Loo. 
 
Voice vote – all in favor. 
 
ORDINANCE NO. 1780, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 3.20 
OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING THE APPEALS PROCESS 

FOR TAX DECISIONS – 2ND READING, PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 
8/11/19) 

 
Kelly introduced the item by title. Mayor Muckle opened the public hearing. 
 
City Attorney Kelly stated state statute provides for two avenues for an appeal for tax 
hearings. It was recently found that Louisville’s code does not have two options; this 
ordinance brings our rules into conformance with state statute. The amendments provide 
an option for a review by the Executive Director of the Colorado Department of Revenue 
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of a final decision of the City and further appeal to district court. The process allows the 
applicant to determine which route they would like to take. 
 
Public Comments – None 
 
Public Comments – None. 
 
Closed the public hearing. 
 
Councilmember Leh moved to approve the ordinance, seconded by Councilmember 
Stolzmann. 
 
Vote: Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – CITY COUNCIL SALARY SURVEY 
 
Director Hix stated staff does an annual survey of all positions in the City including City 
Council and Mayor. Staff recommends increasing the Mayor’s salary by $54 per month to 
bring the salary up to the average of the market at $1,164 per month. Mayor Pro Tem and 
City Council Members’ salaries are above the average of the market and therefore no 
increase is recommended. She stated staff is seeking direction on any changes Council 
would like to make to the process and the proposed increase to the Mayor’s salary; some 
have mentioned an automatic adjustment be built in. 
 
Councilmember Keany stated this issue tends to be ignored for long periods of time and it 
should be reviewed regularly. He would like a policy or ordinance requiring review every 
two years so salaries are kept up to date. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated changes should not be automatic, but should be reviewed by 
Council every two years for public discussion. Councilmember Leh agreed.  
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated it should be done biannually or annually with all other salary 
reviews either by policy or by practice. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated the he supports an annual review process just like we do 
for staff and make changes when needed. Councilmember Keany agreed. 
 
Public Comments – None. 
 
Mayor Muckle asked if everyone supports making the changes for the mayor’s salary and 
include a council salary survey with the annual process as a practice. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated she supports this process. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated he prefers the process be codified rather than just a policy or 
practice just to be as transparent as possible. 
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Councilmember Stolzmann disagreed as she thinks there might be years when Council 
might want to not do a review and could have good reasons for it so it should be a 
practice. Councilmember Loo agreed it doesn’t need to be codified. 
 
The consensus was for an annual review practice and adjustment to the Mayor’s salary.  
 

ORDINANCE NO. 1781, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE 
CENTENNIAL VALLEY GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) CONCERNING 

ALLOWED USES, HEIGHTS, DENSITIES, AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT 
PROVISIONS FOR LOTS 2 AND 3, CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL O, 7TH FILING – 

1ST READING, SET PUBLIC HEARING 9/3/19 
 
City Attorney Kelly introduced the ordinance by title. Mayor Muckle moved to approve this 
on first reading and set the public hearing for 8/20/19; seconded by Councilmember 
Maloney. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if the Finance Committee has reviewed this and if they 
have comments on the hybrid fiscal model that was used. Director Zuccaro stated Council 
and Finance Committee looked at both fiscal models last year and agreed on a policy on 
when to run each model and what would be the standard assumptions in each model. 
The policy was that on a General Development Plan (GDP) amendment we could run 
either the direct/hybrid or the marginal cost model depending on the scope. In this case 
the direct/hybrid model was used not the full marginal cost model.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked for screen shots of the assumption tabs to have 
additional information to illustrate the cost side of the equation. 
 
Councilmember Keany asked if the church buys the property would only the portion of the 
building used by the church be tax exempt. Director Zuccaro stated that his 
understanding is that only the portion used by the tax exempt entity would be tax exempt. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated his concern that the City needs to be careful with questions 
that may run afoul of the federal rules that relate to churches and development. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated she would like a range of realistic projections for the 
parcel depending on the level of development to help understand the economic return. 
 
Voice vote, all in favor. 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 1782, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 2 OF 
THE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADDRESS MUNICIPAL CAMPAIGN VIOLATIONS AND 

COMPLAINTS – 1ST READING, SET PUBLIC HEARING 9/3/19 
 
City Attorney Kelly introduced the ordinance by title. Mayor Muckle moved to approve this 
on first reading and set the public hearing for 8/20/19; seconded by Mayor Pro Tem 
Lipton. 
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Voice vote, all in favor. 
 

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

AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Mayor Muckle asked staff to follow up with the Police Department regarding the public 
comments earlier in the evening. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated DRCOG received a presentation on bus rapid transit 
noting the report shows it favors high trip service in highly populated areas so there are 
questions about equity for all of the metro area. She noted RTD is rethinking how they 
provide service. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated she went to the Republic trash event this evening and 
it was a great event with good information for residents. 
 
Mayor Muckle moved for Council to start the meeting on August 27 at 6 pm to 
accommodate an executive session. All in favor. 
 
Councilmember Maloney invited everyone to review the Finance Committee packet from 
last week noting sales tax is flattening out and is below projections. This will be of 
concern in the budget discussion. 
 
Deputy City Manager Davis stated staff is looking to schedule a joint meeting with the 
Superior Board of Trustees to discuss the airport noise report. Council has two dates to 
choose from. 
 

ADJOURN 
 

Members adjourned at 8:03 pm. 
 
 
       ________________________ 
            Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  
 
________________________   
Meredyth Muth, City Clerk  
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5C 

 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETINGS ON 
SEPTEMBER 10 AND SEPTEMBER 24 

 
DATE:  SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff requests the City Council approve making the study sessions on September 10 
and September 24 special meetings to give staff direction on the meeting items. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
Approve September 10 and September 24, 2019 as special meetings 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
None 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5D 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION NO. 28, SERIES 2019 – A 
RESOLUTION APPROVING THE EIGHTH AMENDMENT TO THE 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT FOR COLLECTION OF 
COUNTY USE TAX BETWEEN BOULDER COUNTY AND THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 
DATE:  SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: KEVIN WATSON, FINANCE DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Pursuant to an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the City of Louisville and 
Boulder County, the City collects Boulder County use tax on building permits and remits 
those collections to Boulder County on a monthly basis.  The City retains 5% as a 
collection fee. 
 
The first IGA was executed on December 20, 1994.  The IGA that remains operative was 
executed on January 9, 1996.  The 1996 IGA has been amended seven times to revise 
the amount of use taxes that are collected to be consistent with Boulder County’s use tax 
rate. 
 
Boulder County’s overall use tax rate was not changed, effective January 1, 2019.  
However, the individual elements of the rate did change and Boulder County asked the 
City to amend the agreement in order to update Schedule A. 
 
After reviewing the original 1996 agreement, City staff requested additional amendments 
to clarify certain aspects of the IGA related to enforcement actions, audits, and other 
matters.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The City receives a collection fee equal to 5% of all Boulder County use tax collections.  
This amount can fluctuate significantly from year to year.  In 2018, the City retained 
$31,617 as a collection fee. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of the Eighth Amendment to the Intergovernmental 
Agreement for Collection of County Use Tax between Boulder County and the City of 
Louisville. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. A Resolution Approving the Eighth Amendment to the IGA 
2. The Eighth Amendment to the IGA 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 28, SERIES 2019 
 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 2 
 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT: 
 

 

☒ 

 
Financial Stewardship & 
Asset Management 

 

☐ 
 
Reliable Core Services 

 

☐ 

 
Vibrant Economic 
Climate 

 

☐ 

  
Quality Programs &   
Amenities 

 

☐ 

  
Engaged Community 

 

☐ 

  
Healthy Workforce 

 

☐ 

 
Supportive Technology 

 

☒ 

  
Collaborative Regional    
Partner 
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RESOLUTION NO. 28 

SERIES 2019 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE EIGHTH AMENDMENT TO THE 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT FOR COLLECTION OF COUNTY USE TAX 

BETWEEN BOULDER COUNTY AND THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 
 WHEREAS, there has been proposed an Eighth Amendment to the Intergovernmental 

Agreement for Collection of County Use Tax between the City and Boulder County (“Eighth 

Amendment”); and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council by this Resolution desires to approve the Eighth Amendment. 

 

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

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 

 

 Section 1. That certain Eighth Amendment to the Intergovernmental Agreement for 

Collection of County Use Tax between Boulder County and the City of Louisville (“Eighth 

Amendment”), a copy of which Eighth Amendment accompanies this Resolution, is hereby approved. 

 

 Section 2. The Mayor is authorized to execute the Eighth Amendment, and the Mayor is 

hereby further granted the authority to negotiate and approve such revisions to said Eighth 

Amendment as he determines are necessary or desirable for the protection of the City, so long as the 

essential terms and conditions of the Eighth Amendment are not altered. 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED this 3rd day of September, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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EIGHTH AMENDMENT TO THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

FOR COLLECTION OF COUNTY USE TAX BETWEEN 

BOULDER COUNTY AND THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 

This Amendment is effective as of January 1, 2019, between the County of Boulder, Colorado 

(“Boulder County”), and the City of Louisville, Colorado, a home-rule municipality, (the “City”) 

and together, the “Parties”. 

 

 RECITALS 

 

A. Boulder County imposes countywide use taxes pursuant to the authority granted in 

Sections 29-2-101, et seq., C.R.S., resolution of the Board of County Commissioners, and with 

voter approval.   

 

B. Consistent with Section 29-2-106(3)(a), C.R.S., Boulder County collects, 

administers, and enforces its countywide use taxes pursuant to resolution.   

 

C. Boulder County and the City entered into the Intergovernmental Agreement for 

Collection of County Use Taxes Between Boulder County and the City effective January 1, 1996 

(the “County Use Tax IGA”), under which the City collects for Boulder County tax on the privilege 

of using or consuming in Boulder County any construction and building materials purchased at 

retail;  

 

D. Pursuant to the County Use Tax IGA, the City has agreed to collect, administer and 

enforce the countywide use taxes in accordance with and pursuant to County Resolutions Nos. 93-

174, 94-162, 99-111, 2000-113, 2001-128, 2003-91, 2003-92, 2004-86 (as revised by 2004-102), 

2007-79, 2007-80, 2008-88, 2010-93, 2014-66, 2016-77, 2016-79, 2017-89, 2018-76 and Sections 

29-2-101, et seq., C.R.S., as amended, and the provisions of the City’s Sales and Use Tax 

Ordinance, which are not inconsistent with the aforementioned Resolutions and state statutes. 

 

E. The Parties have amended the County Use Tax IGA seven times, see First through 

Seventh Amendments to the County Use Tax IGA, to revise the amount of use taxes that are 

collected to be consistent with Boulder County’s imposition of new or extension of existing use 

taxes.   

 

F. The City has collected, administered, and enforced the County’s use taxes 

consistent with the County Use Tax IGA, as amended, since 1996. 

 

G. The current list of use taxes imposed by Boulder County, together with the relevant 

enacting resolution(s), is provided in the attached Schedule A. 

 

H. The First through Seventh Amendments to the County Use Tax IGA specified any 

newly imposed or extended use taxes to be collected, administered, and enforced by the City.   

 

I. It has become the practice of Boulder County to notify the City in or about 

December of each year of any newly imposed use taxes or use tax extensions that were passed by 
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resolution and approved by the voters in the November elections.   

 

J. The Parties desire to streamline the process by which Boulder County notifies the 

City of the use tax increments to be collected, administered, and enforced by the City. 

 

K. In order to implement these extensions of the use tax collection, Boulder County 

and the City desire to amend the existing County Use Tax IGA as previously amended. 

 

L. The Parties desire to make additional amendments to the County Use Tax IGA to 

clarify certain aspects of the IGA related to enforcement actions, audits and other matters.   

 

AGREEMENT 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, the parties agree 

as follows: 

 

1. Except as amended by this Eighth Amendment, all of the terms and conditions of 

the County Use Tax IGA, as amended, shall remain in full force and effect and shall apply to 

collection of the countywide use tax described herein. 

 

2. In order to streamline the process by which Boulder County notifies the City of the 

use tax increments to be collected, administered, and enforced by the City, the Parties herein agree 

that on or before December 15th of each year Boulder County shall provide to the City: (1) 

notification of any newly imposed use taxes or use tax extensions that were passed by resolution 

and approved by the voters in the November elections; and (2) a revised Schedule A showing a 

current list of use taxes imposed by Boulder County, together with the relevant enacting 

resolution(s). 

 

3. In order to implement this streamlined process for use tax collection, Boulder 

County and the City desire to amend the existing County Use Tax IGA as previously amended. 

 

4. The City agrees to at all times collect, administer, and enforce all currently effective 

countywide uses taxes as may be imposed or extended by Boulder County pursuant to the authority 

herein identified. 

 

5. The following sections in the County Use Tax IGA, as amended, are hereby further 

amended:  

 

a. Section A.1.d is amended to read as follows:  “Review all building permits, and 

conduct, or provide all relevant documentation to the County and coordinate with 

the County to allow the County to conduct, necessary audits and investigations to 

ensure compliance with the subject Countywide use taxes by all persons required 

to obtain building permits for construction within the City of Louisville. 

 

b. Section A.1.f is amended by deleting the following language “within a segregated 

fund to be designated by the City, which monies shall not be commingled with City 
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funds.”   

 

c.  Section A.1.g is amended so that the second sentence reads as follows: “Any errors 

discovered after the remittance by the City or the County shall be properly 

documented and shall be: (1) adjusted by the addition or subtraction of the 

appropriate amounts on the next remittance to the County; or (2) be refunded by 

the County pursuant to Section 2.a of this Agreement, whichever is directed by the 

City.” 

 

d. Section A.1.h(1) is amended by replacing “exceeded that” with “was less than” in 

the last sentence.  

 

e. Section A.2.a is amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined): 

“Upon the County’s receipt from the City of all necessary and proper 

documentation of an error or overpayment, make all refunds resulting from such 

error or overpayment of the subject County use taxes after review and examination 

by the City in accordance with the refund procedures set forth in the City of 

Louisville Sales and Use Tax Ordinance.”      

 

f. The first sentence in Section D.1 is amended to read as follows (words to be added 

are underlined, words to be deleted are struckthrough):  

 

D.1 The City agrees, without assuming any liability therefor, that 

if any taxpayer subject to the provisions of the subject County use taxes is 

delinquent and If enforcement proceedings are initiated by the City, the City 

will exercise such enforcement powers as are permissible under County 

Resolutions Nos. 93-174 and 94-162, applicable state statutes, and the City 

of Louisville Sales and Use Tax Ordinance, in an effort to collect the subject 

County use taxes.  

  

g. Section D.2 is amended to read as follows: 

 

D.2 The Parties agree that either Party may pursue enforcement 

proceedings against a taxpayer concerning County use tax.  The Parties 

agree that they shall coordinate their enforcement efforts and agree on 

respective roles and costs, particularly where a taxpayer is delinquent in 

payment of both City and County use taxes.  Where the City agrees to 

initiate enforcement proceedings related to County use tax, legal services 

and defense of litigation of delinquent County use taxes shall be furnished 

by the County at no additional cost to the City. 

 

h. Section D.3 is amended to read as follows: 

 

D.3 The County shall be solely responsible for any litigation 

contesting the validity of the enactment of the County use taxes or its 

application to any person or entity.  
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i. A new Section D.4 is added, which shall read as follows: 

 

D.4 The City does not assume liability for any delinquent County 

use taxes owed by a taxpayer.   

 

6. This Amendment may be executed in several counterparts, all of which when taken 

together shall constitute this instrument, notwithstanding that all parties have not signed the same 

counterpart. 

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

OF BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO 

 

 

By:_________________________ 

Elise Jones, Chair 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

___________________________ 

Clerk to the Board 

 

 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 

 

 

________________________________,  

Bob Muckle, Mayor  

 

ATTEST:  

 

___________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk  
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SCHEDULE A 

 

 

1) Effective for the period January 1, 2019 through December 31, 2019, the City agrees to 

collect, administer and enforce the countywide use taxes in the total amounts set forth 

herein:  

 

    

Authority (Resolution 

Nos.) 

Increment 

(%) 

Expiration date 

99-111;  

2016-77;  

2016-79 

One-quarter 

of one 

percent 

(0.25%) 

December 31, 2034 

2003-92;  

2008-88;  

2017-89 

One-

twentieth of 

one percent 

(0.05%) 

December 31, 2033 

2000-113; 

2007-80 

One-tenth of 

one percent 

(0.10%)  

December 31, 2029 

2004-86;  

2004-102 

One-tenth of 

one percent 

(0.10%) 

Effective January 1, 2005 through December 31, 2024 

with 0.05% expiring on that date and 0.05% remaining 

in perpetuity 

2001-128; 

2007-79  

One-tenth of 

one percent 

(0.10%) 

June 30, 2024 

2003-91  One-

twentieth of 

one percent 

(0.05%) 

Remaining in perpetuity 

2010-93  One-fifteenth 

of one 

percent 

(0.15%) 

December 31, 2030 

2014-66; 

2018-76  

Eighteen and 

one-half 

hundredths of 

one percent 

(0.185%) 

December 31, 2024 

 

 

2) Under the foregoing provisions, the City shall collect countywide use tax in the amount of 

0.985%. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8A 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION 29, SERIES 2019 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING 
A FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT TO ALLOW 
CONSTRUCTION OF A 23,000 SQUARE FOOT STRUCTURE 
AND ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND APPROVAL OF 
A SPECIAL REVIEW USE TO ALLOW USE GROUP 59: HEALTH 
OR ATHLETIC CLUB ON LOT 3, BLOCK 5, COLORADO 
TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER FILING 1 AT 1776 BOXELDER 
STREET 

 
DATE:  SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: LISA RITCHIE, SENIOR PLANNER 
 
VICINITY MAP: 

 
 
SUMMARY: 
The owner, Rhatigan Trust, represented by applicant, Barker Rinker Seacat 
Architecture, requests approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow 
construction of an 23,000 SF building, landscaping, parking and other site 

S. Taylor Ave 

Cherry Street 

Boxelder Street 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 29, SERIES 2019 
 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 13 
 

improvements on vacant land.  The application also includes a request for a Special 
Review Use to allow the site to operate as a volleyball training facility, under Use Group 
59: Health or Athletic Clubs, Spas, Dance Studios, Fitness Studios. 
 
BACKGROUND:   
The site is located in the Colorado Technology Center (CTC) at 1776 Boxelder Street. 
The property is zoned Industrial (I) and is subject to the Industrial Development Design 
Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG). 
 
The City approved the original plat for the property in 1979 as part of the Colorado 
Technological Center First Filing subdivision. A PUD was approved for development in 
2001, however that project was never built.  The current property owner purchased the 
property in 2017 with the intent of building this project.   
 
PROPOSAL: 
The proposal sites the structure along the eastern side of the property, with parking 
located on the front, west side and rear of the lot.  The structure consists of a mix of 
CMU block, metal insulated panels, and fiber cement siding.  The lot fronts the north 
side of Boxelder Street and is surrounded on all sides by developed property.   
 
The front portion of the building is roughly 22 feet high and includes a covered entry 
area and roll-up door opening to a covered patio area and contains offices, locker 
rooms, restrooms and circulation areas. The main portion of the structure is 35 feet tall 
and is sited behind the lower front portion and contains the gymnasium area.  The 
elevations on the front and sides near the entry include windows at the ground level and 
articulation through the patio cover and change in materials.  The larger rear portion of 
the structure includes translucent windows near the roof line.  Mechanical units are 
located behind the structure within a screened area. 
 
The drainage plan proposes underground detention in the rear of the lot behind the 
structure within the parking area. The proposal includes manicured turf areas near the 
front of the property, and more naturalized landscaping toward the rear.  The landscape 
plan includes the elements required by the IDDSG. 
 
The proposal includes 72 standard parking spaces and 4 ADA accessible spaces that 
are intended to provide adequate parking for operation as a training facility, but would 
not accommodate a larger event, such as a volleyball tournament.  The gymnasium 
includes 4 volleyball courts, or two basketball courts in place of the volleyball courts.  
LMC Sec. 17.20.020 includes a parking standard of one space per 21 square feet of 
seating area.  However, this project does not have a designated seating area and thus, 
staff reviewed the parking based on anticipated use of the facilities at peak times.     
 
The applicant is proposing enough parking stalls for each court to have a full team 
(twelve), along with two coaches, and 16 additional spaces for staff and visitors, in 
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addition to the four ADA accessible spaces. At this time, the applicant does not intend to 
hold events at the property, however the following note is included on the PUD that 
requires a Shared Parking Agreement prior to holding events or other operations on the 
property:  
 

The property shall not be operated or occupied in a manner that exceeds the 
parking provided on the property.  Prior to holding any event or activity that 
requires parking in excess of what is provided on–site, a shared parking 
agreement and parking plan demonstrating that all parking for the event can be 
accommodated with only off-street parking shall be submitted to the City for 
review and approval a minimum of 30 days prior to any such event.  Failure to 
comply with this requirement shall constitute a violation of Louisville Municipal 
Code Chapter 17.20, and the property owner shall be subject to all applicable 
penalties and remedies available to the City for such violations.    

 
Figure 1: Site 
Plan
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Figure 2: South Elevation 

 
 
Figure 3: West Elevation 

 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Planned Unit Development 
The PUD is subject to the IDDSG and Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal 
Code.   
 
IDDSG: 1. Site Planning 
The application complies with the standards in this section, including all minimum 
setbacks and building and site orientation standards.  The proposal includes one new 
pedestrian connection to Boxelder Street, employee and visitor gathering areas, and 
appropriate screening of utilities.  The lot meets the minimum landscape requirements 
and the standards for site grading in the IDDSG. 
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IDDSG: 2. Vehicular Circulation and Parking 
The site is adjacent Boxelder Street on the south and private property on the north, 
east, and west.  Access is accommodated through one drive aisle to the west of the 
proposed building.  The drive aisles can accommodate access for fire and service 
needs on the property. 
 
As noted in the summary above, parking is addressed based on peak needs and staff 
finds it is adequate to operate the property as a training facility.  The note requires City 
approval of shared parking agreement prior to operating the property in any manner that 
exceeds the parking provided on-site.  This provides the property owner an option to 
demonstrate adequate parking if they decide to hold an event in the future. 
 
IDDSG: 3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation 
The applicant proposes pedestrian connections and bicycle parking consistent with the 
standards of the IDDSG.  The application includes 4 exterior bicycle parking spaces 
near the main entrance.  The plans include pedestrian access via a new sidewalk to the 
adjacent street and throughout the site.  The parking lot design locates parking spaces 
adjacent to sidewalks in some areas, however the sidewalks in these areas are at least 
7-feet wide so that there is adequate width for car overhang. 
 
IDDSG: 4. Architectural Design 
The PUD provides for appropriate building relationships and compatibility by including 
landscaping and orientation that enhances the public areas of the site.  The architecture 
of the building includes adequate articulation and material variation, and properly 
locates entry and service areas.  While the application includes the use of metal siding, 
it is of high quality and is considered an accent. 
 
IDDSG: 5. Landscape Design 
The application complies with standards in the IDDSG for perimeter landscaping 
adjacent to abutting property, parking lot landscaping, and building and loading and 
service area landscaping.   
 
IDDSG: 6. Fences and Walls 
The application does not include fences or walls.   
 
IDDSG: 7. Sign Design 
The application does not address signs, and the property owner intends to submit sign 
permits in compliance with the draft Sign Code pending adoption later this summer. 
 
IDDSG: 8. Exterior Site Lighting 
Staff finds the application complies with the IDDSG for the lighting design.  The 
application includes wall mounted and pole mounted full cut-off LED light fixtures that 
will reduce light glare and safely light the property. 
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Compliance with 17.28.120 
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 28 criteria for PUDs that must 
be satisfied or found not applicable in order to approve a PUD.  Analysis and staff’s 
recommended finding of each criterion is provided in the attached appendix. 
 
Special Review Use 
Use Group 59: Health or Athletic Clubs, Spas, Dance Studios, Fitness Studios requires 
approval of a SRU in the Industrial zone district.  Section 17.40.100 (A) of the LMC lists 
the five criteria to be considered: 
 

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 proposed use is consistent with the spirit and intent of the comprehensive plan. 
1776 Boxelder Street is in the CTC Special District in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan.  
The land use mix under Special Districts in the Framework section of the plan calls for a 
mix of uses.  This proposal will provide a unique use in the area that will complement 
the existing uses and be compatible with the Comprehensive Plan. Staff finds the 
proposal meets this criterion.    
 

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

 
The proposed architecture in the PUD is compatible with the character of the 
surrounding established areas, and complies with the IDDSG.  The use will be 
complementary to the primarily daytime uses of the surrounding properties, and will 
provide a new business type in the area, diversifying the economic base of the CTC 
development. Staff finds the proposal meets this criterion. 
 

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; 

 
Staff finds that the use is adequate for the efficiency of the proposal.  Staff reviewed the 
amendment for additional impacts to utilities and access and finds that proposal does 
not negatively impact surrounding facilities.  Staff finds the proposal meets this 
criterion. 
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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 development plans provide adequate controls on the external effects through site 
layout, appropriately designed lighting and landscaping.  The site plan provides 
appropriate vehicular / pedestrian circulation. Staff finds the proposal meets this 
criterion. 
 

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. 

 
This development provides adequate and proper location of walks and landscaped 
spaces to provide for safe circulation.  There is adequate capacity in the surrounding 
road networks to accommodate the use. Staff acknowledges the site cannot 
accommodate events or tournaments and without the required shared parking 
agreement, this could have off-site impacts.  Staff finds the proposal meets this 
criterion. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
Planning Commission reviewed the application during a public hearing on August 8, 
2019, and voted 6-0 to recommend approval without conditions.  The minutes of this 
meeting are included as an attachment. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Staff finds no significant fiscal impact to the City.  The proposal is consistent with the 
existing zoning and planned development within the CTC, which has established and 
adequate City services and infrastructure to support the development. 
 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
The application meets the Community Design and Economic Prosperity program goals 
and sub-program objectives by helping foster new business in the City and ensuring 
new development meets adopted zoning and design standards and guidelines. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff finds the proposal complies with the PUD and SRU criteria and recommends 
approval of Resolution 29, Series 2019. 
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ATTACHMENT(S): 
1. Resolution 29, Series 2019 
2. Application Materials 
3. PUD/SRU 
4. Planning Commission minutes, August 8, 2019 
5. Presentation 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT: 
 

 

☐ 

 
Financial Stewardship & 
Asset Management 

 

☐ 

 
Reliable Core Services 

 

☒ 

 
Vibrant Economic 
Climate 

 

☐ 

  
Quality Programs &   
Amenities 

 

☐ 

  
Engaged Community 

 

☐ 

  
Healthy Workforce 

 

☐ 

 
Supportive Technology 

 

☐ 

  
Collaborative Regional    
Partner 
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APPENDIX: PUD Criteria Analysis – Lot 3, Block 5, CTC Filing 1 PUD 

Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 

1. An appropriate relationship to 
the surrounding area. 

Compliant 

The use is appropriate for the area 
and permitted in the Industrial zone 
district.  The site and building 
design are consistent with other 
surrounding properties.   

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 application provides for 
adequate and safe internal 
circulation.  The City’s engineering 
division and Fire District have 
reviewed the parking circulation 
and driveway location and have 
not objections to the proposal.   

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial.  
Residential uses are not allowed. 

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 

Compliant 
The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in the IDDSG. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial.  
Residential uses are not allowed. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with site 
planning provisions in the IDDSG, 
assuring appropriate privacy of 
neighboring properties. 

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

The PUD complies with pedestrian 
and bicycle requirements in the 
IDDSG, ensuring adequate 
pedestrian and bicycle access.  
There is a direct sidewalk 
connection provided between the 
building and adjacent public street.   

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

The building is 35’ tall and thus 
complies with and building height 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
ensuring an appropriate bulk for 
buildings and relationship to other 
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development in the CTC.  

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

Compliant 

The PUD complies with the 
architectural design and site 
planning requirements in the 
IDDSG. The design incorporates 
adequate articulation, building 
materials and site configuration.   

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 

The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in the IDDSG 
ensuring adequate screening and 
compatible landscaping for the 
CTC. 

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 
The PUD complies with all 
applicable development design 
standards and guidelines. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property was annexed in 
1976. 

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 meets their requirements. 

 

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 PUD complies with the 
adopted elements of the 
comprehensive plan, and the 
adopted development design 
standards and guidelines. 

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 

Compliant 

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

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. 

Compliant 

The PUD is appropriate for the 
context of the existing conditions of 
the property. The site is relatively 
flat and is within a developed 
industrial park and not adjacent to 
any preservation areas.    

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 
access to open space and other 
methods of design. 

Compliant 

The PUD complies with site 
planning requirements in the 
IDDSG, ensuring proper building 
placement, vistas and access to 
open space. 

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 
The PUD complies with 
requirements in the IDDSG. 

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 

Compliant 

The PUD complies with 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
ensuring properly designed 
landscaping adjacent to public 
streets. 
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streets, including parking lots, 
shall aid the order and aesthetic 
quality of the development. 

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 PUD complies with bicycle and 
pedestrian requirements in the 
IDDSG, ensuring adequate 
pedestrian and bicycle access. 

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

Compliant 

The PUD proposes appropriate 
use of water.  The non-public 
areas of the lot include native seed 
mix for the landscape areas. 

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 PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
providing for shading of parking 
and pedestrian areas. 

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 landscaping 
shall be incorporated into 
entrances to developments. 

Compliant 

The PUD complies with the 
requirements of the IDDSG and 
includes adequate landscaping 
and buffering from adjacent 
streets. 

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 PUD provides unshaded roof 
structures so that solar energy may 
be utilized in the future. 

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

Not 
applicable 

Housing is not proposed.  

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

Not 
applicable 

Housing is not proposed. 
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size. 

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 in design with 
the contours of the site, with 
surrounding designs and 
neighborhoods.  
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Resolution No. 29, Series 2019 
Page 1 of 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 29 
SERIES 2019 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT TO 
ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A 23,000 SQUARE FOOT STRUCTURE AND 

ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND APPROVAL OF A SPECIAL REVIEW 
USE TO ALLOW USE GROUP 59: HEALTH OR ATHLETIC CLUB ON LOT 3, 

BLOCK 5, COLORADO TECHNOLOGICAL CENTER FILING 1 AT 1776 BOXELDER 
STREET 

  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for a Planned Unit Development to allow construction of a 23,000 square foot 
structure and associated site improvements and a Special Review Use to allow Use 
Group 59: Health or Athletic Club; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that 
the application complies with the Louisville zoning regulations and other applicable 
sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; and 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on July 11, 2019 continued to 
August 8, 2019, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including 
the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated August 8, 2019, the 
Planning Commission recommended approval the PUD and SRU; and 

 
WHEREAS, City Council has reviewed the application, including the 

recommendation of the Planning Commission and finds that said Planned Unit 
Development and SRU should be approved. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Louisville, 
Colorado does hereby approve an application for a Planned Unit Development to allow 
construction of a 23,000 square foot structure and associated site improvements and a 
Special Review Use to allow Use Group 59: Health or Athletic Club. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 3rd day of September 2019. 

 
 
By: ____________________________ 

Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: _____________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

41



FRANK BUONO

FRANKBUONO

42



Drawn By:
Checked By:

Project Number:

Sheet title:

Issue:

Date:

2019 Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture

Revisions:

©7/
31

/2
01

9 
8:

37
:5

0 
AM

C:
\U

se
rs

\k
ris

tin
m

ea
sa

m
er

\D
es

kt
op

\R
ev

it\
RV

Fk
ris

tin
se

al
ey

.rv
t

COVER SHEET

Checker
Author

2018.044
FINAL PUD & SPECIAL REVIEW USE

24 JULY 2019

RH
AT

IG
AN

 V
OL

LE
YB

AL
L

17
76

 B
ox

eld
er

 S
tre

et
, L

ou
isv

ille
, C

O

1 of 8

ACTIVITY

Rev. Date:

43



HC HC HCHC

Drawn By:
Checked By:

Project Number:

Sheet title:

Issue:

Date:

2019 Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture

Revisions:

©7/
26

/2
01

9 
9:

51
:5

0 
AM

C:
\U

se
rs

\k
ris

tin
m

ea
sa

m
er

\D
es

kt
op

\R
ev

it\
RV

Fk
ris

tin
se

al
ey

.rv
t

DEVELOPMENT
PLAN

Checker
Author

2018.044
FINAL PUD & SPECIAL REVIEW USE

24 JULY 2019

RH
AT

IG
AN

 V
OL

LE
YB

AL
L

17
76

 B
ox

eld
er

 S
tre

et
, L

ou
isv

ille
, C

O

2 of 8

Rev. Date:

44



45



46



47



Drawn By:
Checked By:

Project Number:

Sheet title:

Issue:

Date:

2019 Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture

Revisions:

©8/
26

/2
01

9 
8:

51
:3

7 
AM

C:
\U

se
rs

\k
ris

tin
m

ea
sa

m
er

\D
es

kt
op

\R
ev

it\
RV

Fk
ris

tin
se

al
ey

.rv
t

EXTERIOR
ELEVATIONS

Checker
Author

2018.044
FINAL PUD & SPECIAL REVIEW USE

24 JULY 2019

RH
AT

IG
AN

 V
OL

LE
YB

AL
L

17
76

 B
ox

eld
er

 S
tre

et
, L

ou
isv

ille
, C

O

6 OF 8

Rev. Date:

48



HC HC HCHC

2017 Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture©

SHEET 7 OF 8

RH
AT

IG
AN

 V
OL

LE
YB

AL
L

49



Drawn By:
Checked By:

Project Number:

Sheet title:

Issue:

Date:

2019 Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture

Revisions:

©7/
26

/2
01

9 
9:

51
:5

4 
AM

C:
\U

se
rs

\k
ris

tin
m

ea
sa

m
er

\D
es

kt
op

\R
ev

it\
RV

Fk
ris

tin
se

al
ey

.rv
t

FLOOR PLAN

Checker
Author

2018.044
FINAL PUD & SPECIAL REVIEW USE

24 JULY 2019

RH
AT

IG
AN

 V
OL

LE
YB

AL
L

17
76

 B
ox

eld
er

 S
tre

et
, L

ou
isv

ille
, C

O

8 OF 8

Rev. Date:

50



     

 
City of Louisville 

Department of Planning and Building Safety  
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
August 8th, 2019 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
Call to Order – Chair Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:32 PM.  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair  
Tom Rice, Vice Chair  
Keaton Howe 
Jeff Moline 
Dietrich Hoefner 
Debra Williams 

Commission Members Absent: None. 
Staff Members Present:  Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

Harry Brennan, Planner II 
Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the August 8th, 2019 
agenda. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Howe moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the July 11th, 2019 minutes. 
Chair Brauneis and Commissioner Williams abstained. Motion passed unanimously by 
voice vote.  
 
Williams moved and Howe seconded a motion to approve the June 13th, 2019 minutes. 
Commissioner Rice abstained. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
Lot 3, Block 5, Colorado Technological Center Filing 1 PUD and SRU: A request for 
approval of a Planned Unit Development to allow construction of a 23,000 sf structure 
an associated site improvements and approval of a Special Review Use to allow use 
group 59: Health or Athletic Club at 1776 Boxelder Street. (Resolution 13, Series 2019) 
CONTINUED FROM JULY 11, 2019 

 Applicant: Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture 

 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
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All required notice was met.  
 
Brauneis asked for conflicts of interest. Seeing none, he invited the staff presentation. 
 
Ritchie presented the PUD and SRU for a single-story, 23,000 square foot building with 
four volleyball courts or two basketball courts and other amenities including locker 
rooms and a small café. Ritchie noted that there was also a small area reserved for an 
additional tenant or storage space. The application provides for all landscaping 
requirements and proposed to provide underground retention due to easement conflicts. 
Public works reviewed the design and had no concerns. Ritchie noted that the signage 
conformed to the new sign code, which should be in effect by the time this building is 
up. She presented the material samples to the Commission and asked that they be 
entered into the record.  
 
Ritchie continued that the proposed parking was adequate to operate as a training 
facility, but may not be adequate for events. Therefore, the PUD contained a note that if 
use exceeded the available parking, the applicant would be required to submit a shared 
parking agreement to the City. The owner is already pursuing conversations with 
neighboring properties to secure an agreement. 
 
Moline asked about the future use of the unfinished tenant area. 
 
Ritchie replied that with projects in the CTC, the City evaluates if it was an allowed use 
or an SRU including evaluating the parking availability for the proposed use.  
 
Moline asked if tournament use would trigger a new use review. 
 
Ritchie replied that a tournament would be within the approved use of the current SRU, 
but the note addressed the possibility that the parking would be inadequate for 
tournaments. 
 
Kevin Armstrong with Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture, 3457 Ringsby Court Suite 200 
in Denver, stated that the additional tenant was to be a congruent use such as a 
CrossFit training gym space, falling under a similar athletic club for the parking 
requirements. He anticipated having at most 20 people at a time for that use. 
 
Williams asked why recreation required special review. 
 
Ritchie replied that she had not been on staff when that use was created, but she 
thought it had something to do with parking, the evaluation of appropriate use, and 
possible outdoor facilities. 
 
Williams asked if the applicant had approached the HOA for the CTC. 
 
Ritchie replied that the applicant had worked with the HOA prior to submitting this 
design to make sure the HOA was onboard with the design. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions of staff. Seeing none, he asked the applicant 
about the underground containment. 
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Armstrong replied that the underground containment allowed them to balance the size 
of the site and avoid building on the easement while obtaining adequate parking. 
 
Brauneis asked what happened to the water in the underground retention pond. 
 
Armstrong responded that it flowed into a containment unit with a filter that required 
ongoing maintenance before moving into underground storage pipes that slowly 
released the water into the drainage channel. 
  
Hoefner asked who would be playing volleyball in the facility. 
 
Kyle Rhatigan, owner of LBC Volleyball at 1776 Boxelder Street in Louisville, replied 
that the club he owns would be the main tenant and the teams would be mostly junior 
teams in high school with some younger athletes as well. 
 
Brauneis asked for public comment. Seeing none, he requested a motion to enter the 
sample materials into the record. Moline moved and Williams seconded. Voice vote all 
in favor. Brauneis then asked for closing statements. Seeing none, he closed the public 
hearing and opened commissioner comment. 
 
Howe stated that he would appreciate discussions of probable business growth for 
future, since in this case he felt that the facility would likely grow beyond its limited 
parking.  
 
Hoefner thanked the applicant and voiced support for the application.  
 
Rice stated that he appreciated the creative use in the CTC. 
 
Williams agreed with her fellow commissioners and added that having a facility like this 
close by would help cut down on travel for local parents. She encouraged the applicant 
to continue to work with staff on parking. 
 
Moline voiced his support and appreciated the use of a unique and small lot in the CTC. 
 
Brauneis stated that the shared parking agreement seemed like a good way to avoid 
additional blacktop when it was unnecessary. 
 
Rice moved to approve Resolution 13, Series 2019. Howe and Williams seconded. Roll 
call vote. Motion passed unanimously. 

 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

 
Rice asked if there would still be a special meeting on September 26th. 
 
Ritchie replied that the Conoco-Phillips application was not on track to be ready by 
September 26th. However, staff planned to present a Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
related to the Parcel O provision. She noted that there would be public comment and a 
presentation on the amendment criteria.  
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Planning Commission Public Hearing
September 3, 2019

Lot 3, Block 5 CTC Filing 1
Planned Unit Development & Special Review Use

Approval of Resolution No. 29, Series 2019, approving a PUD and 
SRU to allow the construction of a 23,000 sf structure and associated 
site improvements, and a SRU to allow Use Group 59: Health or 
Athletic Club

Public Notice Certification:
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera – August 18, 2019
Posted in Required Locations, Property Posted and Mailing Notice – August 16, 2019

PUD & SRU
Vicinity Aerial
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Cherry Street

Boxelder Street
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PUD & SRU
Site Plan

PUD & SRU
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PUD & SRU

PUD & SRU
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PUD & SRU
Discussion

• Application does not include waivers and meets 
provisions in the IDDSG

• Parking is adequate to operate as a training facility, 
but may not be able to accommodate events.  The 
owner is pursuing conversations with neighboring 
properties to secure an agreement.
• PUD includes a note that states, “The property shall not be 

operated or occupied in a manner that exceeds the 
parking provided on the property.  Prior to holding any 
event or management practice that requires parking in 
excess of what is provided on–site, a shared parking 
agreement and parking plan demonstrating that all 
parking for the event can be accommodated with only 
off‐street parking shall be submitted to the City for review 
and approval a minimum of 30 days prior to any such 
event.  Failure to comply with this requirement shall 
constitute a violation of Louisville Municipal Code Chapter 
17.20, and the property owner shall be subject to all 
applicable penalties and remedies available to the City for 
such violations.“   

PUD & SRU
Staff Recommendation

• Staff recommends approval of 
Resolution 29, Series 2019, 
approving a PUD and SRU to allow 
the construction of a 23,000 sf 
structure and associated site 
improvement, and to allow Use 
Group 59: Health or Athletic Club
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8B 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE 1781, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE AMENDING 
THE CENTENNIAL VALLEY GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
(GDP) CONCERNING ALLOWED USES, HEIGHTS, DENSITIES, 
AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS FOR LOTS 2 AND 3, 
CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL O, 7TH FILING – 2ND READING, 
PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 8/25/19) 

       
DATE:          SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: ROB ZUCCARO, PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY DIRECTOR 
 
VICINITY MAP: 
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES:   
The property owners, Seminole Land Holdings, Inc. and Centennial Valley Properties I, 
LLC, have worked jointly with City staff to propose an amendment to the Centennial Valley 
General Development Plan (GDP) for Lots 2 and 3, Centennial Parcel O, 7th Filing (see 
Attachment 2).  The purpose of the GDP amendment is to implement the findings of the 
February 1, 2019 McCaslin Parcel O Redevelopment Study (the Parcel O Study) 
commissioned by the City to understand community and market supported redevelopment 
options for the subject properties (see Attachment 3).  The Parcel O Study was presented 
to City Council at their February 5, 2019 meeting, at which time Council directed staff to 
work with the property owners on the GDP amendment (see Attachment 4 for minutes).   
 
The proposed GDP amendment is intended to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization of 
Lots 2 and 3 in Parcel O, which is desired due to the long-term vacancy and 
underutilization of the former Sam’s Club building on Lot 2 and the recent vacancy of the 
Kohl’s building on Lot 3.  The GDP amendment provides an increase in allowed 
commercial floor area, increases in allowed height, and would allow both 
entertainment/commercial amusement and residential uses to help revitalize the area.  The 
residential zoning is intended to increase the potential financial feasibility of a 
redevelopment project and to help activate the area as a mixed-use neighborhood that will 
be a more desirable location for future retail development.   
 
The Parcel O Study concluded that re-tenanting of the vacant properties in Parcel O with 
commercial, office and retail land uses alone, as allowed under the current GDP, was 
unlikely due to a lack of current or future market demand for those uses.  The Parcel O 
Study also notes some physical constraints of the building on Lot 2 and an obsolete lot 
layout and street network in the area that are barriers to redevelopment.  The Parcel O 
Study scenarios assume that redevelopment will include some reconfiguration of lots, 
streets and buildings, and also recognizes some re-tenanting of existing buildings could 
occur.  These scenarios were found to be financially feasible and would enable better site 
planning and incorporation of community-desired amenities such as public gathering 
spaces and better pedestrian connectivity.   
 
Since this project started, Ascent Church has entered into a contract to purchase Lot 2 and 
is currently evaluating possible reuse the existing Sam’s Club building as a mix of church 
and commercial uses.  Such reuse of the building as a potentially financially feasible 
development scenario for Lot 2 was not contemplated in the Parcel O Study.  Both the Lot 
3 owner and Ascent Church have indicated that they intend to reuse and re-tenant the 
existing buildings, at least in the near term.  While acknowledging that reuse of the existing 
building could be a desirable scenario for the City, staff notes that this possibility also 
suggests that the currently proposed rezoning incentives in the GDP amendment may not 
be needed to incentivize near-term redevelopment.   
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Based on these changed conditions, staff recommends consideration of the following 
options for moving forward: 

 Table the GDP amendment and continue to work with both property owners on 
potential reuse scenarios utilizing the existing buildings.  This could include a GDP 
amendment to allow entertainment/indoor commercial amusement as a supportive 
use.  If Ascent Church decides to no longer pursue reuse of the property, the City 
could consider the GDP amendment to allow mixed-use residential at a future date.    

 Continue to consider the existing GDP amendment to allow both residential and 
entertainment/indoor commercial amusement as supportive uses with minimum 
requirements for concurrent development of retail and commercial uses.  This GDP 
amendment could facilitate a future long-term development scenario rather than a 
near-term scenario.   

 
As drafted in Attachment 2, the proposed GDP amendment would make the following 
changes to the development standards for the subject properties.  This is staff’s 
recommended GDP language and includes Planning Commission recommended changes 
and some additional changes that staff and property owners have discussed for further 
consideration by City Council (The property owners have further amendments they would 
like considered that are not discussed in the list immediately below, but which is noted in a 
following section). 

 Land Uses: The current GDP limits land uses to “Commercial/Retail” uses as further 
detailed under Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) Sec. 17.72.090 (see Attachments 5 
and 6 for the current GDP and LMC Sec. 17.72.090 respectively).  The proposed 
GDP amendment expands allowed land uses to include Entertainment and 
Commercial Amusement and Single-Family Attached and Multi-Family Residential.    

 Residential Cap:  The proposed GDP amendment sets a baseline residential cap of 
240 units between the two lots and provides incentives that could allow up to a total 
of 336 units.  Staff is presenting optional incentives in light of previous discussion at 
City Council regarding the importance of gathering spaces, and affordable housing.  
These items can be considered as incentives (as presented), or requirements to 
meet the base 240 units or removed all together.   

 Residential Incentives:  The proposed GDP amendment includes two incentives that 
would result in a 20% (48 unit) bonus per incentive:   

o An Affordable Housing Incentive if at least 12% of the units are permanently 
affordable.  

o A Public Space Incentive if the development incorporates at least 12% of the 
land area into a park, plaza or gathering space with at least 80% of the space 
continuous.  This is above a mandatory public space requirement described 
below.   

 Retail Concurrency: If residential development takes place, the GDP amendment 
requires a minimum amount of non-residential and sales tax generating retail or 
restaurant uses.  The GDP includes two options:  

o Option (a): For every 12 residential units constructed, a minimum of 5,000 
sq. ft. of non-residential uses must be developed with 1,000 sq. ft. being 
sales tax generating retail or restaurant uses. For the baseline residential 
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allotment of 240 units, this totals 20,000 sq. ft. of new retail or restaurant 
development and 80,000 sq. ft. of other non-residential supportive uses.   

o Option (b): For every 12 residential units constructed, a minimum of 4,000 
sq. ft. of non-residential uses must be developed with 2,000 sq. ft. being 
sales tax generating retail or restaurant uses.  While option (b) includes less 
overall non-residential development, it provides more sales tax generating 
retail or restaurant uses and provides more flexibility for development 
options.   For the baseline residential allotment of 240 units, this totals 
40,000 sq. ft. of new retail or restaurant development and 40,000 sq. ft. of 
other non-residential supportive uses 

 Commercial Density:  The current GDP limits commercial density to a Floor Area 
Ratio of 0.2.  The proposed GDP amendment would increase the commercial 
density allowance to 0.3 (excluding any residential components of the 
development).    

 Public Space:  New residential development must provide a public park, plaza or 
gathering space totaling a minimum of 7% of the gross development area, with at 
least 80% of the space contiguous.    

 Block Structure:  Any redevelopment totaling at least 20 acres of land area must 
include a public or private street grid at 400-600’ intervals with multi-modal access.   

 Height Allowance:  The current GDP does not include a building height limit.  The 
Commercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG) limits height 
to 35’. The proposed GDP would limit height in the “Mixed Commercial Buffer” to 2 
stories for both commercial and residential development (30’ to parapet or roof ridge 
and 35’ to mechanical).  The “Mixed Commercial Core” includes a taller height 
allowance of 3 stories for residential (35’ to parapet or roof ridge and 40’ to 
mechanical) and 3 stories for commercial (45’ to parapet or roof ridge and 50’ to 
mechanical).    

 
  

61



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1781, SERIES 2019 
 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 PAGE 5 OF 26 
 

Figure 1: GDP Map and Height Allowances 
 

 
 
Planning Commission Action 
The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed GDP amendment at their June 13, 2019 
meeting and voted 4-1 to recommend approval with the condition to reduce the allowed 
residential height in the Mixed Commercial Buffer (see Attachment 7 for minutes).  The 
following change was made to the GDP amendment meet this condition.  

 In the Mixed Commercial Buffer, residential height allowance was reduced from 3 
stories to 2 stories, with a 30’ maximum height to a parapet or roof ridge and 35’ to 
mechanical equipment or screening.   

 
Additional Changes Incorporated into GDP Post Planning Commission 
The GDP amendment in Attachment 2 includes the following changes in addition to the 
change made by the Planning Commission condition: 

 In the Mixed Commercial Core, residential height allowance was reduced from 4 
stories to 3 stories with a 35’ maximum height to a parapet or roof ridge and 40’ to 
mechanical equipment or screening.  This reduction was agreed to by the property 
owners and is based on community feedback and concern about building height.    

 Note No. 5 was added to the GDP stating that shared parking is desired and will be 
evaluated at the time of PUD site planning review under Municipal Code standards 
for parking reductions.  This was requested by the property owners and is 
supported by staff.   
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 An additional footnote was added to the Development Requirements and Incentives 
table to define that retail and restaurant uses must derive a minimum of 50% of their 
revenues from sales tax generating activities.  This was agreed to by the property 
owners to clarify what would quality as a sales tax generating use.    

 The Retail Concurrency standard in the Development Requirements and Incentives 
table of the GDP was amended to allow two options instead of one, for each 12 
residential units either (a) a minimum of 5,000 sq. ft. of non-residential uses must be 
developed with 1,000 sq. ft. being sales tax generating retail or restaurant uses; or 
(b) a minimum of 4,000 sq. ft. of non-residential uses must be developed with 2,000 
sq. ft. being sales tax generating retail or restaurant uses.  While option (b) includes 
less overall non-residential development, it provides more sales tax generating retail 
or restaurant uses and provides more flexibility for development options.    

 Several general edits were made to Note No. 2 and the Development Requirements 
and Incentives Table for clarification, including how to determine concurrent 
commercial development through issuance of building permits and existence of 
leases.  

 
Property Owners’ Suggested Alternatives 
As previously stated, the current GDP amendment represents staff’s recommended 
language.  The property owners would like further consideration of the following 
alternatives: 

 

 Rather than require coordinated development under a single PUD for both lots, 
allow lot by lot redevelopment to take place with the residential development 
allowance split between each lot.  If Council supports this alternative, the 
Residential Cap standard of the Development Requirements and Incentives table 
on the GDP could be changed as follows:   
 

Residential Cap: Cap of 120 dwelling units per lot for a total of 240 dwellings 
(up to 192 dwelling units possible per lot for a total of 348 dwelling units with 
cumulative incentives).  Unit allowance may be transferred between lots with 
the consent of the owners of such lots.  
 

This is how the GDP was drafted for review by Planning Commission and would 
provide more flexibility and options for future redevelopment.  Staff’s concern is that 
with potential reuse of the buildings and with non-coordinated development between 
the lots, the primary elements to improve the site planning for the properties could 
not be met.  For example, non-coordinated development would limit options for 
improved pedestrian connections and contiguous and meaningful public space.  
This could also limit the “place making” opportunities that would support creating a 
desirable destination that would attract new commercial development.   

 
This language also assumes that the Land Assemblage Incentive included the 
Planning Commission version of the GDP could also be reinstated to allow an 
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additional 20% bonus to the residential cap if coordinated developed does take 
place.      
 

 Rather than require public space to be determined as a percentage of the lot, 
require the public space to be a ratio of 250 sq. ft. per residential unit developed.   If 
240 residential units were developed, this would total 1.37 acres of public space.  
As drafted in staff’s recommended language, public space is a percentage of lot 
area developed and would require 1.62 acres of public space with a minimum of 
1.30 acres being contiguous.  Staff’s concern is that if a substantially smaller 
residential project is proposed, the size of the public space required would not 
create a meaningful area.  For example, if a 60-unit residential project were 
proposed, the public space requirement would be 0.34 acres.  This would likely not 
be a large enough space for community events.    

 
If Council supports this alternative, the Public Space Requirement standard of the 
Development Requirements and Incentives table on the GDP could be changed as 
follows:   
 

For any new residential development within the subject property, the owner or 
owners of Lots 2 and 3 shall cause the development of a minimum of 250 sq. 
ft. of contiguous public space per dwelling unit. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

64



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1781, SERIES 2019 
 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 PAGE 8 OF 26 
 

BACKGROUND:   
The City initiated the Parcel O study as a way to address the long-term vacancy of the 
former Sam’s Club property (Lot 2), which has been vacant or underutilized without viable 
retail uses for the last 9 years.  In addition, the Kohl’s property (Lot 3) is now vacant with a 
new Kohl’s opening in Lafayette.  Retail development within the McCaslin corridor is vital 
to the fiscal health of the City and either new retail uses or new development to support a 
vibrant retail environment in the corridor is needed to maintain this fiscal health.    
  
The City Council stated goals of the Parcel O Study were to: 

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

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

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

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

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

 
Council direction also included the following principles that were essential to the Parcel O 
Study: 

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

development scenarios and that ensure the corridor continues to serve as the City’s 

primary retail sales tax base;  

 Identify and evaluate development restrictions and regulatory and policy barriers to 

redevelopment and investment in the corridor;  

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

the McCaslin corridor by ensuring new development has an exceptional fiscal 

benefit to the City; and 

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

development scenarios and study recommendations.    

The Parcel O Study focused on market supported and viable redevelopment options and 
identified barriers to redevelopment.  This included an evaluation of market factors, private 
covenant and City zoning restrictions, financial feasibility, and public desires.  Based on 
these factors, the Parcel O Study tested three alternative development scenarios against 
the project goals.  The alternatives were not intended to provide all possible 
redevelopment options, but instead feasible alternatives to test against the City’s set 
criteria.  The following table provides a summary of each alternative and how it aligns with 
project goals:  
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Figure 2: Summary of Alternatives from Parcel O Study (page 11) 
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The proposed GDP amendment is intended to generally follow Alternative 2 from the 
Parcel Study, which tested redevelopment of Lots 2 and 3 and included re-tenanting of the 
Kohl’s building and full redevelopment of the Sam’s Club building.  Alternative 3, which 
tested redevelopment of the entire area of Parcel O (Cherry to Dillon and McCaslin to 
Dahlia) better met community supported goals for redevelopment, but is considered 
unlikely due the need to consolidate 11 lots under separate ownership.  
 
The original Centennial Valley General Development Plan was adopted in 1983 and 
covered 882 acres, providing a mixed use development with 1,333 dwelling units and 
3.677 million square feet of planned building area.  The Davidson Mesa open space was 
dedicated to the City as part of the original development plans.  Approximately 70 acres on 
the west side of McCaslin Boulevard are still vacant, but platted and zoned for commercial 
and office development.   There have been eight amendments to the General 
Development Plan since its adoption in 1983.  
 
ANALYIS: 
GDP Amendment Review Criteria 
LMC Sec. 17.72.060 states that a GDP may be amended pursuant to the same procedure 
by which the plans was originally approved.   The purpose of the Planned Community 
Zone District is to: 
 

…encourage, preserve and improve the health, safety and general welfare of the 
people of the city by encouraging the use of contemporary land planning principles 
and coordinated community design. The planned community zone district is created 
in recognition of the economic and cultural advantages that will accrue to the 
residents of an integrated, planned community development of sufficient size to 
provide related areas for various housing types, retail and service activities, 
recreation, schools and public facilities, and other uses of land. 

 
Staff finds that the proposed GDP amendment is consistent with this purpose by providing 
new development options consistent with current land planning principles related to 
creating mixed-use retail environments.  By promoting a mixed-use environment, a 
redevelopment is more likely to successfully support new retail development and provide a 
more desirable area to attract regional shoppers and provide amenities to those shoppers 
and to residents.  The GDP amendment promotes the creation of public gathering spaces, 
such as a park or plaza, and the creation of a more pedestrian friendly street network, 
which were desirable amenities commonly noted in the community engagement from the 
Parcel O study.   
 
Staff also finds that the GDP amendment is consistent with the intent of the original GDP, 
which is to have a mixed use area with a mix of commercial and residential development 
east of McCaslin Boulevard and commercial and office uses fronting McCaslin Boulevard 
and on the west side of McCaslin Boulevard.     
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Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and Small Area Plan   
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan (the Plan) designates the area as a Corridor Development 
Type (see P. 22, Attachment 8), which is defined by the following: 

Generally, corridor development types occur along arterial roadways in a linear 
form and are disconnected from adjacent land uses.  Corridor development 
types are expected to develop along: McCaslin Boulevard north of Cherry Street 
and south of Via Appia; along South Boulder Road and along HWY 42, north of 
Hecla Drive.   

Corridors typically have strong retail, commercial and multi-family development 
opportunities.  Corridors lack integrated public spaces and typically do not have 
a focal point and central gathering area.  Corridors typically feature a linear, not 
horizontal, mixture of uses.  Generally, their architectural character is defined by 
the primary arterial roadway. 

Figure 3: Comprehensive Plan Development Types Map  

 

Staff finds that the GDP amendment is consistent with the Corridor Development Type.  
The proposed development standards provide a mix of retail, commercial and multi-family 
development opportunities.   Although the development type states that corridors lack 
integrated public space, community input strongly supported a focal gathering point in any 
new redevelopment.    
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The Comprehensive Plan also designates the subject properties as part of an Urban 
Center and includes a “Framework” for the McCaslin Boulevard corridor south of Cherry 
(see pp. 27-28, Attachment 8).  The Plan states that the McCaslin Boulevard Urban Center 
“shall remain the City’s primary retail center that is supported by a mix of land uses 
included office and residential.”  The plan also calls for a network of secondary streets to 
support mixed use development and includes an average Floor Area Ratio of 1.0 and up to 
30 dwelling units per acre for residential development.  The framework states that building 
heights should range from 1-3 stories with a 4th story allowed only if view sheds are 
preserved and shading mitigated.  The GDP was revised following the Planning 
Commission hearing to allow a maximum of three story development, which is allowed 
within the Framework plan.      
 
The Framework also includes several policies relevant to the GDP amendment, including 
the following: 
 

Policy 3. New residential uses should first be introduced in proximity to and a 
relationship with existing residential areas.  
 
Policy 4. Introduce public gathering spaces on both the east and west side of 
McCaslin Boulevard which will help to create an identity for the area and allow for 
public events. 

Policy 5. Retain commercial retail land supply and promote the retention of existing 
commercial development as a primarily regional retail center. 

Policy 14. Residential development may be allowed east of McCaslin if it is 
incorporated into a development proposal which provides exceptionally strong fiscal 
and economic benefits to the City. 

Staff finds that the GDP amendment is consistent with the Framework plan and policies for 
McCaslin Boulevard.   

The GDP amendment is also consistent with the stated Framework policies of new 
residential being in proximity to existing residential and the GDP amendment is intended to 
match market demand for retail and support new and existing retail in the corridor.  The 
Parcel O Study demonstrates that the redevelopment scenarios supported by the GDP 
amendment are the most market feasible and thus provides the strongest fiscal and 
economic benefit to the City.    

Following adoption of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, the City adopted the McCaslin 
Boulevard Small Area Plan in 2017 (the Small Area Plan) (see Attachment 9).  The Small 
Area Plan provided a more in-depth analysis and policies for the corridor.  The Small Area 
Plan designates the subject properties as a Center Development Type.  The Center 
Development Type is described by the following: “Buildings are oriented towards the 
streets and sidewalks with small, consistent setbacks.  Pedestrian and bike connectivity is 
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provided by street and sidewalk networks.”  The Small Area Plan calls for a secondary 
street network with smaller block patterns as a way to improve pedestrian and bicycle 
connectivity.   A park is designated as desired within Parcel O if it is to redevelop.  A 
building height plan shows that height should be limited to 2 stories adjacent to existing 
residential development east of Dahlia Street.   The plan does not support additional 
residential development beyond what was already developed within Parcel O or elsewhere 
in the corridor.      

Staff finds that the GDP amendment is consistent with some but not all policies within the 
Small Area Plan.  The requirements within the GDP amendment for a smaller block 
network and multimodal streets and providing a public gathering space through a larger 
park or plaza is consistent with the Small Area Plan Policies.  The GDP amendment 
proposes to maintain a 2-story height limit for any new commercial and residential 
development within a 200-foot buffer adjacent to Dahlia Street, consistent with the Small 
Area Plan.  The version of the GDP amendment presented to the Planning Commission 
included a 3-story residential allowance in the 200-foot buffer.  This was originally 
proposed to accommodate more residential products, including duplexes and row homes, 
where 3 stories is often desirable.   

A citizen survey was conducted as part of the Small Area Plan planning process and 
included design preference questions for commercial and residential height in the corridor 
(see Attachment 10). The survey rates different design concepts, including building height 
as Excellent, Good, Fair and Poor Fit.  The survey shows the most support for one- and 
two-story commercial development with higher percentages of Excellent and Good Fit.  A 
mix of two- and three-story commercial received less support than the lower one- and two-
story heights but a significant amount of the responses (39%) rated this mix as a Fair Fit.  
The Small Area Plan Building Height Plan does support two- and three-story commercial 
development setback away from McCaslin Boulevard and setback form existing residential 
development.   

The GDP amendment does not match the land use plan in the Small Area Plan that limits 
Parcel O to commercial uses.  At the time of the Small Area Plan adoption, the City was 
actively pursuing retail redevelopment of the Sam’s Club site.  This opportunity is no longer 
viable, and based on the Parcel O Study, which was centered around a market feasibility 
analysis, supporting a mix of uses would help to ensure a stronger long-term fiscal health 
for the City and better match community desires for redevelopment.  The Parcel O Study 
provides a basis for updating the current Small Area Plan policy and City Council has 
provided direction to explore alternative land uses consistent with the intent of maintaining 
the McCaslin corridor as a fiscally-healthy retail center.  If Council desires to amend the 
GDP to allow mixed residential development as proposed staff recommends that a Small 
Area Plan amendment also be approved.  A Small Area Plan amendment process has 
been initiated for this purpose and will be continued if Council approves this GDP 
amendment.    
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In summary, staff finds that the GDP amendment conforms to the policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan and most policies of the Small Area Plan.  The GDP amendment 
does not meet the commercial-only land use policy for Parcel O in the Small Area Plan.  
However, without a viable retail-only redevelopment scenario supported by market 
conditions, the City desires a change in land uses that can maximize retail opportunities 
and support existing retail in the corridor.  The Comprehensive Plan and Small Area Plan 
are advisory documents and the GDP amendment may still be approved based on other 
City policies and priorities.  For future PUDs approvals, the Small Area Plan should be 
updated to align with the GDP amendment, if approved by Council.  
 
Transportation Impact Analysis 
The Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) evaluates the surrounding transportation network 
under the different Parcel O Study development alternatives and to provide 
recommendations on safety improvements and possible mitigations to any impacts (see 
Attachment 11).  The TIA specifically studied Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 from the 
Parcel O Study.  Again, Alternative 2 included redevelopment of Lots 2 and 3 only and 
aligns with the proposed GDP amendment.  Alternative 3 includes a redevelopment of all 
of Parcel O and includes more residential development (525 units vs 245 units) and office 
uses than Alternative 2.  The TIA compared the two redevelopment scenarios to current 
conditions with Sam’s Club vacant and a baseline scenario that modeled the Sam’s Club 
as an occupied use.  Analysis was also conducted under current (2019) and a future 
(2040) scenario that modeled background traffic increases.   The TIA concluded that the 
trips associated with both redevelopment scenarios would not adversely impact traffic 
operations.   
 
Net new project trips for Alternative 3 (full redevelopment of Parcel O) would be less than 
the trips generated by current development in the AM and PM peak hours.  This is 
primarily due to the existing retail and restaurant uses generating more traffic than the 
residential uses and office uses included in Scenario 3.  Because of the overall trip 
reduction, intersection analysis was not studied.   Under Scenario 2, with less residential 
development and no office development, there are slightly fewer PM peak trips and slightly 
more AM peak trips compared to the baseline scenario that assumes the Sam’s Club store 
is occupied.  Overall intersection Level of Service is not impacted by this redevelopment 
scenario.     
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Concept Models 
In order to better understand how a potential redevelopment under the proposed GDP 
amendment could occur, the City had three concept models created (see Attachment 12).  
The models show the allowed densities, heights, use mix, street network and public space 
concept from the GDP amendment.   
 
Concept 1.0 shows a scenario where both the Sam’s Club and Kohl’s buildings are re-
tenanted and a total of 68 residential units are developed with a 1.1-acre public park or 
plaza that is split by one of the main private access roads.  This scenario assumes a 
parking reduction for the former Sam’s Club building based on potential for shared use of 
parking due to the off-peak use of parking by a church.      
 
Concept 2.0 shows a full redevelopment of the Sam’s Club property with a mix of 
residential types, a 1.2-acre public park or plaza and re-tenanting of the Kohl’s building 
with two new tenants along with a hotel with retail and restaurant uses.  This concept 
matches Alternative 2 from the Parcel O Study, and includes the maximum number of 
residential units identified in the GDP amendment without incentives for additional units 
(240 units).   
 
Concept 2.1 shows a redevelopment of both lots with a mix of residential types, office and 
commercial development with a 1.4-acre park.  This concept shows slightly more 
residential (256), which could only occur if one of the residential incentives were met.  
 
It is important to note that these concept drawings do not represent actual proposals and a 
final development concept for either or both of the lots could look significantly different.  
They are intended to aid the analysis regarding how the proposed mix of uses, height and 
densities interrelate with the surrounding development and if these elements match the 
desired community character for the area.   
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Public Space Requirement 
One of the most common public comments from the Parcel O Study was a desire for a 
public gathering space of some kind within the McCaslin Corridor.  This was also noted as 
a strong desire within the McCaslin Small Area Plan and is shown as a desired element in 
the Plan’s land use map.  The GDP amendment includes a requirement for a public space 
if one or both properties redevelop with residential uses.  The public space area is 
calculated as a percentage of the total development area (7% with 80% of the public space 
contiguous).  If both lots develop together, a minimum of 1.6 acres of public space would 
be required, with 1.3 acres of the public space being contiguous.   If the lots develop 
individually, the total public space on each lot would range between .7 and .9 acres, with 
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approximately .6 and .7 of the public space being contiguous.  There is also a public space 
incentive for additional residential development that would require the provision of 12 
percent of the development area as open space.  Staff analyzed public parks and plazas 
from other new developments and redevelopments to determine what would be a typically 
sized public space.  Below are three examples of public spaces created in redevelopments 
outdated retail centers that have incorporated public parks and plazas between that are 
between .8 and 2.2 acres.   
 
 Figure 4: Englewood Civic Center, Englewood 

 
 
Figure 5: Streets at Southglenn, Centennial 
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Figure 5: Village at the Peaks, Longmont 

 
 
Block Structure Requirement 
The intent of requiring a smaller block structure with a multimodal road cross section is to 
improve access overall for the retail users and make the road network more pedestrian 
and bicycle friendly.  Smaller block structures (similar to what is found in Downtown) 
improves connectivity and pedestrian comfort and access.  The street cross section would 
need to show accommodations for pedestrians and bicycles with designated lanes and/or 
separated paths or sidewalks.   A street cross section is not proposed with the GDP, but 
could be reviewed with a Planned Unit Development.  The following cross section shows a 
typical multi-modal cross section accommodated vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians.   
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Figure 6: Example Multi-Modal Street Section 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
See Attachment 13 for public comments received prior to publication of the packet.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT MODEL (Updated from August 20, 2019): 
At first reading on August 20th, Council requested information on the potential effect on 
City property tax revenues if a non-profit were to occupy a portion of the development.  If 
city property tax collection is removed for a 60,000 sq. ft. tenant within the redevelopment 
scenarios, the Fiscal Impact Model estimates a reduction in City tax revenue of $25,850 
per year on average or $517,000 over 20 years. In addition, since first reading, staff ran 
two additional scenarios (high and Low) for the potential re-tenanting of the exiting Sam’s 
Club and Kohl’s buildings using the land use mix assumptions in the Concept Model 1.0 
discussion above.   
 
The following three scenarios were modeled with both the straight residential cap of 240 
dwelling units (see Table 2 below) and with 336 dwelling units (see Table 3 below), which 
represents all residential incentives being met. 
 

 Partial Redevelopment - Parcel O Study Assumptions: based on land use 
assumptions and values used in the Parcel O Study, including re-tenanting of the 
Kohl’s building and redevelopment of the Sam’s Club building.    

 Partial Redevelopment – High: based on land use assumptions in the Parcel O 
Study, including re-tenanting of the Kohl’s building and redevelopment of the Sam’s 
Club building, and utilizes the City’s standard assumptions with a faster build out 
period and construction and property values from recent developments and property 
sales.  

 Partial Redevelopment – Low: based on land use assumptions in the Parcel O 
Study, including re-tenanting of the Kohl’s building and redevelopment of the Sam’s 
Club building, and utilizes the City’s standard assumptions discounted to 80% and 
with a slower build out period.     
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The next two scenarios were modeled with 68 residential units, which is a rough estimate 
of how many units could be built based on the site analysis completed with the 
development of the Concept Model 1.0 discussed above for re-tenanting of both the 
existing Kohl’s and Sam’s Club buildings (see Table 4 below).    
 

 Re-Tenant – High: based on a potential land use mix for re-tenanting of both the 
Sam’s Club and Kohl’s buildings and utilizes the City’s standard assumptions with a 
faster build out period and construction and property values from recent 
developments and property sales. 
   

 Re-Tenant – Low: and utilizes the City’s standard assumptions discounted to 80% 
and utilizes the City’s standard assumptions discounted to 80% and with a slower 
build out period.     

 
There is little variation between the Partial Redevelopment options using the Parcel O 
Study assumptions and standard “high” assumptions and between the model runs with 240 
dwelling units or 336 dwelling units.  Although still positive, the net 20-year fiscal gain for 
the standard “low” assumptions is approximately half of the standard “high” assumptions 
model.  This is due to a less aggressive commercial absorption schedule showing the 
commercial components of the project building out incrementally over a 20-year period.   
 
Although it would not be allowed under the proposed GDP amendment, if only the 
residential component were to develop, with no supportive commercial and retail 
development, the model shows a negative fiscal balance for both the Capital Projects and 
General Fund, but for all funds together, net fiscal balance would be slightly positive.   
 
The model runs for the re-tenanting options show a net positive fiscal balance in all funds, 
but overall lower levels of fiscal gain when compared to the redevelopment scenarios.  The 
main driver for reduced revenue is the removal of the hotel land use from the scenarios, 
which substantially reduced the sales-tax generating land uses compared to the other 
scenarios that were studied.    
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The following table provides a summary of the assumptions used in each model run: 
 
Table 1: Fiscal Model Assumptions 

 Partial 
Redevelopment 
Parcel O Study  

Partial 
Redevelopment  

High 

Partial 
Redevelopment 

Low 

Re-Tenant 
High 

Re-Tenant 
Low 

Residential Units 240-336 240-336 240-336 68 68 

Entertainment 
Area 

35,000 sq. ft. 35,000 sq. ft. 35,000 sq. ft. 70,000 sq. ft. 70,000 sq. ft. 

Retail/Restaurant 
Area 

50,000 sq. ft. 50,000 sq. ft. 50,000 sq. ft. 60,000 sq. ft. 60,000 sq. ft. 

Hotel Area 60,000 sq. ft. 60,000 sq. ft. 60,000 sq. ft. - - 

Nonprofit Area - - - 60,000 sq. ft. 60,000 sq. ft.  

Residential 
Market Value 

$225,000/unit $325,000/unit $260,000/unit $325,000/unit $260,000/unit 

Residential 
Construction 
Value 

$112,500/unit $162,500/unit $130,000/unit $162,500/unit $130,000/unit 

Household 
Income 

$67,500 $97,500 $78,000 $97,500 $78,000 

Commercial 
Market Value 

$210/sq. ft. $300/sq. ft. $240/sq. ft. $300/sq. ft. $240/sq. ft. 

Commercial 
Construction 
Value 

$105/sq. ft. $150/sq. ft. $120/sq. ft. $150/sq. ft. $120/sq. ft. 

Hotel Market 
Value 

$370/sq. ft. $370/sq. ft. $296/sq. ft. $370/sq. ft. $296/sq. ft. 

Hotel 
Construction 
Value 

$185/sq. ft. $185/sq. ft. $148/sq. ft. $185/sq. ft. $148/sq. ft. 

Employee 
Spending 

$1,200 $1,200 $960 $1,200 $960 

Residential 
Absorption 

Year 2-3 Year 2-3 Year 6-7 Year 2-3 Year 6-7 

Commercial 
Absorption 

Year 1-51 Year 1-51 Year 5-202 Year 1-53 Year 5-204 

Hotel Absorption Year 5 Year 5 Year 7 - - 
1Year 1: 35k sq. ft. commercial; Year 2: 40k sq. ft. retail; Year 3: 5K sq. ft. retail; Year 4: 5k sq. ft.  retail; Year 
5: 60k sq. ft. Hotel 
2Year 5: 15k sq. ft. retail & 35k sq. ft. commercial; Year 6: 10k sq. ft. retail; Year 7: 60k sq. ft. hotel; Year 11: 
10K sq. ft. retail; Year 20: 15k sq. ft.  
3Year 1: 35k sq. ft. retail & 60k sq. ft. non-profit; Year 2: 35k sq. ft. entertainment and 5k sq. ft. retail; Year 3: 
10k sq. ft. hotel; Year 4: 10k sq. ft. retail; Year 5: 35k sq. ft. entertainment 
4Year 1: 60k sq. ft. non-profit; Year 5: 35k sq. ft. entertainment & 15k sq. ft. retail; Year 6: 10k sq. ft. retail; 
Year 10: 35k sq. ft. entertainment & 15k sq. ft. retail; Year 15: 10k sq. ft. retail; Year 20: 10k sq. ft.  retail  
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Table 2: Fiscal Model Results – Redevelopment with 240 Residential Units 

Cumulative Combined Funds Results (x$1,000) 
  Parcel O Study 

Assumptions 
Redevelopment 

Assumptions - High 
Redevelopment 

Assumptions - Low Revenue by Fund 

General Fund  $10,631  65% $10,204  65% $6,995  67% 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,217  7% $1,138  7% $708  7% 

Lottery Fund $0  0% $0  0% $0  0% 

Historic Preservation Fund $424  3% $398  3% $250  2% 

Capital Projects Fund $4,118  25% $3,908  25% $2,422  23% 

TOTAL REVENUE $16,389  100% $15,648  100% $10,375  100% 

Expenditures by Fund 
      

General Fund  $3,711  63% $3,663  63% $3,019  56% 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $129  2% $122  2% $101  2% 

Lottery Fund $0  0% $0  0% $0  0% 

Historic Preservation Fund $0  0% $0  0% $0  0% 

Capital Projects Fund $2,085  35% $2,070  35% $2,261  42% 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $5,925  100% $5,855  100% $5,381  100% 

Net Fiscal Result by Fund 
      

General Fund  $6,919  
 

$6,541  
 

$3,977  
 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,088  
 

$1,016  
 

$607  
 

Lottery Fund $0  
 

$0  
 

$0  
 

Historic Preservation Fund $424  
 

$398  
 

$250  
 

Capital Projects Fund $2,033  
 

$1,838  
 

$160  
 

NET FISCAL IMPACT $10,464  
 

$9,793  
 

$4,995  
 

 
Table 3: Fiscal Model Results – Redevelopment with 336 Residential Units  

Cumulative Combined Funds Results (x$1,000)  

  Parcel O Study 
Assumptions 

Standard 
Assumptions - High 

Standard 
Assumptions - Low Revenue by Fund 

General Fund  $12,034  65% $11,807  65% $8,110  67% 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,327  7% $1,290  7% $812  7% 

Lottery Fund $0  0% $0  0% $0  0% 

Historic Preservation Fund $465  3% $453  2% $288  2% 

Capital Projects Fund $4,725  25% $4,627  25% $2,877  24% 

TOTAL REVENUE $18,550  100% $18,177  100% $12,087  100% 

Expenditures by Fund 
      

General Fund  $4,613  62% $4,516  61% $3,726  56% 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $180  2% $170  2% $141  2% 

Lottery Fund $0  0% $0  0% $0  0% 

Historic Preservation Fund $0  0% $0  0% $0  0% 

Capital Projects Fund $2,688  36% $2,666  36% $2,833  42% 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $7,482  100% $7,353  100% $6,700  100% 

Net Fiscal Result by Fund 
      

General Fund  $7,420  
 

$7,291  
 

$4,385  
 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,147  
 

$1,120  
 

$671  
 

Lottery Fund $0  
 

$0  
 

$0  
 

Historic Preservation Fund $465  
 

$453  
 

$288  
 

Capital Projects Fund $2,037  
 

$1,961  
 

$44  
 

NET FISCAL IMPACT $11,069  
 

$10,824  
 

$5,388  
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Table 3: Fiscal Model Results – Re-Tenant  
Cumulative Combined Funds Results (x$1,000)  

  Re-Tenant 
High 

Re-Tenant  
Low Revenue by Fund 

General Fund  $5,947  60% $3,353  60% 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $921  9% $508  9% 

Lottery Fund $0  0% $0  0% 

Historic Preservation Fund $322  3% $180  3% 

Capital Projects Fund $2,790  28% $1,593  28% 

TOTAL REVENUE $9,979  100% $5,634  100% 

Expenditures by Fund 
    

General Fund  $2,788  68% $2,232  60% 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $36  1% $29  1% 

Lottery Fund $0  0% $0  0% 

Historic Preservation Fund $0  0% $0  0% 

Capital Projects Fund $1,257  31% $1,485  40% 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $4,082  100% $3,745  100% 

Net Fiscal Result by Fund 
    

General Fund  $3,158  
 

$1,121  
 

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $884  
 

$479  
 

Lottery Fund $0  
 

$0  
 

Historic Preservation Fund $322  
 

$180  
 

Capital Projects Fund $1,533  
 

$108  
 

NET FISCAL IMPACT $5,897  
 

$1,888  
 

 
At first reading on August 20th, Council requested additional information on marginal cost 
factors within the Fiscal Impact Model.  The City’s consultant has developed an average 
cost/hybrid fiscal impact model with some marginal cost factors included.  The average 
cost components of the model (particularly police, parks/recreation and transportation 
elements) are developed to reflect whether sufficient capacity exists and add costs when 
there isn’t sufficient capacity. There is also the ability to adjust the model and make direct 
entry of marginal costing data for specific operating and capital costs.  For example, if it is 
known that a particular development will trigger the need for a police officer, the City can 
select to enter the entire cost of the position in a specific year.  
 

As an example of a marginal cost factor in the average cost/hybrid model, below is a 
screenshot from the model showing a marginal cost for park and trail facilities derived from 
the Partial Redevelopment Scenario model run.  The model shows a marginal cost trigger 
for these capital facilities in years 2 and 3 when new housing units are added in the model 
run.   
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At first reading, Council also requested additional information regarding use of the 
marginal cost vs. the average cost/hybrid fiscal impact models.  At the July 3, 2018 City 
Council meeting, Council reviewed information on average vs. marginal cost models and 
endorsed a policy on when to run each model (see Attachment 14 for policy). For a GDP 
amendment, the policy is to choose the model type based on the scope of the project.  
Generally, the marginal cost model is to be used for area-wide analysis.  For example, the 
marginal cost model should be used if the majority or entirety of the GDP planning area 
was subject to a revised land use proposal.  The marginal cost model should also be used 
for a comprehensive plan or small area plan analysis.  The average cost/hybrid model is to 
be used for proposals smaller in scope.  Since this GDP amendment is only for 2 lots 
within a much larger GDP planning area, staff ran the average cost/hybrid model.    
 
The fiscal model is one factor in consideration of the overall GDP amendment.  However, 
City Council should also consider the purpose and intent of the PCZD zoning, 
conformance to the Comprehensive and Small Area Plan, and the findings of the Parcel O 
Study regarding market feasibility and community input.  
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PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
The proposal meets the Community Design and Economic Prosperity program goals and 
sub-program objectives by helping to foster redevelopment in the City and ensuring fiscal 
sustainability. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council consider either of the following options:  

 Based on changed conditions since the completion of the Parcel O study, and the 
possibility that both the properties could fully re-tenant without zoning incentives, 
Council could Table the GDP amendment and continue to work with both property 
owners on potential reuse scenarios utilizing the existing buildings; or   

 Council could approve Ordinance 1781, Series 2019 as drafted or with 
amendments.  If near term re-tenanting options are not successful, the GDP 
amendment could facilitate a future redevelopment proposal.  

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Ordinance 1781, Series 2019 
2. Proposed GDP Amendment, Lots 2 and 3, Centennial Valley Parcel O, Filing 7 
3. McCaslin Parcel O Redevelopment Study 
4. February 5, 2019 City Council Minutes 
5. July 28, 2015 Centennial Valley General Development Plan 
6. LMC Sec. 17.72.090  
7. June 13, 2019 Planning Commission Minutes 
8. Link to 2013 Comprehensive Plan 
9. Link to McCaslin Small Area Plan 
10. 2015 McCaslin Boulevard Planning Survey 
11. Transportation Impact Analysis 
12. Concept Models 
13. Public Comments 
14. Fiscal Model Policy 
15. Application Forms  
16. Presentation 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT: 
 

 

☐ 

 
Financial Stewardship & 
Asset Management 

 

☐ 
 
Reliable Core Services 

 

☒ 

 
Vibrant Economic 
Climate 

 

☐ 

  
Quality Programs &   
Amenities 

 

☒ 

  
Engaged Community 

 

☐ 

  
Healthy Workforce 
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☐ 

 
Supportive Technology 

 

☐ 

  
Collaborative Regional    
Partner 
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Ordinance No, 1781, Series 2019 
Page 1 of 2 

ORDINANCE NO. 1781 

SERIES 2019 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CENTENNIAL VALLEY GENERAL 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) CONCERNING ALLOWED USES, HEIGHTS, 

DENSITIES, AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS FOR LOTS 2 AND 3, 

CENTENNIAL VALLEY PARCEL O, 7TH FILING 

 

 WHEREAS, Seminole Land Holdings, Inc. and Centennial Valley Properties I, LLC are the 

owners of Lots 2nad 3, Centennial Valley Parcel O, 7th Filing, totaling 23.42 acres more or less, which 

property is located within the Centennial Valley General Development Plan area; and 

  

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville zoned Lots 2 and 3, Centennial Valley Parcel O, 7th 

Filing as Planning Community Zone District and approved of the original Centennial Valley 

General Development Plan (GDP) in 1983; and    

 

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville has approved eight amendments to the GDP since 

1983, with the most current GDP amendment approval taking place on July 28, 2015 by Ordinance 

1696, 2015; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville desires to amend the GDP to allow a mix of uses and 

to updated development standards for Lots 2 and 3, Centennial Valley Parcel O, 7th Filing in order 

to support existing commercial development in the McCaslin corridor and provide a desirable 

environment for new regional and neighborhood commercial development; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the Louisville Planning Commission has held a public hearing on June 13, 2019 

for the proposed GDP amendment recommends approval to the City Council; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has duly considered the Commission’s recommendation; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has held a public hearing on June 3, 2019 for the proposed  

GDP amendment has provided notice of the public hearing as provided by law; and 

 

 WHEREAS, no protests were received by the City pursuant to C.R.S. §31-23-305.  

 

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

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 

 

 Section 1. The City Council of the City of Louisville hereby approves the General 

Development Plan Amendment, Centennial Valley Lots 2 and 3 Parcel O.   

 

 Section 2. The General Development Plan Amendment, Centennial Valley Lots 2 and 3 

Parcel O shall be recorded in the Offices of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder. 
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INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED 

THIS 20TH DAY OF AUGUST, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Kelley, P.C. 

City Attorney 

 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, THIS 3RD DAY OF 

SEPTEMBER, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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General Development Plan Amendment 
Centennial Valley Lots 2 and 3 Parcel O 

Lots 2 and 3, Centennial Valley Parcel O, Filing No. 7
Sheet 1 of 1

Lot 2
Centennial Valley

Parcel O, Filing No. 7
Commercial/Retail

Residential
13.15 Acres +/-

Lot 3
Centennial Valley

Parcel O, Filing No. 7
Commercial/Retail

Residential
10.27 Acres +/-

Mixed Commercial Buffer 
2 Story Residential and Commercial - 30' height max to parapet or
roof ridge and 35' height max to mechanical or mechanical screen.

Mixed Commercial Core 
3 Story Residential - 35' height max to parapet or roof ridge and 40'
height max to mechanical or mechanical screen.
3 Story Commercial - 45' height max to parapet or roof ridge and 50'
height max to mechanical or mechanical screen

Maximum Height Allowances

Development Requirements and Incentives

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

_________________________________________
Mayor Signature

_________________________________________
City Clerk 
Signature

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

(COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO)
Recorded at _______ o’clock, ____. M., this _____ day of
____________ , 20___

Receptions No.  _____________________

By signing this General Development Plan Amendment the
owner acknowledges and accepts all the requirements and
intent set forth herein. 
Witness my/our hand(s) 
seal(s) this ___ day of ____________, 20___. 

_____________________________________
Centennial Valley Properties I, LLC

               STATE OF COLORADO   )
                                                                )ss

               COUNTY OF _________   )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
_____ day of ____________________ ,20 ___ , by
____________________________ as _______________ of
_______________________.

My commission expires:________________

_______________________________________________
Notary Public

By signing this General Development Plan Amendment the
owner acknowledges and accepts all the requirements and
intent set forth herein.
Witness my/our hand(s) 
seal(s) this ___ day of ____________, 20___. 

_____________________________________
Seminal Land Holding, Inc.

               STATE OF COLORADO   )
                                                                )ss

                COUNTY OF _________   )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
_____ day of ____________________ ,20 ___ , by
____________________________ as _______________ of
_______________________.

My commission expires:________________

_______________________________________________
Notary Public

1. Purpose and Intent - The purpose and intent of this General Development Plan Amendment
is to enhance the retail environment in Parcel O and the Centennial Valley planning area by
providing a mix of uses and a desirable environment for regional and neighborhood
commercial development. 

2. This General Development Plan Amendment supersedes the use and development
standards of previous Centennial Valley General Development Plans and all amendments
thereto.  In the event of a conflict between this General Development Plan Amendment and
the Centennial Valley Amended and Restated Development Agreement, as amended, this
General Development Plan Amendment will control with respect to the development of Lots 2
and 3 of Parcel O.  Any previously-approved gross allowed building area for Parcel O is
hereby superseded with respect to Lots 2 and 3, and the development standards of this
General Development Plan Amendment will control.

3. Zoning - Planned Community Zone District - Commercial/Residential

4. Development shall be subject to the Commercial Development Design Standards and
Guidelines, or applicable design regulations in effect at the time of development, except as
modified by this General Development Plan.  Setbacks shall be determined through the
Planned Unit Development site plan review process, which is required before any
development or construction may commence. 

5. Shared parking between uses and lots is desired.  Parking reduction requests shall be
reviewed as part of the Planned Unit Development site plan review process and in accordance
with the standards under Municipal Code Sec. 17.20.080.

Notes
Ownership Signature - Lot 2

Ownership Signature - Lot 3

Planning Commission Certificate

Clerk and Recorder Certificate

City Council Certificate

Draft
08/15/2019
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1. Introduction and Summary of Findings 

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

Background 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The feasibility analysis illustrated that redevelopment of two or more of the 
larger lots is most feasible, provided the GDP and CCRs can be modified 
accordingly. A more ambitious redevelopment as tested for Alternative 3 
would require significant public incentives to facilitate land assembly and the 
involvement of a master developer including density bonuses, increases in 
allowable secondary uses (multifamily), and/or public financing support. This 
is especially true for uses that have lower financial return such as office space.  
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7. All three of the alternatives identified for Parcel O were found to have 
a positive fiscal impact over 20 years.  

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

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

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

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

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

 

98



McCaslin Redevelopment Study 

8  

Implementat ion Recommendat ions  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The City should: 

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

• Work with property owners to: 

‒ modify the private covenants and  

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

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

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

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

Description 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Market Support/ 
Challenges 

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

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

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

development scenario.   

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

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

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

development scenario.   

Financial Feasibility 

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

feasibility.  

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

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

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

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

Community Support 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Fiscal Impact 

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

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

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

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

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

McCasl in  Subarea  

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

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

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

Figure 5. McCaslin Subarea Parcels by Year Built 
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Regulatory  Framework 

Overview and History 

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

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

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

Purpose 

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

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

Context  

Comprehensive Plan 

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

Existing Uses 

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

Property Values 

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

 

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

 

Existing Zoning 

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

Additional Sections and High Level of Regulation 

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

Implementation 

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

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

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

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

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

GDP and Development Agreement 

Overview 

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

 

Use Designation and FAR 

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

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

Table 1. Parcel O Density  

  
1984 1986 1991 1995 2015 

 
Parcel O Acres 72.3 71.41 71.41 72.52 72.52 

 
Use Designation 

Commercial/ 
Residential 

Commercial/ 
Residential 

Commercial/ 
Residential 

Commercial/ 
Retail/ 

Residential 

Commercial/ 
Retail/ 

Residential 

Study 
Area 

Commercial Acres  62.40   51.00  51.00 44.62 44.62 

Commercial “Density” FAR   0.50          

Commercial “Average” FAR    0.50  0.40 0.20 0.20 

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

East 
of 

Dahlia 
St. 

Residential Acres  9.00   20.41  9.83 27.9 27.9 

Residential Density Maximum  12.00   12.00  18.40 13.70 13.70 

Estimated Units  108   245   180  382 382 
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City Zoning 

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

  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Any retail trade or service business;  

• Professional, business and administrative offices;  

• Motels and hotels;  

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

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

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

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

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

• Hospitals and medical clinics;  

• Transportation terminals, parking lots and parking buildings;  

• Animal hospitals and clinics;  

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

• Nursing and rest homes;  

• Small and large child care centers;  

• Financial offices, including banks and savings and loans;  

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

• Governmental and public facilities;  

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

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

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

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

Declaration of Covenants, Amendments, and Additional Documents 

Private Covenants 

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

• Industrial 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Additional Documents 

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

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

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

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

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

  

  

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

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

Use Comparison 

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

 

 

 

 

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

compatible for commercial and office planning areas 

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

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

consumption, only 1 drive-through, etc.) 

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

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

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

Populat ion and Households  

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

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

 

  

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

US-36 Corridor Cities/Towns

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

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

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

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

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

US-36 Corridor Counties

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

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

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

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

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

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

 

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

Figure 11. Louisville Households by Income Cohort, 2018 

  

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

US-36 Corridor Cities/Towns

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

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

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

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

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

US-36 Corridor Counties

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

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

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

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

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

Figure 13. McCaslin Subarea and Louisville Employment by Industry 

 

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

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

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
  

Description Total Percent

Labor Force

Resident and Employed in Louisville 1,080 10.7%

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

Total Residents in Louisville 10,104 100.0%

Employment

Resident and Employed in Louisville 1,080 7.2%

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

Total Employees in Louisville 15,041 100.0%

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

Table 5. Jobs-Housing Ratio 

 

Table 6. Where Louisville Residents Work 

  

Jobs Housing Units Ratio

US-36 Corridor Cities/Towns

Louisville 14,919 8,871 1.68

Superior 2,956 4,864 0.61

Boulder 112,868 47,129 2.39

Lafayette 12,274 12,041 1.02

Erie 2,542 8,629 0.29

US-36 Corridor Counties

Boulder County 196,323 138,676 1.42

Broomfield County 39,373 28,642 1.37

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

    

2018

Destination Jobs Pct

Boulder 2,843 28%

Denver 1,373 14%

Louisville 1,080 11%

Broomfield 457 5%

Westminster 366 4%

Longmont 326 3%

Lafayette 324 3%

Lakewood 284 3%

Aurora 276 3%

All Other Locations 2,775 27%

Total 10,104 100%

Source: LEHD; Economic & Planning Systems
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Trade Areas Demographics  

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

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

Table 7. Louisville and Trade Area Demographics, 2018 

 

Description Louisville Community 

Trade Area

Regional 

Trade Area

Population 21,208 38,399 127,887

Households 8,681 15,180 51,621

Avg. Household Size 2.4 2.5 2.3

Percent of Family Households 66.5% 65.3% 48.6%

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

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

Median Age 42 38 31

Education

Bachelor's 37.6% 38.3% 35.2%

Master's Plus 35.2% 35.9% 37.2%

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

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

National  Trends  

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

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

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

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

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

Northwest Metro Area Retail Development History 

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

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

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

Table 8. Existing Retail Inventory 

 

  

Retailer

Community 

Trade Area

Regional 

Trade Area Retailer

Community 

Trade Area

Regional 

Trade Area

Large Format/Anchor Office Supplies

Discounter/Supercenter Office Depot 0 1

Target 1 2 Staples 0 1

Walmart Supercenter 1 2 OfficeMax 1 1

Macy's 1 2

Kohl's 1 1 Sporting Goods

JC Penney 0 0 Dick's Sporting Goods 1 1

Warehouse Clubs REI 0 1

Costco 1 1

Sam's Club 0 0 Pets

Building Materials & Garden PetSmart 1 1

Home Depot 1 2 Petco 0 1

Lowe's 1 1

Arts and Crafts

Apparel Hobby Lobby 0 0

TJ Maxx 1 1 Michael's 1 2

Ross 0 0 Jo Ann Fabrics 0 1

Marshalls 0 1

DSW 1 1 Books/Music/Toys

Old Navy 1 1 Barnes & Noble 0 1

Appliances/Electronics

Best Buy 0 1

Source: Economic & Planning Systems 

       

Total Stores Total Stores
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Grocery Store Inventory 

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

Table 9. Existing Grocery Store Inventory 

 

 

  

Retailer Location # of Stores

Alfalfa's Market 1

785 E. South Boulder Rd., Louisville

King Sooper's 1

1375 E South Boulder Rd., Louisville

Safeway 2

910 W. Cherry St., Louisville

1601 Coalton Rd., Superior

Target 1

400 Marshall Rd., Superior

Walmart Supercenter 1

500 Summit Blvd., Broomfield

Whole Foods 1

303 Marshall Rd., Superior

Total 7

Source: Economic & Planning Systems 

       

Community Trade Area
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Figure 16. Existing Grocery Store Locations 

  

133



Economic & Planning Systems 

 43 

Retail Market Conditions 

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

Figure 17. Retail Rental Rates 

 

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

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

Table 10. Retail Inventory Trends 

 

Table 11. New Retail Construction 

 

  

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

Retail Inventory (Sq Ft)

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

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

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

Source: CoStar 2nd Quarter; Economic & Planning Systems

        

2010-2018

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

New Construction

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

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

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

* Through 2018 Q2

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

        

2010-2018*
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Planned Projects 

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

Figure 19. Planned Retail and Mixed-Use Developments 

Planned Retail and Mixed-Use Developments 

 

Downtown Superior 
 

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

retail 
• 150,000 SF indoor 

recreation 
• 42 acres 

The Downtown Superior plan 
includes 25 restaurants and 20 
retailers. 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

Distribution of Sales in Subarea 

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

Figure 20. Distribution of McCaslin Subarea Net Taxable Sales 

 

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

• Sales to Employees – The McCaslin Subarea has an estimated 4,263 
employees working in the Subarea. The estimated spending by workers in the 
Subarea is based on estimated office worker spending from the International 
Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC), which surveys spending patterns of office 
workers nationally. ICSC estimates that an average office worker spends 
approximately $4,750 annually on retail goods while at or near their place of 
work. Based on the actual stores present in the McCaslin Subarea (also 

73%

6%

22%

   

Trade Area Residents Subarea Employees Visitors to Subarea
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considering retail in areas surrounding the Subarea), EPS estimates an 
average worker spends approximately $1,450 annually in the Subarea, which 
is a total of $6.2 million or approximately 6 percent of Subarea retail sales 
(netting out workers who also live in the Community Trade Area). 

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

Sales Tax Trends 

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

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

Figure 22. Sales Tax Trends 
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Retai l  Demand 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

 

  

Change

Community Trade Area 2018 2028 2018-2028

Households 15,180 17,636 2,456

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

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

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

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

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

 

Retail Sales 2018 20208 Change 2018-2028

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

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

Convenience Goods

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

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

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

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

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

Shopper's Goods

General Merchandise

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

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

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

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

Other Shopper's Goods

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Building Material & Garden

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

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

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

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

          

Community Trade Area

142



McCaslin Redevelopment Study 

52  

Table 14. Supportable Retail Square Feet, 2018 to 2028 

 

  

Avg. Sales

Total 

Supportable Space New Demand

Store Type Per Sq. Ft. 2018 2018-2028

Convenience Goods

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

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

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

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

Total Convenience Goods 592,000 47,000

Shopper's Goods

General Merchandise

Traditional Department Stores $250 40,000 3,000

Discount Department Stores $350 49,000 4,000

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

Subtotal 318,000 25,000

Other Shopper's Goods

Clothing & Accessories $350 121,000 9,000

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

Electronics & Appliances $500 42,000 3,000

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

Miscellaneous Retail $250 102,000 8,000

Subtotal 429,000 33,000

Total Shopper's Goods 747,000 58,000

Eating and Drinking $350 343,000 27,000

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

Total Retail Goods 1,897,000 149,000

Source: 2012 Census of Retail Trade; Economic & Planning Systems
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Future Market  Opportuni t ies  

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

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

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

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

Off ice  Market  Condi t ions  

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

National Trends 

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

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

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

Local Office Conditions 

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

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

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

Table 15. Office Inventory Trends 

 

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

Figure 24. Office Rental Rates 

  

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

Office Inventory (Sq Ft)

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

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

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

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

Figure 25. Office Vacancy Rates 

 

The planned office development projects in the area are described below. Larger, 
new office projects are primarily build-to-suit developments with a single tenant 
occupying the building. Smaller, speculative projects have been built in recent 
years, but there is a limited number of these types of projects planned in the area.  
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Table 16. Planned Office Market Developments 

Planned Office Market Developments 

 

Partners Group Headquarters 
1200 El Dorado Blvd., Broomfield 

• Three-building complex on 12.5 acres 
• Total of 22 acres owned 
• 2019 completion 

The American headquarters for Switzerland-
based Partners Group, a private-markets 
investment manager, is under construction and 
expected to open in 2019. 

 

Viega Headquarters 
575 Interlocken Blvd., Broomfield 

• 55,000 SF headquarters 
• 24,000 SF training facility 
• 11.8 acres 
• 2018 completion 

Germany-based Viega LLC is relocating its North 
American headquarters from Wichita, KS.  

 

EOS Phase II, III, IV 
Edgeview Dr., Broomfield 

• Proposed 2019-2020 
• Anticipated LEED Platinum 

The four-building office campus will consist of 
approximately 850,000 rentable square feet. 
Phase I was completed in August 2012. 

 

The Ridge at Colorado Tech Center 
S. Taylor Ave., Louisville 

• Proposed 2019 
• 109,000 SF 

CoStar lists this site as a proposed office 
project, however, it may be an industrial/flex 
use similar to other sites in the CTC. 
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Office Market Potentials 

The Centennial Valley development is a significant employment node along the 
US-36 corridor, which is a benefit to the McCaslin subarea and larger Louisville 
community. There are remaining vacant parcels in the development that will over 
time build out with employment uses. The area is attractive for potential 
businesses to locate, especially as a more accessible and affordable office location 
for firms wanting to be near Boulder. However, introduction of employment office 
uses within a shopping center redevelopment or reconfiguration will be difficult 
given the competitive sites and locations nearby.  

The Community Trade Area has grown by 160,000 square feet of office space 
since 2010 and the McCaslin subarea has captured 36 percent of this new office 
space growth—58,000 square feet—primarily in one new office building. If 
employment growth and office development along the US-36 corridor continues at 
the historic rate of the past 20 years, there will be demand for approximately 
200,000 square feet of new office space over the next 10 years. Using recent 
capture rates of new development for the subarea, the Subarea could capture 
70,000 to 100,000 square feet of new space over the next 10 years.  
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Mult i fami ly  Market  Condit ions  

Local For-Rent Multifamily Conditions 

The demand in the apartment market along the US-36 corridor has been strong 
over the past five years. Average rental rates for communities along the US-36 
corridor are higher than averages for the Denver Metro Area and vacancy rates 
are low.  

The McCaslin Subarea has attracted one multifamily for-rent property, Copper 
Ridge Apartment Homes, and one for-sale multifamily property, Centennial 
Pavilions, since 1994. Inventory in the Community Trade Area grew at an average of 
3.8 percent, or 111 units per year, between 2010 and 2018, as shown in Table 17. 
The Regional Trade Area grew by 2.9 percent and 355 units per year over the 
same time frame.  

It should be noted that the Arista District in Broomfield is just outside of the 
Community Trade Area for this Study and includes approximately 1,600 
apartment units. 

Table 17. Multifamily Inventory Trends 

 

 

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

Multifamily Inventory (Units)

McCaslin Subarea 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 0 0 0.0%

Community Trade Area 2,539 2,539 2,539 2,539 2,767 2,987 2,987 3,298 3,428 889 111 3.8%

Regional Trade Area 10,976 10,989 11,005 11,005 12,039 13,079 13,236 13,645 13,812 2,836 355 2.9%

Source: CoStar 2nd Quarter; Economic & Planning Systems

        

2010-2018
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Figure 26. Regional Apartment Inventory 
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Rents at The Copper Ridge Apartment Homes have historically been lower than 
the surrounding areas, as demonstrated in Figure 27. Average rents for the 
Regional Trade Area, which includes Boulder, have been consistently higher than 
the Community Trade Area and McCaslin Subarea. 

Figure 27. Apartment Rent per Square Feet 

 

The Community Trade Area has a significantly higher multifamily vacancy rate 
than the McCaslin Subarea and Regional Trade Area due to new inventory that 
came online in 2017.  

Figure 28. Apartment Vacancy Rate 
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The larger apartment complexes in the region (not including Boulder) are shown 
in Table 18. There are currently seven new projects under construction or 
proposed. There is a divergence in the achievable rents within this competitive set 
of projects that helps illustrate the feasibility of new development in the area. The 
majority of units built in the area have average rent per square foot of 
approximately $1.75. The two most recent projects in Louisville have been able to 
achieve higher rental rates of over $2.10 per square foot. The new projects are 
urban products built with structured parking. These higher average lease rates are 
necessary for a project with structured parking to be feasible. The other 
complexes in the region are primarily surface/detached garage parked with some 
tuck-under spaces. The level of rent needed to support new development for 
these more suburban/walk-up complexes is lower at around the $1.80 per square 
foot range.  

The spread impacts the potential feasibility of a multifamily residential uses in the 
Study Area. For a more urban apartment complex, with structured parking, the 
new units will need to achieve rents similar to the DELO Apartments and Centre 
Court Apartments in Louisville of at or above $2.10 per square foot. These 
projects are located next to Downtown Louisville and offer an attractive location. 
A new project along the McCaslin Blvd. may struggle to offer the same location 
appeal as Downtown Louisville and may not be able to support these rates. 
However, access to US-36, the proximity to the Flatiron Flyer BRT stop, and 
proximity to the jobs and retail in the subarea may be attractive to prospective 
residents as there are limited rental housing options in the area. 

Table 18. Existing Apartment Developments 

 

There are currently seven new projects under construction or proposed, as shown 
in Table 19. 

Apartments Status Address City Units Year Built

Avg. Rent 

per Unit

Avg. Rent 

per Sq Ft

Portals Apartments Existing 1722-1766 Garfield Ave Louisville 50 1975 $1,044 $2.61

Grand View @ Flatirons Existing 855 W Dillon Rd Louisville 180 1990 $1,589 $1.88

Copper Ridge Apartment Homes Existing 240 McCaslin Blvd Louisville 129 1994 $1,658 $1.72

Bell Flatirons Existing 2200 S Tyler Dr Superior 1206 1998 $1,779 $1.71

Bell Summit at Flatirons Existing 210 Summit Blvd Broomfield 500 2004 $1,537 $1.51

Terracina Apartment Homes Existing 13620 Via Varra Rd Broomfield 386 2008 $1,694 $1.83

Catania Apartments Existing 13585 Via Varra Rd Broomfield 297 2009 $1,681 $1.67

Retreat at the Flatirons Existing 13780 Del Corso Broomfield 374 2014 $1,890 $1.79

Green Leaf RockVue Existing 230-250 Summit Blvd Broomfield 220 2014 $1,616 $1.67

Centre Court Apartments Existing 745 E South Boulder Rd Louisville 111 2016 $1,875 $2.10

DELO Apartments Existing 1140 Cannon St Louisville 130 2017 $1,739 $2.38

Average $1,646 $1.90

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
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Table 19. Planned For-Rent Multifamily Developments 

 

Local For-Sale Multifamily Conditions 

The larger Denver metro area has experienced limited new multifamily, for-sale 
development in the past decade. The impacts of construction defect litigations on 
condo projects built in the 2000’s have increased risks and development costs 
(e.g. insurance costs) for condo developments. As a result, new condo 
development has been limited to areas that can support high-end, luxury condos 
that can support the increased risk and construction costs. New condo 
development since 2010 has primarily occurred in areas such as Downtown 
Boulder, Downtown Denver, and Cherry Creek.  

There is currently one for-sale, multifamily project within the McCaslin subarea. 
The Centennial Pavilions project was built in 2005 and has 67 condo units. The 
average price of units sold in the project in the past two years is $378,780 
($328.42 per square foot), with units ranging from $290,000 to $451,000 
(according to Boulder County Assessor). 

There has been a recent increase in proposed condo projects in the Denver metro 
area outside of the areas mentioned previously with more activity in higher priced 
communities including Louisville and Boulder County. The North End development 
in Louisville is currently selling condos, North End Block 10, with an estimated 
completion data of 2020. Units are listed for sale between $424,900 and 
$494,900 (according to Markel Homes).  

  

Apartments Status Address City Units Year Built

Summit Green Apartments Under Construction 501 Summit Blvd Broomfield 184 2019

Interlocken Apartments Under Construction 355 Eldorado Blvd Broomfield 311 2019

Rock Creek Zaharias Apartments Proposed 2036 S 88th St Louisville 258 2019

Downtown Superior Phase 1-Block 11 Proposed US Hwy 36 & McCaslin Blvd Superior 106 2019

Coal Creek Station Proposed S Boulder Rd Louisville 54 2019

Flatiron Marketplace Proposed E Flatiron Crossing Dr Broomfield 324 2019

Terracina Apartment Homes - Phase II Proposed 13600 Via Varra Rd Broomfield 100 2020

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
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Multifamily Residential Market Opportunities 

Boulder County and the US-36 Corridor are expected to continue to be desirable 
locations to capture employment growth over the next decade. Boulder County 
(the US-36 Corridor, and the City of Boulder especially) continues to increase in 
employment at a greater rate than housing units. As a result, there will be a 
continued demand for housing in communities along the US-36 corridor, 
especially for multifamily housing as it is currently an under-represented use.  

The Community Trade Area is expected to grow in housing at similar rates as the 
past decade, with estimated demand of 1,000 to 1,200 new households in the 
trade area in the next 10 years. 

The Community Trade Area has grown by 110 apartment units annually since 2010. 
The City of Louisville has only captured a minimal amount of new multifamily 
residential development during this time and the McCaslin subarea has captured 
no new for-rent housing in this period. (Note this is largely due to land use and 
zoning designations in the corridor that do not allow this use). Multifamily 
residential uses will be attracted to locations near employment, with access and 
visibility to major transportation/transit routes, and near retail goods and services. 
The McCaslin Subarea is an attractive location for this use and could capture a 
significant share of housing growth if these uses are allowed in the Subarea.  

The demand for condos is difficult to gauge given the lack of recent development. 
Units within the Centennial Pavilions project are listed online for-rent, which may 
not indicate strong demand in the subarea for for-sale multifamily. The success of 
new projects, like the North End condo building, will help prove up demand within 
more suburban contexts such as Louisville. It is more likely that a for-rent project 
will be proposed in a redevelopment of Parcel O given the current demand, 
achievable rent rates, and the lower risk than condos. However, allowing for both 
product types should be the focus of any changes to development agreements 
and/or private covenants. Lower density, townhomes are likely in demand but not 
feasible given the required return within redevelopment of the project.  
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Hotel  Condi t ions  

The McCaslin Subarea contains five existing hotel properties. Across Highway 36, 
the Town of Superior’s first hotel, Element, is under construction. The other hotel 
clusters in the larger regional trade area are located in the Interlocken area in 
Broomfield and in the City of Boulder, as shown in Figure 29.  

Figure 29. Regional Hotel Inventory 

 

Table 20. Planned Hotel Developments 

Planned Hotel Developments 

 

Element Hotel 
1 Marshall Road, Superior 

• 121 guest rooms 
• 4 stories 
• 2.6 acres 

The Element Hotel is under 
construction on the former Boulder 
Valley Ice site, near the intersection 
of McCaslin Blvd. and Marshall Road. 
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The hotels that would be competitive with a new hotel in the McCaslin Subarea 
are shown in Table 21. There was an influx of new hotels in the area in the late 
1990’s and early 2000’s when approximately 1,344 of the 1,899 rooms in the 
area were built. In 2017, there was a large influx of new hotel projects with 555 
rooms added in 2017 and 2018 and a project under-construction in Superior as 
previously noted.  

Table 21. Competitive Hotel Inventory 

 

  

Description City Month/Year Built Rooms

Quality Inn Louisville Boulder Louisville Mar 1996 68

Hampton Inn Boulder Louisville Louisville Aug 1996 80

Courtyard Boulder Louisville Louisville Nov 1996 154

La Quinta Inns & Suites Denver Boulder Louisville Louisville Apr 1997 120

Omni Interlocken Resort Broomfield Jul 1999 390

Best Western Plus Louisville Inn & Suites Louisville Oct 1999 62

Residence Inn Boulder Louisville Louisville Apr 2000 88

TownePlace Suites Boulder Broomfield Interlocken Broomfield Nov 2000 150

Renaissance Boulder Flatiron Hotel Broomfield Oct 2002 232

Hyatt House Boulder Broomfield Broomfield Jun 2010 123

Holiday Inn Express & Suites Denver Northwest Broomfield Broomfield Jul 2017 136

Residence Inn Boulder Broomfield Interlocken Broomfield Dec 2017 122

Fairfield Inn & Suites Boulder Broomfield Interlocken Broomfield Dec 2017 90

Hampton Inn & Suites Lafayette Lafayette Mar 2018 84

Source: STR; Economic & Planning Systems
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Average daily rate for competitive hotels in the area was $137 in 2017 and has 
grown from $112 in 2012. Average daily rates and revenue per room has grown 
steadily from 2012 to 2017. Rates in 2018 (through September) have decreased 
slightly from 2017 due to the influx of new hotels. Occupancy rates were at their 
highest in 2016 at 76.4 percent. Occupancy rates in the area have been strong 
since 2012 and have remained above rates in 2012 even with the new hotels 
opening in 2017, as shown in Figure 30. 

Figure 30. Competitive Hotel ADR, Rev Par, and Occupancy, 20120 to 2018 

 

Hotel Market Opportunities 

The McCaslin Subarea is an attractive location for limited service hotels in the 
region evidence by the existing cluster of hotels. The proximity to Boulder and 
Interlocken and the access to US-36 are the primary advantages.  

The recent influx of new hotels in the Community Trade Area and within the City 
of Boulder indicates there was strong demand for new product in the US-36 
corridor. There was very little new inventory added to the corridor since the early 
2000’s until the last two years. The revenue numbers and occupancy rates have 
adjusted due to the new inventory but remain strong. As employment in the area 
continues to grow and the Boulder County continues to remain an attractive 
location to visit, hotel demand should remain strong. It is likely that the McCaslin 
Subarea can capture an additional hotel within the next five years. 
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6. Community Engagement Process 

Strategic and focused community outreach and engagement was key to both 
understanding stakeholder perspectives and concerns, as well as informing the key 
stakeholders of the importance of revitalization and redevelopment of Parcel O in 
order to ensure the long term economic health of the City. A primary goal of this 
engagement was to identify alignment between the stakeholders and the market 
analysis in order to ensure a successful vision and roadmap for implementation.  

Community  Outreach and Input  

Several engagement programs were created to both inform the community about 
the project and to solicit feedback on future uses and redevelopment scenarios. 
All programs focused on interactive engagement methods to build community 
awareness of key development challenges, shared market analysis information, 
and continued to build alignment around potential scenarios and strategies for 
Parcel O.  

EngageLouisvilleCo.com  

EngageLouisvilleCo is a website dedicated to the project that incorporated a 
project description and process, City Council goals and principles, images, 
surveys, market findings, and more. The website received 993 total visits from 
September through December 2018 and the survey had over 110 responses. Two 
of the survey responses are illustrated below. To view individual responses 
received through the EngageLouisvilleCO process, see the Survey Report in 
Appendix A. 

Figure 31. Survey Results EngageLouisvilleCo.com 
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Figure 32. EngageLouisvilleCo.com 
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Nextdoor.com 

The Louisville community had already started discussing the future of Parcel O on 
NextDoor prior to this Parcel O Redevelopment Study. Several comment boards 
identified desired uses and other varying comments. Those who participated in 
these online comment boards were from both Louisville and Superior. These 
comments were reviewed and analyzed as displayed below.  

Figure 33. Nextdoor.com Findings 
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Pop-Ups 

An informal and face-to-face survey 
was conducted at the Paul’s Coffee 
shop located on Parcel O. 30 
individuals participated during this 
one-day event. The pop up survey 
shared market information and site 
constraints while asking similar 
questions to mirror the questions 
being asked on 
EngageLouisvilleco.com. Common 
themes that were expressed from 
the community during this event 
include: 

• Need for mixed-income housing, apartment, and townhomes 
• Continued support for big box stores 
• Need for more community spaces 
• Desire for unique food and beverage venues 
• Make the area more walkable and connected 
 

 
 

  

Figure 34. Pop-Up Event at Paul's Coffee 
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Property Owner, Broker, and Developer Discussions 

All Parcel O property owners were contacted, one broker for a property within 
Parcel O, and the developer of the recently completed facility at 994 West Dillon 
discussed their thoughts and opinions regarding regulations, uses, market 
conditions, and future opportunities. Key comments include: 

• McCaslin is still a good retail location for neighborhood and community retail 
including grocery. 

• It is no longer a regional location and there are rumors big boxes may choose 
to leave. 

• Opportunity for other commercial uses including fitness, entertainment, 
medical and professional office, and hotels. 

• A destination draw like the Sports Stable would increase market draw. 

• Additional rooftops would help the area thrive including for-sale and for-rent 
housing. 

• Virtually any supportable uses will require the GDP and covenants to be 
amended. 

• Visibility and access are very challenging. 

• Future vacancies are pending. 

• Residential rooftops are needed to support additional retail/commercial. 

• Expensive City process to get use approvals needed. 

Citizen’s Action Group 

Early in the project, the project team attended the Louisville’s Citizen’s Action 
Council (CAC). 50 council and community members learned about the 
redevelopment study and provided their ideas for the parcel including varying 
uses, site design, and changing market realities.  
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Community  Preferences  

The multiple engagement channels provided a clear understanding of the 
communities overall opinion for Parcel O. While all engaged participants were 
made aware of the regulatory constraints surrounding future redevelopment, they 
were also informed about the changing market conditions.  

Uses and Design 

The community’s top 4 desired general uses were retail/restaurant, residential, 
health/wellness, and community space. These four high level categories can be 
further broken down into specific subcategory uses as detailed below using 
examples and comments provided by the community.  

There is a strong desire for new and unique uses that are experience based and 
will serve both the local community as well as draw individuals from outside 
Louisville. Consistent descriptive language included, family friendly, unique, local, 
craft, healthy, handcrafted, quality, small town, inclusive, shared spaces, multi-
vendor, and mixed use. A few examples community members mentioned were the 
Aurora Stanley Marketplace, Boulder’s Rayback Collective, Alexandria’s (VA) 
Torpedo Factor Art Center, Boston’s Faneuil Hall Marketplace, and Seattle’s Pike 
Place Market. The community also desires an improved site layout that supports 
walkability between the individual lots, open and green spaces, outdoor features 
and play spaces, attractive public spaces, improved streetscapes that facilitate 
user interactions.  

Table 22. Parcel O Community Preferences 
Retail/Restaurant Residential Health/Wellness Community 

Space 

• Local vendors 

• Upscale retail 

• Small shops 

• Outdoor 

marketplace 

• Farmers market 

• Trader 

Joe’s/Sprouts 

• Food halls 

• Breweries 

• Cafes/Coffee shops 

• Unique and family 

oriented dining 

• Organic 

• Apartments 

• Middle income 

• Condos 

• Senior living 

• Mixed use with 

residential on 

top 

• Sports fields 

• Climbing gyms 

• Indoor tennis 

• Cross fit 

• Complementary to 

rec. center 

 

• Parks/plazas 

• Green space 

• Central 

gathering area 

• Outdoor 

seating 

• Games 

• Playgrounds 

• Water features 
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7. Reuse and Redevelopment Alternatives 

Potential re-use and redevelopment alternatives for Parcel O were developed 
based on the market analysis, stakeholder interviews, and community feedback. 
The announcement that Kohl’s would be departing its current location has 
broadened the potential redevelopment opportunities but also increases the need to 
maintain sales tax generating uses. Three development alternatives were created 
to illustrate the financial feasibility, fiscal impact, and community support for 
potential futures for Parcel O. The alternatives are designed to align with market 
realities but also illustrate the trade-offs of potential outcomes for the parcel. The 
purpose is to help gauge what changes to the status quo are possible and 
acceptable to the property owners, City of Louisville, and the community at large.  

Development Al ternat ives  

The ongoing underutilization of the Sam’s Club property, coupled with the 
eminent exit of the current use (Ascent Church), made this parcel a primary focus 
of the project. However, the Kohl’s future vacancy also impacts the potential 
opportunities for redevelopment within the study area. Three varying 
development alternatives for Parcel O were analyzed and are summarized below. 
The development programs are shown in Table 23 and conceptually illustrated in 
Figure 35. 

The three alternatives are all supportable by the market (i.e., there is market 
demand for the uses proposed) but also have different barriers to development 
(e.g., absorption, attractiveness to developers, parcel ownership). The market 
support and barriers to each alternative are described and the alternatives are 
evaluated based on three criteria: 1) financial feasibility, 2) community 
considerations and support, and 3) fiscal impact.  
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Table 23. Parcel O Alternative Development Programs 

 

Figure 35. Parcel O Development Alternatives 

 

Acres Square Feet % of Acres Acres Square Feet % of Acres Acres Square Feet % of Acres

Retail 12.0 70,000 27% 7.3 50,000 16% 14.5 115,000 33%

Existing Retail and Services 20.6 83,000 46% 20.6 83,000 46% --- --- ---

Entertainment/Fitness 6.7 35,000 15% 5.3 35,000 12% 3.5 35,000 8%

Office/Medical Office/Acute Care 5.3 35,000 12% 0.0 0 0% 3.0 65,000 7%

Hotel (rooms) 0.0 0 0% 3.5 120 8% 4.0 120 9%

Multifamily (units) 0.0 0 0% 7.0 245 16% 15.0 525 34%

Back-Office/ Storage 0.0 60,000 0% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0 0%

Unused/Unusable/ROW/Drainage 0.0 15,000 0% 1.0 15,000 2% 4.6 N/A 10%

Total 44.6 44.6 44.6

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

     

Alternative 1 - Refill Boxes Alternative 2 - Hybrid Alternative 3 - Redevelopment

Alternative 2Alternative 1 Alternative 3
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Financial Feasibility 

The financial feasibility analysis of each alternative utilized a static pro forma that 
calculates estimated return-on-cost (annual net operating income divided by cost 
to construct the project) to assess financial feasibility. National publications (CBRE 
and IRR Research) were used to help to establish hurdle rates for return-on-cost 
per product as well as interviews completed by EPS with active developers in the 
Denver metro area for this project and other firm assignments. The pro forma 
model assumes no land cost, but instead calculates the residual land value the 
project can support. The residual land value metric is used to compare the value 
and potential upside of each alternative. A baseline for the land value for parcels 
within Parcel O is set by the sales price of the Sam’s Club property (Lot 2) in 
2014. The sale price was $3.65 million for the building and 13.5-acre lot, which 
equates to a value per square foot of land of $6.21 per square foot. A fully 
occupied building and associated lot likely achieve a higher land value/sales price 
per square foot, which indicates that projects likely need to produce a value 
higher than this benchmark to be feasible for investors and/or developers. 

Community Considerations and Support  

The considerations and desires expressed by the community throughout the 
outreach process were compared to the three alternatives to identify how the 
concepts align. Three areas of consideration (uses, site design, and development 
characteristics) were used to judge the alternatives’ alignment with community 
desires. 

Fiscal Impact 

The fiscal impact analysis of each scenario was completed by City staff using the 
City of Louisville’s fiscal impact model. The analysis utilized the standard inputs 
for the model with some modifications to match the development alternatives. 
Market value and absorption inputs were developed by EPS by product type for 
each alternative. An analysis of the fiscal impact of Parcel O existing land uses 
was completed to set a baseline for comparison. Under existing land uses and 
occupancy, Parcel O has a net positive fiscal impact of $10.7 million over a 20-
year period, as shown in Table 24. The analysis was performed assuming the 
Sam’s Club building is not occupied by a sales tax generating use (as it is now 
with the Ascent Church) and the Kohl’s is also not occupied by a sales tax 
producing use (or is vacant) as it will soon be.  
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Table 24.  Fiscal Impact of Current Uses in Parcel O (20-Years) 

 

 

  

Total % of Total

(per $1,000)

Revenue by Fund

General Fund $8,129 65%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 8%

Lottery Fund $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $364 3%

Capital Projects Fund $2,993 24%

Total Revenue $12,553

 

Expenditure by Fund

General Fund $1,423 76%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0%

Lottery Fund $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $0 0%

Capital Projects Fund $451 24%

Total Expenditures $1,873

Net Fiscal Impact by Fund

General Fund $6,707

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067

Lottery Fund $0

Historic Preservation Fund $364

Capital Projects Fund $2,542

Net Fiscal Impact $10,680

Source: City of Louisville

Current
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Alternat ives  Evaluat ion  

Alternative 1 – Re-Tenant 

The Alternative 1 concept assumes the two large retail boxes on Lots 2 and 3 are 
reused for uses supportable in the current McCaslin Subarea market context with 
its reduced retail trade area draw. It assumes the CCRs restricting uses not 
directly in competition with existing retailers can be modified (e.g., fitness, 
recreation, entertainment). This alternative is estimated to be absorbed in four 
years. 

• Lot 2 (Sam’s Club) is subdivided into two junior boxes of 35,000 square feet 
each on the front side with the back half of the building allocated to 60,000 
square feet of back office space. 

• Lot 3 (Kohl’s) is split into two 35,000 square feet junior boxes with the back 
residual 16,000 square feet lost as unusable space. 

• Two re-fill tenants are assumed to be retail tenants and will occupy two of the 
new divided spaces totaling 70,000 square feet. High potential uses include a 
liquor superstore (such as Total Wine) and/or other retailers seeking second 
generation spaces (such as sporting goods or home goods/furniture). 

• Two non-retail box uses totaling 70,000 square feet are assumed to occupy 
the other two subdivided spaces. Likely uses consistent with the market 
include fitness, entertainment, acute care clinic, other medical office or lab 
use. These uses are not estimated to generate significant sales tax revenue. 

• Retain the 83,000 square feet of existing retail and service uses on parcels not 
being redeveloped in the alternative. 

Market Support 

The market analysis identified a shift towards everyday oriented retailers and 
services for the subarea. In any event, it is unlikely that any user will fill the 
entire Sam’s Club or Kohl’s store. It is most likely the two buildings will be 
subdivided into smaller spaces of 30,000 to 40,000 square feet and will need to 
attract two or more users to fill each of the boxes. Alternative 1 assumes that 
these spaces can be filled with four tenants—two of which are sales tax producing 
uses. Potential opportunities for the subdivided spaces include attracting fitness 
and entertainment uses to the corridor to re-fill existing vacant spaces. As well, 
the most likely retailers (e.g., liquor superstore) serve a community-oriented 
trade area consistent with current conditions. It may be possible to attract one to 
two additional mid-sized box retailers to the subarea that are not currently 
present in the community trade area or are seeking a better location. 
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Market Challenges 

The assessment of the market demand for retail in the Subarea illustrated that 
the focus of the trade area is shifting and the opportunities for larger, regionally 
oriented retailers are limited. This diminished market demand may even impact 
community-oriented uses as there are a limited number of larger retailers that will 
take a space as large as 30,000 square feet. There is the potential that it may 
take longer than four years to refill the boxes. Inability to lease the subdivided 
spaces may lead to buildings that sit vacant or are leased to temporary tenants 
(e.g., Halloween store) or non-conventional uses that may not drive demand to 
the center or may be a deterrent to other retailers leasing in the center.  

The private covenants in place for Parcel O limit the types of users that can locate 
in the vacant boxes. Specifically, recreation and fitness uses are prohibited. As 
well, restaurants that generate more than 50 percent of their sales from alcohol 
(e.g., brewery) are limited. As well, retailers that would be in direct competition 
to the original anchors (Safeway, Sam’s Club) are precluded. Any refill use will 
need to not create a direct competitive concern to the other parties in the private 
covenant agreement. There is little the City can do to change the private 
covenants; however, providing some sort of incentive, such as a revised GDP, 
may spur the owners to make changes to the current agreement.  

Financial Feasibility 

The reuse of the vacant retail box alternative 
was estimated to be financially feasible based on 
the market inputs (rental rates, construction 
costs, etc.) utilized. The Alternative 1 assumes 
the refill uses are able to pay the market 
average of $20 per square foot (NNN) not 
including the back-office/storage space in Lot 2, 
which is estimated to command $11 per square 
foot (NNN). The estimated construction costs to 
update and subdivide the two vacant boxes are 
$37.50 per square foot plus site work 
improvements to the parking lots. The estimated 
residual land value for Lot 2 (Sam’s Club) is $3.8 
million or $6.41 per square foot of land. This is 
slightly higher than the sales price for the parcel 
in 2014, which was $3.65 million, and 
significantly less than the current asking price of 
approximately $10 million. Lot 3 is estimated to 
have a residual land value of $4.0 million or 
$8.65 per square foot of land, as shown in Table 25. Combined the residual land 
values is estimated to be $7.40 per square foot of land. 
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Table 25. Alternative 1 Feasibility Summary 

 

Community Support  

Uses: While a few people in the community expressed a desire to bring another 
big retail box user into the vacant buildings, the majority of input received 
indicated a desire for uses that were smaller format and would support a diverse 
range of users and visitors. The reuse of these buildings for similar large format 
retailers would not support the community’s desire for smaller, curated, 
complementary shopping, dining, and entertainment uses that appeal to multiple 
consumers. 

Site Design: Under Alternative 1 the reuse of the existing buildings and the 
suburban, large format retail shopping center would retain its same development 
characteristics and would at least meet the community’s desires for a compact, 
walkable, pedestrian friendly environment. 

Development Characteristics:  The development contemplated under this 
alternative would not meet the community desires for local, unique, non-chain, 
retail environments that provides variety and experience for a diverse range of 
neighbors and visitors. 

Lot 2 Amount Lot 3 Amount

Program Program

Junior Anchor (Retail) 35,000 Junior Anchor (Retail) 35,000

Junior Anchor (Entertainment/Fitness) 35,000 Junior Anchor (Entertainment/Fitness) 35,000

Storage/Back Office 60,000 N/A 0

Subtotal 130,000 Subtotal 70,000

Construction Costs Construction Costs

Sitework and Offsites $975,000 Sitework and Offsites $525,000

Hard Costs $2,625,000 Hard Costs $2,625,000

Soft Costs $1,347,500 Soft Costs $1,347,500

Subtotal $4,947,500 Subtotal $4,497,500

per sf $38 per sf $64

Operating Revenue Operating Revenue

Potential Gross Revenue $1,995,000 Potential Gross Revenue $1,365,000

Less: Vacancy -$139,650 Less: Vacancy -$95,550

Effective Gross Income $1,855,350 Effective Gross Income $1,269,450

Operating Expenses -$1,244,975 Operating Expenses -$674,975

Net Operating Income $610,375 Net Operating Income $594,475

Return on Cost (ROC) 12.34% Return on Cost (ROC) 13.22%

ROC Hurdle 7.00% ROC Hurdle 7.00%

Residual Land Value $3,772,143 Residual Land Value $3,995,000

Value per Land SF $6.41 Value per Land SF $8.65

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Fiscal Impact 

The fiscal impact model estimates that Alternative 1 would have a net positive 
fiscal impact of $18 million over 20 years, as shown in Table 26. This alternative 
portrays the optimal re-tenanting of the existing retail boxes given market 
conditions and potential uses likely to be possible with modified private 
covenants, which produces increased fiscal returns but less than what was 
previously achieved with the two former anchor retailers.  

Table 26. Alternative 1 Fiscal Impact 

 

  

Total % of Total Total % of Total

(per $1,000) (per $1,000)

Revenue by Fund

General Fund $8,129 65% $14,006 62%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 8% $2,122 9%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $364 3% $730 3%

Capital Projects Fund $2,993 24% $5,798 26%

Total Revenue $12,553 $22,656

  

Expenditure by Fund

General Fund $1,423 76% $3,513 75%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Capital Projects Fund $451 24% $1,179 25%

Total Expenditures $1,873 $4,692

Net Fiscal Impact by Fund

General Fund $6,707 $10,493

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 $2,122

Lottery Fund $0 $0

Historic Preservation Fund $364 $730

Capital Projects Fund $2,542 $4,620

Net Fiscal Impact $10,680 $17,964

Source: City of Louisville

Alternative 1Current
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Alternative 2 – Partial Redevelopment 

Alternative 2 entails a partial redevelopment of Parcel 0. A partial redevelopment 
would need to include at least one—and more likely two—of the larger lots in 
Parcel O (Safeway, Sam’s Club, and/or Kohl’s). For evaluation purposes, 
Alternative 2 assumes Lot 2 Sam’s Club is redeveloped and Lot 3 Kohl’s building is 
repurposed for two tenants. The alternative assumes covenants restricting uses 
not directly in competition with existing retailers can be modified to include uses 
consistent with current market conditions (e.g., fitness, recreation, entertainment) 
and that this development agreement is modified to allow hotel and multifamily 
uses. This concept assumes to be absorbed within five to six years.  

• Kohl’s building is reused for two boxes similar to Alternative 1 with one a retail 
use (liquor superstore) and the second a nonretail use (fitness). 

• Lot 2 and parking fields are redeveloped with 15,000 square feet of retail 
space, 245 apartments on the eastern 7 acres at density of 35 units per acre, 
and a 120 room hotel on 3.5 acres. 

• Retain the 83,000 square feet of existing retail and service uses on parcels not 
being redeveloped in the alternative. 

Market Support 

The market analysis identifies substantial demand for multifamily and hotel uses 
within the subarea. These uses are able to support redevelopment costs and can 
allow for better reconfiguration of Parcel O. Specifically, the new retail can be 
better positioned for access and visibility, and the parking fields can be right-sized 
for the retail, which will create more flexibility and space for adding additional 
uses. The investment and introduction of new uses to the shopping center can be 
used to help attract larger retail users to the vacant Kohl’s. As well, the market 
will likely support the attraction of two, larger retail users that either generate 
significant retail sales tax, and/or will increase visitation to the subarea, which will 
boost the sales of surrounding retailers.  

Market Challenges 

The primary challenge to Alternative 2 is that the GDP for Parcel O and the private 
covenants do not allow for this development program. Multifamily residential is 
prohibited by the GDP and some potential larger retailers that could be attracted 
to the site are prohibited or limited by the CCRS. As well, increased height and/or 
density allowances may be necessary, under the GDP, to make a project feasible. 

A coordinated redevelopment of both Lots 2 and 3 may be difficult and/or could 
take longer to occur. It is easier for one of the larger lots to redevelop individually 
but there may be more incentive for a developer to combine lots. As mentioned 
above, both the private covenants and GDP need to be revised or amended for 
this program to work. The City could provide incentive by revising the GDP to 
allow more uses, and also modifying the agreement to allow greater utilization of 
the site especially as an incentive to do a coordinated redevelopment.  
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Financial Feasibility  

Alternative 2 produces a higher total estimated 
residual land value (combination of Lot 2 and Lot 
3) of $11.5 million compared to Alternative 1, as 
well as the highest average land value per 
square foot of $10.94 per square foot for all 
three alternatives, as shown in Table 27. The 
multifamily and hotel uses are estimated to 
generate a significantly higher residual land 
value than the retail uses. The multifamily parcel 
is estimated to be able to support a land value of 
$5.1 million or $16.72 per square foot of land. 
The hotel use is estimated to be able to support 
a land value of $2.4 million or $15.88 per square 
foot of land. The following model inputs were 
utilized to estimate project feasibility.  

• Multifamily – The construction cost for the 
project is estimated to be $224 per square 
foot or $211,000 per unit. An average unit 
size is estimated to be 800 square feet and 
able to attract an average monthly rental rate of $1,560 or $1.95 per square 
foot.  

• Hotel – The 120 room hotel project is estimated to be 60,000 square feet in 
size. The estimated construction cost is $367 per square foot or $183,600 per 
room. The project room rate is $170 per night which equates into an 
estimated average daily rate of $119.  

• The retail space is estimated to have a construction cost of $230 per square 
foot. An average rental rate is 30 per square foot (NNN).  
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Table 27. Alternative 2 Feasibility Summary 

 

Description LOT 2 Alternative 2

Amount per SF Amount per unit Amount per room Amount per SF TOTAL TOTAL

PROGRAM

Multifamily Units N/A units 245 units N/A units N/A units 245

Hotel Rooms N/A rooms N/A rooms 120 rooms N/A rooms 120

Net Rentable Area 70,000 sf 195,963 sf 42,000 sf 15,000 sf 252,963

Gross Building Area 70,000 sf 230,545 sf 60,000 sf 15,000 sf 305,545

CONSTRUCTION COST

Site Costs

Horizontal Costs $525,000 $7.50 $1,407,000 $5,743 $703,500 $5,863 $402,000 $26.80 $2,512,500 $3,037,500

Hard Costs

Core & Shell Construction $1,750,000 $25.00 $38,846,833 $158,559 $14,022,000 $116,850 $1,605,000 $107.00 $54,473,833 $56,223,833

Tenant Improvement $875,000 $12.50 $0 $0 $2,580,000 $21,500 $750,000 $50.00 $3,330,000 $4,205,000

Subtotal $2,625,000 $37.50 $38,846,833 $158,559 $16,602,000 $138,350 $2,355,000 $157.00 $57,803,833 $60,428,833

Soft Costs

Plan/Design/Eng./Survey 140,000 $2.00 1,786,724 $7,293 747,000 $6,225 195,000 $13.00 $2,728,724 $2,868,724

Municipal/State Fees $35,000 $0.50 $4,610,900 $18,820 $1,500,000 $12,500 $225,000 $15.00 $6,335,900 $6,370,900

Development Fees, Financing, Other $1,697,500 $24.25 $4,968,245 $20,279 $2,479,200 $20,660 $270,000 $18.00 $7,717,445 $9,414,945

Total $5,022,500 $71.75 $51,619,701 $210,693 $22,031,700 $183,598 $3,447,000 $229.80 $77,098,401 $82,120,901

NET OPERATING INCOME

Potential Rental Income $1,365,000 $11,375 $4,585,540 $18,716 $7,446,000 $62,050 $433,048 $3,609 $12,464,588 $13,829,588

Other Income $0 $0 $389,060 $1,588 $566,000 $4,717 $0 $0 $955,060 $955,060

Less: Vacancy -$95,550 -$796 -$248,730 -$1,015 -$2,233,800 -$18,615 -$30,313 -$253 -$2,512,843 -$2,608,393

Operating Expenditures -$674,975 -$5,625 -$1,322,735 -$5,399 -$3,577,399 -$29,812 -$146,411 -$1,220 -$5,046,546 -$5,721,521

Net Operating Income (NOI) $594,475 $4,954 $3,403,135 $13,890 $2,200,801 $18,340 $256,323 $2,136 $5,860,259 $6,454,734

RETURN ON COST (ROC) 11.84% 6.59% 9.99% 7.44% 7.60% 7.86%

HURDLE RATE 7.00% 6.00% 9.00% 6.50%

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE

Land Value $3,470,000 $5,099,209 $2,421,646 $496,431 $8,017,286 $11,487,286

Value Per SF $7.52 $16.72 $15.88 $5.70 $13.63 $10.94

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

     

Retail

Lot 3 Lot 2

Multifamily Hotel Retail
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Community Support  

Uses: The addition of entertainment and retail uses is supported by community 
input received and provides some new options for both neighbors and visitors to 
the area. The reuse of one building for similar large format retailers would not 
support the community’s desire for smaller, curated, complementary shopping, 
dining, and entertainment uses that appeal to multiple consumers. The quantity 
and type of retail associated with Alternative 2 does not meet the community 
desires for a significant retail component that provides a gathering space for a 
wide variety of users. 

Hotel was identified as the least desired use for the study area, and while some 
community members identified housing as possible uses for the overall study 
area, it was often described as a range of housing options that provide 
opportunities for empty nesters, low to middle income housing, and housing that 
was part of a mixed use development. A standalone multifamily project was not a 
highly prioritized use for the study area.  

Site Design: The partial redevelopment of the study area could allow for some 
site improvements that were identified as desired community amenities, including 
the addition of open spaces, plazas and other connections if it was planned in a 
comprehensive format. However, due to the existing parcels, ownership divisions, 
and reuse of one of the big boxes, the project site would need to retain some of 
the same circulation, parking and auto focused patterns which do not allow for 
different type of environment that was less auto dependent, more walkable and 
better integrated into the surrounding neighborhood.  

Development Characteristics: The partial redevelopment does not address the 
strong desire for a mixed retail environment that can support many smaller 
tenants and a “community-centric” marketplace that was a common theme. The 
amount of retail proposed within this scenario would not meet the community’s 
demand for experience based, family friendly, service and entertainment based 
retail that is local, unique and high quality. 

Fiscal Impact 

The fiscal impact model estimates that Alternative 2 will have a net positive fiscal 
impact of $18.5 million over 20 years, as shown in Table 28. This alternative 
produced the most positive impact of the three alternatives. The alternative 
illustrates how a mixture of uses can still produce positive fiscal benefits to the 
City even with the introduction of non-sales tax producing and residential uses. 
The greater utilization of the site generates more value to the City, as well.  
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Table 28. Alternative 2 Fiscal Impact 

 

 

  

Total % of Total Total % of Total

(per $1,000) (per $1,000)

Revenue by Fund

General Fund $8,129 65% $16,769 64%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 8% $2,118 8%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $364 3% $733 3%

Capital Projects Fund $2,993 24% $6,586 25%

Total Revenue $12,553 $26,206

  

Expenditure by Fund

General Fund $1,423 76% $5,062 65%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0% $124 2%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Capital Projects Fund $451 24% $2,548 33%

Total Expenditures $1,873 $7,735

Net Fiscal Impact by Fund

General Fund $6,707 $11,706

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 $1,993

Lottery Fund $0 $0

Historic Preservation Fund $364 $733

Capital Projects Fund $2,542 $4,038

Net Fiscal Impact $10,680 $18,471

Source: City of Louisville

Alternative 2Current
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Alternative 3 – Major Redevelopment 

This concept assumes a comprehensive redevelopment of Parcel O into a new 
mixed use development. Existing retailers are assumed to be integrated into new 
commercial or mixed-use space (aside from Kohl’s, which is leaving Louisville). 
The alternative assumes the CCRs are rewritten or substantially modified and a 
new development agreement is created to allow for greater density and a broader 
mix of uses. This concept assumes a 10 year, phased buildout.  

• The redevelopment assumes a total of 115,000 square feet of retail space on 
14.5 acres, accounting for 1/3 of the acreage. In addition, a non-retail 
entertainment or fitness anchor is included totaling 35,000 square feet.  

• A 120 room hotel is attracted to a 3.5 acre site.  

• A 4 story, 65,000 square foot office building is included on a 3.0 acre site. 

• 525 multifamily apartment units are built in two phases or projects on a total 
of 15 acres, at the same 35 units per acre density as Alternative 2.  

Market Support 

A major redevelopment project would give a prospective developer flexibility to 
reconfigure access and orientation of the area. The retail space could be better 
positioned closer to the McCaslin frontage with greater visibility and access. The 
larger redevelopment would also allow for more flexibility in the transition of 
development to the surrounding neighborhoods. The redevelopment will allow for 
the different product types to be better oriented and marketed to potential users/ 
development partners. Multifamily uses are the most likely use to take the largest 
share of the larger redevelopment and will have less challenges with absorption. 
The introduction of more traditional office space becomes more attractive as the 
mixed-use development becomes a more appealing location for employment uses.  

Market Challenges 

This scenario assumes a major aggregation of several separately owned lots, 
which may be difficult. The acquisition costs for many of the existing, occupied 
buildings along the McCaslin frontage could potentially be too high to support 
redevelopment. Also, the disruption of the existing retailers and businesses may 
lead to the loss of these businesses from the site as redevelopment occurs. 
Attracting and absorbing the amount of retail space planned will be difficult given 
the challenges in the trade area. A grocery store anchor will need to be retained 
(Safeway) or a replacement found, along with other one to two junior anchors or 
larger retailers. Even with a better configured layout for the center and 
development oriented to the current retail market opportunities, attracting 
retailers would be challenging.  
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Financial Feasibility 

The Major Redevelopment Alternative produces 
an estimated residual land value of $10.12 per 
square foot, which is a total value of $19.7 
million, as shown on Table 29. The multifamily 
and hotel uses are estimated to generate a 
significantly higher residual land value than the 
retail uses in Alternative 2. The office use 
supports a land value of $731,414 or $5.60 per 
square foot of land, which is less than the lowest 
of all uses modeled and less per square foot than 
was achieved in the sale of the Sam’s Club site in 
2014. The following model inputs were utilized to 
estimate project feasibility.  

• Multifamily – The construction cost for the 
project is estimated to be $224 per square 
foot or $211,000 per unit. An average unit is 
estimated to be 800 square feet and able to 
attract an average monthly rental rate of 
$1,560 or $1.95 per square foot.  

• Hotel – The 120 room hotel project is estimated to be 60,000 square feet in 
size. The estimated construction cost is $369 per square foot or $184,400 per 
room. The project room rate is $170 per night which equates into an 
estimated average daily rate of $119.  

• The retail space is estimated to have a construction cost of $227 per square 
foot. An average rental rate is $30 per square foot (NNN). 

• The office space is estimated to have a construction cost of $247 per square 
foot. An average rental rate is $25 per square foot (NNN). 
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Table 29. Alternative 3 Feasibility Summary 

  

Description

Amount per unit Amount per room Amount per SF Amount per SF TOTAL

PROGRAM

Multifamily Units 525 units N/A units N/A units N/A units 525

Hotel Rooms N/A rooms 120 rooms N/A rooms N/A rooms 120

Net Rentable Area 419,921 sf 42,000 sf 150,000 sf 55,250 sf 667,171

Gross Building Area 494,025 sf 60,000 sf 150,000 sf 65,000 sf 769,025

CONSTRUCTION COST

Site Costs

Horizontal Costs $3,015,000 $5,743 $804,000 $6,700 $3,618,000 $24.12 $603,000 $9.28 $8,040,000

Hard Costs

Core & Shell Construction $83,243,213 $158,559 $14,022,000 $116,850 $16,050,000 $107.00 $8,905,000 $137.00 $122,220,213

Tenant Improvement $0 $0 $2,580,000 $21,500 $7,500,000 $50.00 $3,250,000 $50.00 $13,330,000

Subtotal $83,243,213 $158,559 $16,602,000 $138,350 $23,550,000 $157.00 $12,155,000 $81.03 $135,550,213

Soft Costs

Plan/Design/Eng./Survey 3,828,694 $7,293 747,000 $6,225 1,950,000 $13.00 1,007,500 $15.50 7,533,194

Municipal/State Fees $9,880,500 $18,820 $1,500,000 $12,500 $2,250,000 $15.00 $975,000 $15.00 $14,605,500

Development Fees, Financing, Other $10,646,239 $20,279 $2,479,200 $20,660 $2,700,000 $18.00 $1,332,500 $20.50 $17,157,939

Total $110,613,645 $210,693 $22,132,200 $184,435 $34,068,000 $227.12 $16,073,000 $247.28 $182,886,845

NET OPERATING INCOME

Potential Rental Income $9,826,157 $18,716 $7,446,000 $62,050 $4,330,476 $28.87 $2,059,255 $31.68 $23,661,888

Other Income $833,700 $1,588 $566,000 $4,717 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $1,399,700

Less: Vacancy -$532,993 -$1,015 -$2,233,800 -$18,615 -$303,133 -$2.02 -$144,148 -$2.22 -$3,214,074

Operating Expenditures -$2,834,433 -$5,399 -$3,549,438 -$29,579 -$1,464,113 -$9.76 -$780,809 -$12.01 -$8,628,793

Net Operating Income (NOI) $7,292,431 $13,890 $2,228,762 $18,573 $2,563,230 $17.09 $1,134,298 $17.45 $13,218,721

RETURN ON COST (ROC) 6.59% 10.07% 7.52% 7.06% 7.23%

HURDLE RATE 6.00% 9.00% 6.50% 6.75%

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE

Land Value $10,926,876 $2,631,821 $5,366,311 $731,414 $19,656,422

Value Per Land SF $16.72 $15.10 $6.84 $5.60 $10.12

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Combined

OfficeMultifamily Hotel Retail
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Community Support  

Uses: The range of uses associated with this alternative could meet the 
community’s demand for both larger format entertainment/experience-based uses 
to anchor a retail center, which in turn could support smaller format type retail 
(e.g. service, hospitality, boutique shopping, and convenience). The addition of 
office space in Alternative 3 increases the 24x7 nature of the shopping center to 
further activate the retail uses and provide jobs near existing housing centers. 
The community expressed a desire for innovative, co-working or smaller format 
office uses to complement the larger office parks in the neighborhood, which 
could be accommodated in this scenario. Hotel and multifamily, while not 
identified as high priority uses for the study area, could potentially be supporting 
uses to the dynamic retail space accomplished in this scenario. 

Site Design: The large-scale redevelopment of the site under Alternative 3 
accommodates many of the major site design features the community desires. 
The amenities include increased mobility, paths and trails, plazas, gathering 
spaces and a compact, walkable environment. 

Development Characteristics:  The creation of 115,000 square feet of retail 
would allow for a diverse range of uses that could accommodate the community’s 
desires for variety, unique offerings, and a shopping center that could serve both 
as a local and regional destination. 

Fiscal Impact 

The fiscal impact model estimates that Alternative 3 will have a net positive fiscal 
impact of $14.8 million over 20 years, as shown in Table 30. This alternative 
illustrates how a mixture of uses throughout the whole of Parcel O, even with 
reduced amounts of retail uses, can still produce positive impacts on the City. 
Greater utilization of the site produces more revenue than the site currently 
produces. Even after the estimate expenditures, the site still preforms comparably 
to how Parcel O has impacted the City since Sam’s Club left in 2010.  

184



McCaslin Redevelopment Study 

94  

Table 30. Alternative 3 Fiscal Impact  

 

Total % of Total Total % of Total

(per $1,000) (per $1,000)

Revenue by Fund

General Fund $8,129 65% $17,456 63%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 8% $2,223 8%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $364 3% $779 3%

Capital Projects Fund $2,993 24% $7,050 26%

Total Revenue $12,553 $27,509

  

Expenditure by Fund

General Fund $1,423 76% $7,710 61%

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0% $234 2%

Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0%

Capital Projects Fund $451 24% $4,789 38%

Total Expenditures $1,873 $12,733

Net Fiscal Impact by Fund

General Fund $6,707 $9,746

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $1,067 $1,989

Lottery Fund $0 $0

Historic Preservation Fund $364 $779

Capital Projects Fund $2,542 $2,261

Net Fiscal Impact $10,680 $14,775

Source: City of Louisville

Alternative 3Current
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Q1  Based on the market trends and realities, what type of development, what would you like

to see in this area?
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vg19
11/05/2018 01:06 PM

Kid oriented activities, such as lasertag.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Public space e.g. plaza

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

City Park, Dog Park, outdoor area.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

Grocery super store...if we can deal with he covenants

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

I would like to see a combination of the above with a park in the middle to

encourage people to gather. hide the parking.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

Open space/park type spaces as connectors for commercial to residential.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Trader Joe’s!!!!!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

No Hotel! Mixed use, housing and businesses. Business that will connect the

residents to the area and take some of the crowds off of downtown making

both areas more enjoyable for City residents.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

Book store would be nice.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:26 AM

No Hotel! We want the redevelopment to add the the current neighbors

enjoyment.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:29 AM

a boutique shopping mall - where stores have booths inside, similar to The

Barn in Castle Rock

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

When I think of concepts that could work well in this area, I think of

Longmont's new "Village at the Peaks" or Lakewood's "Belmar"

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Would love to see something like Rayback in this space. A place for adults

and kids to hang out.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

Outdoor mall with small shops and restaurants.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

town center with beautiful trees, trails, low grow xeric native grass parks,

tables and chairs various sizes, gathering places, fireplaces for winter,

community place for art and craft festivals bike racks, food trucks, public

Q2  Add your own: What other uses would work here?
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restroom, water featuresm,

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

I don't know if we have the population base or enough vendors but

something like the San Francisco Ferry Building Marketplace would be

awesome. Towns all around the world have them. Tax dollars for us.

www.ferrybuildingmarketplace.com.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

Trader Joe’s or King Soopers

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

Conference and personal events rooms

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

This parcel is fairly ugly in a beautiful town like Louisville. More greenery

around the parking lot, EV spots, and better non-automobile options

throughout (clean/maintained sidewalks/bike paths) would make a big

difference to anything that ends up here

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

A communal spot for multiple types of small businesses similar to the Source,

Milk Market, etc. in Denver

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

Art Coop, Music/Concert hall, Dancing venue, Artist studios, Theater, Indoor

parachuting, Indoor climbing

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

a wonderful market like Pike Place in Seattle

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:14 PM

Food stalls center like Philadelphia’s reading terminal market

Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

More sports fields

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Ikea

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

Green space mixed in with first floor commercial and second floor residential.

Limit height to 2 floors.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

I think the goal should be to created a walkable mixed use (live, work, shop,

and play) district which is fiscally vibrant

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

Cluster these uses around a small (1/2 ac) park to create a vibrant

community gathering spot, and add residential on the W side of McCaslin

going up to Davidson Mesa and connecting w Centennial, Hillside and

Enclave. Yes, I want more residential!

Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

Dense, walkable mixed use with RTD connectivity

keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

mixed use specialty ped mall, outdoor experience for kids/families as an alt to

downtown which is more adult oriented; something unique not available

nearby

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

Multi-family housing with services, offices, hospitality with shared park/open

space
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JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

Trader Joes

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

Organic food options

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

We would like to see a good grocery store here that is reasonable priced -

Trader Joe's would be fantastic or Sprouts.

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Mixed use space like The Source

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

Mix of above with small / growing business office space (e.g. Arista in

Broomfield)

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

We could always use another park and greens space. Yogurt or Ice Cream,

Trader Joes, Gymnastics, dance or Ninja play gym, bowling alley, Chuy's

Restaurant, Torchy's Tacos, Chipotle...

Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Public basketball/tennis/soccer fields

Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

Food Hall, Indoor year-round farmer's market

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

toy store or children's/maternity consignment

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

Maybe a mixed marketplace like Eataly?

https://www.eataly.com/us_en/stores/chicago/

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

park and open space as part of mixed use

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

Incubator space for light industry -- maker spaces.

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

I’d like to see the spirit of Old Town Louisville brought to this initiative in

terms of unique retail and community-centric activities. We should try to

avoid national chains if possible and be as distinct as practical.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

I woukd love to have a nice restaurant with really comfortable seating aloh

the lines of White Chocolate Grill, Elways, bonefish, etc.

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Tasteful combination of residential, office, restaurants and health/wellness.

Mark Dondelinger
11/09/2018 11:13 AM

Bring back Sams

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Green space, park with walkable mall-like boutique stores

andrewthak We should look at some sort of "collective" in the Sam's club building/site,
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11/09/2018 11:24 AM similar to The Source in Denver or on a smaller scale the Rayback Collective

in Boulder.

B Eller
11/09/2018 11:27 AM

REI; Trader Joes; fabric store like JoAnn (with classes and family needs); try

King Soopers again (Safeway is inadequate for a lot of people). Save the

current buildings.

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

More community type services: food, music, wellness. Community

multipurpose room and lots of trees PLEASE

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

If a restaurant - a high end restaurant - distillery

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

Having moved from Longmont, a space similar to the village at the peaks

(www.villageatthepeaks.com) would be perfect!

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Small, locally owned businesses.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

I think mixed is best. Bringing people to work (office) + service / retail / food /

wellness is great; I'd look to the Lafayette Marketplace & Denver Union

Station for inspiration around creating community space + marketplace.

NA
11/09/2018 01:05 PM

Furniture Sales

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

Let's pick high quality services and residences in this area.

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

park with cafe, coffee shop and entertainment options for kids, teens & adults

(music venue,etc)

jgwalega
11/10/2018 03:53 PM

Too many hotels in the area

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

King Soopers

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

Co-working, food court, Farmers market

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

A mix of small eateries with small shops featuring local as well as national

brands would be ideal - but allow for space to sit while shopping/eating. Also

ample parking!

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

Speciality shopping such as a design center concept with a number of stores

working in conjunction with each other. Speciality stores and entertainment

such as REI with climbing walls, independent movie theaters. The entire site

should be walkable.

Amasin
11/11/2018 11:13 AM

Stanley Market place is a great example of helping small companies, local

gathering, health and wellness offerings, starts ups, open work spaces...

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

senior housing, one level or apartments with elevator. We already have

enough of all the other so long as Kohl's remains
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dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Multi-use space similar to Rayback Collective in Boulder and Denver Milk

Bar. Brewery, open beer garden, food trucks and some surrounding

retail/services.

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

I would like to see a large grocery store as we do not have one at this end of

town. We only have a small Safeway. I reallyliked the idea of a large retail

King Soopers here.

cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

Outdoor mall with multiple offerings such as Town Square in Las Vegas:

mytownsquarelasvegas.com. This has restaurants, an outdoor play area for

kids, retails shops, offices, services (optical shop), parking garages, arcade,

and street parking, too!

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

I think the area would be best served if it could be a destination from

surrounding areas as well as a place where people walk to everyday

services. Bookstore, tou store, bowling alley, artsy movie theate, community

gathering space (alfalfas) fountains

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

Co-working space (see https://www.industrydenver.com for an example);

something like the Rayback Collective (http://therayback.com) would also be

nice

aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

A way of transit for the rest of the neighborhood (Louisville) that cannot walk

easily to the Park N Ride. Furniture Store, Organic Foods Store (Lucky's or

Sprouts), Need more parking i.e. underground parking

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Mixed use residential and retail, Asian grocery store and food court, charter

school.

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

an 'outdoor' equipment/activity store - REI, Cabellas something like that - but

no guns!

Laura Adams
11/13/2018 03:45 PM

Something similar to The Source in Denver would be a great addition to

Louisville.

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

A type of entertainment facility that ALSO caters to special needs children as

well as regular children.

cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Mixed use development with a kid friendly area in the middle. Any restaurant

or shop with an area for kids to run and play automatically gets more

business in this area. A combination of the Rayback in Boulder and The

District in Lafayette.

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

Small shops, grocery

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

I would love to see a mixed-use food hall/marketplace similar to the Stanley

Marketplace in Aurora w/ a mix of restaurants/breweries, shopping, offices &

entertainment. This would be a huge draw for people in surrounding cities to

visit Louisvill

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

High quality pool facility for serious swimmers/triathletes

jensmith78
11/14/2018 02:20 PM

Indoor marketplace with flexible space for entrepreneurs, artists & creators -

galleries, design studios, craft coffee/wine - a la Barnone in Gilbert AZ

(barnoneaz.com)..
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Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

Plaza, Park, Small Concert Venue, Indoor/Outdoor Marketplace, Cafe, Small

businesses and restaurants, farmers market, shade trees, bike/pedestrian

trail junction, second story apartments, senior residential units

Mbb
11/16/2018 08:32 AM

A Dairy Center in Boulder type arts & performance center

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

I would love to see a combo of: Gym and/or fitness class center / Trader

Joe's / Indoor kids playspace / brewery / Denver "Aventi" like multi-food

court/bar area with playspace / small mini shops like 1-room bookstores, etc.

/ some mini apartments

Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Urban farm, solar station, permanent farmers market

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

Can zoning be changed to increase options? No more hotel chains (they

don't build community). Small customer oriented boutique shops ( butcherie,

cheese shop, tea shop), brewery, restaurants with roof deck to take

advantage of incredible view.

Optional question (86 responses, 57 skipped)
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Anonymous
11/05/2018 02:33 PM

We have a big open space that could be developed thoughtfully, with no big

box stores, and maybe some apartments that could help with housing.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Mixed use development, anchored by a multi-vendor food hall concept.

Example: https://businessden.com/2018/10/04/food-hall-to-anchor-

redevelopment-of-mostly-vacant-retail-site-in-edgewater/

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

Upscale retail stores like furniture, book stores, coffee shops, etc. Would be

great to have a movie theater.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:38 AM

There is a definite movement away from big box stores within Louisville and

the region as a whole. It seems that there is more of a need for low-to-

moderately priced housing as well as general office space in the area and a

mixed use development in that capacity could be very useful.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

An integrated plan that includes all the properties in the area...from Kohl's to

Safeway and the adjacent businesses around the inner ring. (McDonalds,

Bao, Paul's, gas station, banks, etc).. Expanding the vision to include the

center that is home to Via Toscana would be smart as well.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

small, locally owned shops and food and beverage

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

The biggest opportunity is creating a multi-use development that includes a

mix of residential and commercial spaces using outdoor open space or a

park-like space as a connection between uses. The opportunity is greater if

the the Safeway, Sam's Club, and Kohl's buildings and properties are

considered for redevelopment all together. The Kohl's property and the

Safeway properties are important partners in the Sam's Club properties

success, and should be considered anchors to the entire "O" site. A break up

of the larger big box buildings is necessary.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Louisville needs a better grocery store. I would love to see a Trader Joe’s in

the old sams club.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:05 AM

Commercial office space

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

Mixed use plus transportation hub.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

Superior really has Louisville beat on shopping with their Costco+Target

center. Perhaps going for something not offered there would be useful. The

Source in RINO might be an example of how to approach this space from a

different angle. This kind of mall would encourage local business. Though it

would probably a little business from downtown Louisville, it would also pull

in more folks from Superior, Boulder and Broomfield.

Anonymous Mixed use with green spaces for the community to come together trying in to

Q3  Where do you see as the biggest opportunity(ies) on this site given the changes to the

retail market and the constraints on Parcel O?
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11/06/2018 11:26 AM the transportation hub on the other side my the theater. Connectivity.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:29 AM

People want to support local businesses, that's why something that would

house multiple local vendors would work.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:31 AM

A cool gathering space (similar to Rayback Collective in Boulder)

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:32 AM

Determine a way to split this up -- holding out for a big-box retailer does not

appear to be a good strategy (in retrospect). I work in the area and this

location would be ideal for a hotel to support my visitors that come in from

out of town (multiple times per year, multiple days per visit, multiple visitors).

Something in the Hilton family at a higher price point than the Hampton Inn.

Splitting for restaurants would be good as well. Could also be a large gym,

but that seems to be a long shot with the rec center so close.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

I think Longmont's "Village at the Peaks" (https://www.villageatthepeaks.com)

or Superior's "Downtown Superior" (http://downtownsuperior.com) could be a

good example of what could work well here. While I don't mind visiting the

Cinnebarre Movie Theatre, the building exterior/interior are an eye sore not to

mention everything around it is in decline. What if the empty Sams Club was

redeveloped into a modern movie theater (serving as anchor), surrounded by

modern restaurants (with patios) and small shops that are connected by a

central outdoor area (mini park) where people would enjoy hanging out in the

warmer months (fire pit(s), tables, grass, chairs, games for kids,

etc)...perhaps farmers markets in the summer, ice rink in the winter, etc.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:02 PM

It would be nice to have a green space / park / playground here. A central

park, surrounded by outdoor seating cafe's. Maybe a nice fountain or water

feature that kids could play in (like water spray thru a grate). An attractive

"stroll" around the park, bordered by small retail shops and small cafes. Lots

of trees. I don't know what the "constraints" on this parcel are.....I didn't see

that in this survey? Maybe I missed that page....

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Small retail space and good restaurants (not chain) would be nice. Kind of

like an alternate downtown.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

I’d like to see something similar to Boulder 29th st mall -outdoors, small

shops, restaurants and perhaps a large draw item like a movie theater

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

Create a place where people want to be and restaurants and shops will

follow. Retail and Restaurants like the Source , the Milk Market, and Denver

Central Market, etc. will always attract consumers. Maybe a big box sporting

goods store if needed to draw people in from 36.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

The marketplace would give people what they want - to buy local handmade

products, specialty products, unique food experiences, etc. It is an

experience oriented concept and would get people together to gather at

cafes, shops, etc. It would have pedestrian plazas and pedestrian ways,

including such amenities as outdoor art exhibits, parks, fountains. It would

generate lots of tax revenue for the City and people from out-of-state as well

as our surrounding communities including Boulder and Denver would find it

to be a worthwhile destination. It would increase property values for all of
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Louisville and hence increase property taxes for the City.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:37 PM

Open areas and food/restaurants coffee shops,

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

Opportunity to have more local businesses and park space. Better, updated

grocery store

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:45 PM

Locally owned restaurants, a walkable space between businesses

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

If we have office space along with conference spaces could fill up the hotels

across the street. Also, small and eateries in even a little bit of condos along

with an open area for small “hang out” areas it would be a complete village

feel.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:48 PM

I am worried that we will turn into a Westminster. We are classier than that.

Whatever arrives here needs to continue to set our community apart from

others. I would prefer high end shops/ retail but not to the extent that Dillon

Road becomes like Boulder streets.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

The old Sam's could be turned into a community hub of small restaurants

and local shops, kind of like Avanti in Denver. There's so much parking,

making this an awesome hang out place might even ease some of the

parking issues downtown is facing. Heck, work with RTD to run shuttles from

here to Main & Pine so you can hop in here, shop around at little stalls, grab

an appetizer, then head downtown for dinner & drinks. Kohl's is also dying;

having something that I actually wanted to go to in that space would be

great. Cheap/campy/silly movies, an indoor glow-in-the-dark mini-golf joint, or

a year-round indoor farmer's market (yes, I know we live in Colorado, but

there are lots of artisans around who make cheese or soap, chickens still lay

eggs, etc.). Either spot having a health/fitness/spa thing going on would be

awesome; the options in this area are limited because the community center

is so great, but it also means everyone in Louisville is always there and it's

crowded as heck. This whole area is wildly important to me because I walk to

Safeway all the time; I want to see it revitalized and successful and cared

for. There are hotels just across Dillon, so having some options available for

visitors to see what Louisville really is would be awesome, too.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:00 PM

Opportunity to create a gathering place

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:14 PM

A place that the community can gather to get food shopping and coffee.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:21 PM

It seems like the space should be split into smaller lots/buildings. I'd like to

see mixed dining/shopping/entertainment in this space, perhaps an indoor

market like Denver's Central Market.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

Places where kids can go play, parents can shop/eat/drink, local

artists/entrepreneurs can sell things in small booths, and all within one

building but with multiple sections. There are a ton of "startup" entrepreneurs

selling things at farmers markets, fairs, etc. that would LOVE to have/rent a

booth for a weekend or month and have a chance to market/sell (Brass
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Armadillo and Lafayette Flea Market are good examples but those are

antiques, not artisanal). All the while, kids could be in a game room, playing

in a jungle gym style area, or maybe even bowling/laser tag. You have to

bring everyone together and get a sense of community because everyone is

there interacting. Make it like the bazaar in Istanbul (in terms of experience,

not decor). There's a reason that places like The Source, Zeppelin Station,

Milk Market, Denver Central Market, and others are booming. Except those

places only apply to adults. Up here you have more kids that would need an

outlet in there too. There's nothing in Boulder so people would be inclined to

come up if it was something worth visiting (summer AND winter). I think

about Acreage. It's in the middle of nowhere but still gets a ton of people

there nightly. It's because it's an attraction. Chains aren't attractions. I'm also

thinking of the

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

Could you rephrase the question please?

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

whatever

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:14 PM

Making it viable for the residents and the businesses

Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

Opportunity for mixed use- residential (affordable for Seniors or down sizers

under $500k ) gathering spaces, food, sports field

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Park, offices

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

The Sam’s Club property

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:15 PM

Adding housing which is in demand instead of adding amenities that are

available in town or very nearby.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:20 PM

Retail stores, restaurants. Make it like another old town area - community

events, great place to hang out.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

Mixed use neighborhood based food and entertainment related uses

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:35 PM

We could use a sporting goods store.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:36 PM

indoor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

Make it mixed use, dense enough to be viable, and include residential. I live

nearby and I want that! Please think outside the "No residential/No density"

box!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:53 PM

Sams Club

McCaslin Parcel "O" - Site Uses and Opportunities - What do you think? : Survey Report for 01 March 2017 to 28
January 2019

Page 11 of 51

197



Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

Large scale redevelopment that's mixed use and walkable. Close proximity to

RTD BRT gives good connectivity to Denver/Boulder!

keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

Activities - things to do with an emphasis on open, outdoor and family

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

Livable multifamily housing close to transit (BRT on 36) - make it a walkable,

livable, modern space where folks can live/work/play without getting needing

their car; transit connection to BRT on 36

JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

A Legoland Discovery Center (along with higher-end retail and restaurants

similar to 29th St mall) may really do well and is lacking in tbe Denver Metro

area

debritter
11/07/2018 08:09 AM

Transforming the area into a pedestrian friendly retail area would help

encourage the community to gather and use the services in the area. Add

some green space. Small retailers and restaurants would be good. I don’t

support a hotel.

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

We would love to see an organic quick serve restaurant.

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

I see a big opportunity for a good grocery store - Trader Joe's would do very

well. Also, wellness and fitness stores could be very successful. I also think

that a nice coffee shop / bagel store could do very well like the Brewing

Market in Lafayette. A nail salon could do well with a massage place next to

it.

amom
11/07/2018 11:45 AM

Food and beverage sites. Gym would also be nice but they may need a

specialty gym (ex: rock climbing) since we have a nice new rec center to

compete with.

bigalieck
11/07/2018 02:13 PM

Maybe a hotel or new movie theater would work well there? Or a gym that

opens earlier than the Rec Center. Or a gym that offers something unique

other than what the Rec Center offers, like Orange Theory, or Cross Fit, or a

climbing gym.

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Mixed use space...retail, office, restaurant, entertainment

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

Mixed use development with entertainment/ retail / small business offices with

shuttle to Park N Ride

Kelly
11/08/2018 09:00 AM

Not enough food options

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

A well designed mixed use entertainment/shopping/restaurant area similar to

what Longmont did to the old Mall area. Outdoor seating area, play

equipment for kids and just an all-ages location with something for everyone.

Louisville lady
11/08/2018 11:45 AM

A more pedestrian friendly retail and dining area (like Main Street in

Louisville) but near McCaslin and Highway 36

CBV
11/08/2018 12:14 PM

lot more traffic through that area would increase patronage
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Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Either make it a public area where people can come together, or make it

residential. I am sure the businesses in the area would appreciate the extra

traffic in either case.

Allison S
11/08/2018 01:25 PM

Entertainment or restaurant, redeveloped into niche stores

Louisville mom
11/08/2018 02:30 PM

The former Sam's Club site. We use the other stores and services a lot,

expect for the banks.

Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

Entertainment center that appeals to families during the day and early

evening with an adult-only with a bar for the evening/night time. Performance

and game space, like rock n Bowl in New Orleans.

Amy
11/08/2018 05:01 PM

Entertainment that appeals to an entire family...including young kids such as

mini golf or bowling.

No
11/08/2018 06:03 PM

A mix of restaurants and artisan goods. Breads, cheeses, wines, music...

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

maybe transforming part of the parking lot into a park / gathering area? kinda

like the splash park on south public rd in old town Lafayette or next to the

whole food in boulder. restaurants that have outdoor seating?

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

We have ample, free parking and easy access to 36.

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

once Kohl's move (which they will), tear down Kohl's and old Sam's club,

replace with mixed use including outdoor areas/parks/open space

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

Innovative market niches. Things such as indoor ski experience, air sky

diving, etc. Maker space.

nm
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

housing

John Bolmer
11/09/2018 11:07 AM

Something to generate sales taxes, which would not include service

companies. There are enough hotels. restaurants, other shops.

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

I think there’s an opportunity to bring innovation in food and beverage here

such as international cuisine + local chef driven restaurants. More people are

eating out than ever, and more people are food explorers. I also think a book

store such as Boulder Bookstore or Tattered cover with a cafe to drive traffic

is a great opportunity. And there’s the obvious need for more housing. So a

mixed use environment would be exciting.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

I’d love the Safeway to be mre robust - like the one pn 28th in Boulder. We

go to other Safeway stores. Also dining and entertainment. I realize the

issue of draining downtown business, but we would choose this location if

parking were reasonable.

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Senior housing, park, decent grocery store. No big boxes. Make the area

walkable, similar to a little community within the community with enough good

retail to offset the tax loss of Kohl’s should it be closed.

Mark Dondelinger It’s a great location. Put in something other than a church.
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11/09/2018 11:13 AM

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Unique stores, green space for relaxed shopping

andrewthak
11/09/2018 11:24 AM

The "collective" approach, with unique offerings and a community gathering

place separate from downtown Louisville. Typically collectives have one

anchor restaurant, smaller/artisan food options (bakery, desserts, coffee),

food trucks, brewery/tap room, music, activities. Another big box retailer or

grocery store would be a waste of space. There are a lot of people nearby,

it's convenient to 36 and unique/changing offerings would bring in people

from other communities as well.

Eajudd
11/09/2018 11:25 AM

Mixed use development- definitely some residential on site

B Eller
11/09/2018 11:27 AM

Put is shops that require browsing and interaction, so they're not affected by

ecommerce. Anything with learning opportunities for families.

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

Redevelop Sam's club Box into mega food-court type with open courtyard in

the middle. Stage for performance for music. With fireplace. Small ice skating

ring during the holidays, etc. Not Mall Type food-court!!! But more like casual

dinning restaurants (similar to downtown Louisville)

Anonymous
11/09/2018 11:35 AM

Grocery, Goodwill, clothes, entertainment all in one place

Brian
11/09/2018 11:43 AM

Walkable, open air retail and smaller, integrated resturants, some housing.

No large box stores. Replace large parking lots. Integrate post office.

karen
11/09/2018 11:46 AM

I think a outdoor live and work option would be the best use of this space.

Housing is a huge need.

Rick
11/09/2018 11:47 AM

The old Albertson's/Safeway is an tired looking supermarket. I newer

superstore like King Soopers originally announced would be great

competition. We shop outside of Louisville due because of that. We have a

poor representation of upscale restaurants in Boulder County such as

Seasons 52, White Chocolate, McCormick Smicks etc. Existing restaurants

such as Murphy's and Carrabas are ok sometimes. All the nicer restaurants

are downtown Denver or South of Denver in the Park Meadows area. NO

RESIDENTIAL OR MULTI FAMILY IS WANTED. Get tax revenue or tear it

down and build something you can shop and walk around.

BAllen
11/09/2018 11:50 AM

Check out Rayback collective in boulder...really cool place that would fit

nicely where the Sam's Club is.

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

Location - close to highway

m48martin
11/09/2018 12:18 PM

Mixed use retail and office. Likely an opportunity for a smaller hotel given

location, but might not be big enough to accomodate.

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

More bistro like restaurants, smaller boutique shops and a whole foods,

perhaps a nice fitness center. No big-box retail .
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None
11/09/2018 12:29 PM

Mix of food & beverage with unique entertainment spanning generations—

don’t need another movie theater—as well as some office spaces & services

that bring in clients—salon/spa, Pilates studio, music & art instruction, and

enough parking to make it easy for customers.

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Revitalize the area, small locally owned businesses and restaurants,

bookstore, etc.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

Improved diversity and density of options could create a community space.

There are a few options in the area; two banks, a gas station, cleaner, and a

few food options separated from Kohls, USPS, empty SamsClub, and

Safeway -- by a giant, empty parking lots. The big box stores and USPS are

also spread out. In the 8 years living in Louisville I've probably seen 10-ish

people walking between these giant buildings. Retail is changing. Its

becoming more of an experience and service oriented (e.g. Apple Store,

Barnes + Noble, etc) Creating a space where people want to hang out is

great. Then allowing (but perhaps helping) the market find what will cater to

Louisville and surrounding area residents. It's hard given the disconnected

buildings. I've often thought about creating a food truck park to help make it

more of a destination. And then, similar to Denver's Union Station; provide a

community space surrounded by food, bars, smaller retail venues, and

services. The challenge is there is very little office space near by to keep

constant foot traffic. Which I could be solved by dense residential or better for

the city... office space.

NA
11/09/2018 01:05 PM

Furniture and Home Goods Sales

patrickosu
11/09/2018 02:30 PM

restaurants and family friendly activities. Entertainment and education --

maybe a theater geared towards live podcasts.

todd gleeson
11/09/2018 04:01 PM

Sporting goods, REI, etc are not well represented locally Mixed small retail,

gallery, office and residential seems to fit our neighborhood Look at Aspen

Grove in Littleton as a viable model of small and midsize retail

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

Sam's club building

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

Boulder prospered by going green with open areas etc which increased

property values. I am not sure going totally commercial is the best idea. My

niece recently moved for CA to the area and looked at but did not move to

Louisville because it was too suburban and the "mall atmosphere" of O area

was not attractive. She was looking for fun things for kids and "strolling

areas" ( bakery, bookshops, coffee shops plus greenery)

l997720
11/09/2018 11:21 PM

fitness, restaurant, niche/specialty grocer (Trader Joe's)

carolncolo
11/10/2018 05:06 AM

Walmart is extremely successful and I think it would be successful for that

location

jgwalega Would be a good spot for a King Soopers
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11/10/2018 03:53 PM

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

Garbanzos Restaurant, Wendy's

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

Community cohesiveness

Doug Johnson
11/11/2018 07:08 AM

The sams club property has been vacant for a long time. Any type of a

thought out development plan would be a step in the right direction.

Ryan Korte
11/11/2018 09:23 AM

technology office space. Something similar to the atmosphere of Industrious

(Boulder) or WeWork. I chose hospitality but only for restaurants. (we don't

need more hotels in that area with the others nearby.

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

Biggest opportunity lies in creating an alternative to Louisville Main Street.

That area is populated by families with small kids and difficulty finding

parking. Ideally, this site would work for residents of all age groups, easy to

get to, to park, and provide unique retail and eating establishments. Benches

for sitting outside, and offers including, for example, food truck parking,

bakery, coffee shop, hand-made soaps, repairs, flower shops, etc., at good

prices. If pricing isn't good or the products not unique, the establishments will

fail. Customers will go elsewhere or online if there is no compelling offer

here.

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

I do not think another strip shopping area is needed. A walkable development

that would be fun with speciality shopping might make sense. Outdoor stores

such as REI with selected activities for both indoor and outdoor might create

traffic. There are not many places to go during bad weather- Copper

Mountain's Woodward's activity center has a lot of different activities that

might be interesting to look at.

Amasin
11/11/2018 11:13 AM

Community support

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

We need Kohl's to remain. There are already plenty of hotel/motel rooms

here, the food/restaurant capacity is about maxed out, I would think. NO BIG

BOX stores needed, they are all failing...I would prefer to see no additional

retail facilities. There isn't enough business for them. I would not shop at

them.

dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Multi-use space with the brewery/beer garden as the draw to the new

surrounding retail/services.

jmcquie
11/11/2018 04:50 PM

Address the term of the 65-year covenants. They have been in place for 25

years now. The American business landscape is very different than it was 25

years ago (for example, take a look at which companies are in the Dow

Jones Industrial Average now who were there 25 years ago). There is no

reason to believe the pace of change will slow in the next 40 years,

constraining the ability of the city to maximize tax revenue.

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

Not retail per se but something everyone needs all the time. A large grocery

store. Whole Foods is too expensive , Target does not have a complete

selection, and Safeway is small and has little organic.
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cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

It would be great to capitalize on Colorado's great weather by putting an

outdoor mixed use mall on the site--which in turn would maximize sales tax

revenue, while staying away from big box retail and offering smaller retail,

services, restaurants, etc.... As previously referenced, please take the time to

view this website as an example: mytownsquarelasvegas.com. This project

was well planned and executed perfectly (in the town of Las Vegas where

this project had stiff competition!!). I didn't notice in the study if the Post

Office is considered to be part of this parcel, but it could be relocated to the

far side of the property where Kohls is now, or incorporated into the new

plan. We visited the Town Square in Las Vegas on a recent visit and were

amazed by it. They did have a Whole Foods as an anchor and a theater,

which Louisville/Superior already has, so maybe spicing up the Safeway and

adding either a hotel where Kohls is now would work and having the small

retail, services, restaurants, etc be where Sam's used to be would be great.

A hotel where Kohls is would bring in substantial tax revenue and with CU

only 6 miles away, I feel sure a new hotel in Louisville would attract people

from Boulder and from Broomfield. I understand there are long-time

restrictions for the site that would need to be lifted or altered in order to build

and grow the most focal/viable area of Louisville (not to mention the

convenience to Highway 36 which will only continue to attract people to

shop, dine, and use services in Louisville -- as Boulder's rampant growth

continues to ruin that city). As Boulder continues to allow growth there, which

stifles traffic, a logical place for people to gravitate to is LOUISVILLE!!

Superior absolutely ruined its infrastructure with their town center, so

PLEASE DO NOT do anything that Superior did!! It's awful (including the

drive into the town center with narrow parking and inconveniently located

parking garages). Their roundabouts are awful, and frankly, it does not look

very good, either. The residential buildings are awkward and unwelcoming. I

know it's not finished yet, but this was not a well thought out project in the

least. With a few parking structures (maybe on the other side of the Post

Office on the Sam's side) and carefully laid out plans so people can also park

on the streets, Louisville's McCaslin Mall could be even better than the 28th

Street Mall in Boulder (which isn't great, either.... so, again, please take a

look at the website for the one they did exceptionally well in Las Vegas at the

Town Square). I have talked to Dennis Maloney about this, as well. He has

been great during this entire process, open to new ideas and suggestions he

can share, and with follow up and feedback. I really appreciate his service to

our community!! Please feel free to call me: Cheryl Merlino (303) 604-0600

Email: Cheryl@ppp.jobs

camillefowles
11/12/2018 11:24 AM

Food and entertainment

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

We need to have complementary businesses and activities that attract the

same demographics. Ie— store, indoor entertainment for kids, bowling alley,

hair salon for kids, fountains to play in, for adults—bookstore, wine bar, spa,

hair salon, art movie theatre, shops like in Stanley market place, boutiques,

exercise/ yoga places, chocolate shop, bakery. The key is having high quality
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businesses that provide goods and services that you either can’t get online

(haircuts) or that offer a superior experience . It would be SO AMAZING if we

could get the Tattered Cover to come here. Unique business with a track

record of steady success. Please keep the post office and grocery store-

super handybto have in walking distance. Make it a beautiful place where

people want to come and are invited in, not just a transactional station.

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

One big advantage this site has is the close proximity to US-36 and the

ability to attract out of town visitors. Unique restaurant and work spaces

could draw more regional guests.

aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

Turn it into mixed use with residential and retail but keep open space (parks)

for folks to walk, ride their bikes, etc. We need ample parking and/or public

transport from the rest of Louisville. A bus line running down Dillon and

McCaslin and S. Boulder would help

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Changing the layout to be less 1980s to be more more modern will hopefully

reinvigorate the area.

Sarahzauner
11/13/2018 03:20 PM

Restaurants, yoga/Pilates, higher-end fitness, cooking classes.

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

i think there is an opportunity to redesign this to have walkable, parklets ' an

'outdoor mall' type of shopping experience where you can park here and

there, but walk around and there is grass, trees, tables and chairs to sit at

and eat or talk to friends or on the phone. access to the bus stop that is safe,

the area should be well lit and friendly.

Laura Adams
11/13/2018 03:45 PM

Create something like The Source in Denver in the former Sam's Club

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

Where the old Sam's Club used to be.

cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Mixed use, kids friendly restaurants and retail (also open work/collaboration

spots).

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

Break it up into smaller parcels and put in some decent retail

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

The immense size of Parcel 0 is a great opportunity to bring in a range of

businesses and services instead of limiting to just one big-box store. A

diverse range of businesses and services will attract a broader range of

consumers. The Stanley Marketplace in Aurora has proven to be very

successful because of its community-first approach and unique way of

showcasing local businesses. Louisville prides itself on its small-town charm,

and by bringing in a mixed-use, community-centric marketplace, it reinforces

the charm and community ethos that we appreciate so much.

AlisaG
11/13/2018 10:30 PM

I think the old Sam's space could be turned into a food hall or something like

Stapleton now has

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

Large retail space is dying and has been taken over by virtual sales.

Abandon the retail approach. Please don’t add more multi-family housing.

Broomfield is taking care of that need. We are in the center of an
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international elite athlete community in Boulder County. Attract a commercial

organization to build athletic space (preferably an indoor Olympic sized pool

facility) to support training demand and to host competitions (much like the

Veterans Memorial Aquatic Center in Thornton). The currently empty retail

space could be transformed to meet the demand from local swim teams

including high schools and the Louisville Dolphins as well as swimmers and

triathletes in the area. The Rec center and Memory Square could be

preserved for seniors and truly recreational swimming. Neither facility (even

with the recent improvements) is well suited for serious swimmers.

CharlieEaly
11/14/2018 01:17 PM

Need to build a version of The Orchard Town Center in Broomfield (I-25). A

mixture of retail, food, services (ATT, for example) that are in smaller retail

pads or sets of retail pads. Smaller individual buildings, retail pads can be

easily adjust for tenants that will come and go. Needs to provide an

atmosphere where people will park and walk from store to store (nice

sidewalks, kids play areas, music (audio speakers), a firepit seating area

jensmith78
11/14/2018 02:20 PM

I see the biggest opportunity being to create something unique and out of the

box. Given that large retail space seems to be falling out of favor - a

marketplace concept for local entrepreneurs would surely serve a community

need and create something new that would attract visitors from surrounding

communities.

Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

There is a great opportunity to change this area from a dated car-centric area

to a forward looking multi-modal area, and to balance the west end of the

City with the dynamic character of the City's historic downtown. This could be

the first part of a larger effort to make the McCaslin corridor more hospitable

to multi-modal travel. Create new bikeways and expand and re-route existing

sidewalks to safely bring people to this area. Doing so would not only make it

a desirable location, but it would also help bring more traffic to existing

businesses. Connections to the US 36 Bikeway, RTD station, Coal Creek

Trail and other non-vehicular paths should be a priority. Blending public and

private infrastructure would create a conducive environment for a farmers

market (year round with a conditioned space), concerts, athletics, etc. This

would also be a good opportunity to address the lack of senior housing--

especially attractive with the close proximity to a grocery store and other

businesses. Adding green spaces, parks, trees, a plaza and even something

like a smaller scale Stanley Marketplace would make it a desirable location

for several demographics.

jan scrogan
11/15/2018 04:36 PM

Need commonly used businesses so our taxes don’t all go to Superior and

Broomfield.

wb
11/15/2018 09:33 PM

Provide a facility that includes a community resource such as a health facility,

performing arts center, or a combination of small retail.

Mbb
11/16/2018 08:32 AM

An opportunity for a community asset such as a multiuse film & arts center,

studios & cafes.

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

With so many families in the region, I think having a mixed use, hangout

space for drinks and decently priced food would be welcome.
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drpwsmith
11/16/2018 02:54 PM

Small Local Business

Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Kill big noxes and create a new pedestrian neighborhood. Be bold and

visionary.

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

If the constraints can be broadened, then there are some great options. The

other challenge is there is no "There" there. A sense of place needs to be

created, not just building another strip mall with chain restaurants and stores.

People want to have an experience when they are deciding where to spend

their entertainment dollars (food/beverage). Consider placing parking on the

perimeter of the retail/restaurant space with the stores & restaurants situated

on a square or public space that is still open to the Flatirons view. Make sure

to include outdoor seating at the restaurants as well as rooftop tables/seating.

This would be a definite draw, as there are only a few places in all of east

Boulder county where rooftop seating is an option (Waterloo & Stem). Include

a chef oriented restaurant with attention paid to the design and atmosphere -

Ex. Hickory & Ash in Broomfield, built in a new shopping/retail center similar

to this parcel). As well, to address the change in retail bring in shops that fill

the niche where one needs to feel, smell or taste the product (specialty

butcherie/cheese shop, loose tea w/tea room, high-end specialty florist

(weddings/events = tax $), organic bath and skincare/make-up, . Include

some options that are not filled by the new rec center - Pilates studio with

equipment, a pottery studio with classes/parties. Include an area for food

trucks situated around tables and outdoor entertainment (corn-hole, lawn

bowling/croquet, giant chess). Attention to design, lighting and landscaping

to create a space that creates a sense of community and "place" where

people will want to visit and linger. Soon there will be a lot more options in the

area - right across 36 with Superior's new shopping center, Westminster's

planned mixed-use development. Let's try to attract those tax dollars here, as

well as give the citizens on this side of Louisville somewhere they can walk

to that will also be an addition to all the wonderful things going on in

downtown Louisville. This quadrant along McCaslin could really become

another draw to the city with commitment to the right design and occupants.

nancybigelow
11/17/2018 08:41 AM

Attracting businesses that don't compete with Amazon.

perk1000
11/17/2018 08:43 AM

Things that are not affected by internet businesses. Small "ma & pa" shops

can't compete.

(137 responses, 6 skipped)
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Anonymous
11/05/2018 02:33 PM

Laser tag, car racing, gym, mini-golf, some sort of entertainment that would

be a draw. We don't need any more fast casual food chains, or banks.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Great food with boutique retail. Joint events such as markets, open air

cinema, ....

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

Entertainment and food.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:38 AM

It's not clear whether that area can effectively support more traditional retail

space. I think that going to more of a mixed use development (housing and

office) is probably going to be more effective in the long run.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

Not much hat wouldn't cannibalize the the existing neighborhood retail along

the corridor. We are already well served with a good dry cleaners, pharmacy,

banks, auto service, liquor store, coffee shop, etc. Sam's wasn't a

neighborhood retail center. Neither should its replacement be one.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

spa (no gym, don't want to pull revenue from rec center), small, unique

restaurants (think Moxie, lucky pie/sweet cow), unique bar (no chains), small

alternative movie theater (Indy), bike repair and ski repair (no intrusive repair

shoes, i.e., no car repair), boutique clothing stores

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

Fitness (yoga, functional fitness), craft brewery/brew pub, distillery, bakery,

fast casual food, bike shop with coffee bar (the new "biker bar" concept),

escape room, boutique/lifestyle hotel.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Trader Joe’s, Mountain sun,

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:05 AM

Children's entertainment Home improvement Food trucks Green space

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

Neighborhood shoppers want places to meet up with each other with

beverages, meals, relaxing in green spaces--anything that brings us together

within walking distance and keeps us from having to travel far from home for

our basic needs.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

One stop shopping - coffee/books/craft beer + wine and fine food.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:26 AM

Good food and beverages, spaces to gather together. Businesses that help

citizens improve daily living neds. Mixed use areas surrounded by green

spaces linking it to our public transportation and biking and walking

enthusiasts.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:29 AM

A variety of options.Like the Milk Market in Denver - an upscale food court...

Or a food truck destination like the Rayback Collective in Boulder

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:31 AM

farm to table restaurant, organic restaurant, brewery, community space

Q4  What types of development would draw people from the NEIGHBORHOOD to shop, eat or

drink here? Be specific?
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Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:32 AM

A restaurant would do it. Walkable from lots of businesses. A hotel serves

the visits of offices in the neighborhood. A retail option is a toy store.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

A good mix of modern, healthy Restaurants, brew pubs, etc with outdoor

patios for the warm months connected by a "Village Green" where people

would enjoy hanging out (fire pit, water fountain, kids play area, etc) and

seasonal events could be held (farmers markets, live music, brew fest, etc).

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:02 PM

Wow...I thought I just answered that question. A charming, tree filled park,

with a fountain for kids to play in, a nice sidewalk winding through the

greenspace, surrounded by great cafe's with outdoor seating. But now this is

getting annoying, because you've basically asked the same question 3

times......

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Family friendly restaurants with good healthy food, a smoothie/juice bar

(something like Wonder on Pearl), a place to sit outside and hang out.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

* Micro brew or pub like Gravity brewing or Growler USA. * open air market

on weekends * game or hobby store

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

Unique restaurants like Thrive and Oak in Boulder, Watercourse Foods in

Denver, Glacier ice cream in Boulder always has crowds in summer,

specialty foods, boutique clothing, gifts, cooking, painting and/or photography

classes. Enough already with the breweries and chain restaurants. Add a

gated area for humans to watch their dogs play and kid activities like

Dartmania in Englewood and/or a splash and rope climbing park like

Centennial Center or Westlands Park in Greenwood Village, Warrior

Challenge Arena (Broomfield) or Virtual Realty Arcade (for older kids) and it

will become a family gathering place.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

Specialty stores like you find in the SF marketplace and other cities in the

states and around the world. Cheese monger, chocolatier, fruit & veggies,

wine store, pastry shop, organic food store, tea shop, coffee shop, florist,

handmade candles, specialty jam, lotions, etc. Then ethnic and regional

restaurants/cafes with limited seating at some. We are such a melting pot that

this could be a really cool way to learn about different cultures.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:37 PM

Casual dining, outdoor walking paths, ice cream!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

Intimate local farm to table restaurants and cafes. Park space/playground

(like the new Lafayette Silver Creek neighborhood playground). Gym space

like Pure Barre. Some boutiques. Brewery pubs/distilleries like what is

opening more in lafayette.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:45 PM

Locally owned shops and restaurants. The ability for people to walk from

local neighborhoods to eat, play, shop.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

I Believe it Hass to have a contiguous and very consistent look and feel

whether his old architecture or new contemporary architecture. Small little

boutique and food kiosks Combined with small little condos or apartments

can bring a feel of ownership for both the community surrounding it in outside

people coming in.
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Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:48 PM

Service industries obviously won't. And we already have a mediocre theater

that claims to be a Boulder theater by its name. That alone bothers me that it

ever got past city council. I want Louisville to continue to separate itself from

other towns, to offer high end goods and entertainment. Please no more low

end box stores.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

A small set of specialty shops would be great - a butcher shop, bakery,

produce stand, etc. They each do one or two things amazingly well, instead

of doing a little of everything kinda okay. Entertainment options (as

mentioned in a previous answer) would give me more reasons to get out of

the house when another hike isn't going to work and I don't want to eat any

more. I, personally, really miss the hang-out spot - in my hometown it was a

tea shop that had couches and old/classic video games. Having a place that

had space to play tabletop/board games, hosted video game competitions,

served some light food (some of which isn't fried), had knitting club sign-up,

and other fun-but-harder-to-monetize activities would be STELLAR.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:00 PM

Other retail , boutique shops

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:14 PM

Local restaurants not chains, water feature for kids to play, a place that plays

live music, maybe a good wine bar, high end retail

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:21 PM

Restaurants, spa, service, or local goods market.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

A moderately priced place to get a quick meal where I don't have to sit down

and tip a waiter. I'd also go if I knew I could get quality

vegetables/spices/other food for home. I'd also go if there were good beers

on tap and cocktails to be made. I want options where if I go with my wife,

she can get noodles while I get hot dogs and my friend has pierogies and his

wife gets tamales. Then we all meet at the central area to eat and drink while

watching a local jazz band play the night away. When I have kids, they can

play in the side areas until 10PM when I know it becomes adult only and the

jazz band cuts it loose on the flute for a couple hours. Me personally, if I

knew that my favorite salsa/hot sauce vendor was there, I'd be going there

once a week to restock. If a local brewer sold his famous concoction in a

booth, I'd go there weekly to buy it. Or if the guy on the Oh Oh Facebook

page that smokes pork shoulders showed up every Saturday morning, you

know I'd be there to get some. You roast hatch chiles and make a killer stew?

Yep, I'll be by your booth to buy that regularly and maybe try your other stuff

too. I live by Fireside Elementary and have to drive down to Denver to find

anything close to this.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

Small specialty shops

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

a great market

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:14 PM

Same as previously mentioned... something like reading terminal market in

philly

McCaslin Parcel "O" - Site Uses and Opportunities - What do you think? : Survey Report for 01 March 2017 to 28
January 2019

Page 23 of 51

209



Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

Smaller quaint eateries, maybe a restaurant with a movie theater ( check

McMenamins in Portland, OR ) another dog park would bring people to shop

and eat. Specialty butcher?

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Something the area doesn’t have - food truck lot, something like avanti, craft

brewery from local entrepreneurs instead of all chains, something like avanti.

Or a new indoor volleyball place like oasis

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

Bike repair, cleaner, old-style barber, microbrew pub with beer garden

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:15 PM

N/A

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:20 PM

Ice cream store, Snarf’s sandwich, higher end restaurants, boutique shops

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

Walkable, placed base desig of the district

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:35 PM

Sporting goods store

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:36 PM

indoor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

The same types of development--and programming--that draw people to

downtown Louisville. Create an attractive focal point/gathering spot, surround

it with a mix of interesting locally owned uses, make it walkable and bikeable

from surrounding neighborhoods (including on the W side of McCaslin) and it

will thrive. If it sounds familiar, it is...Downtown Louisville! We just need a

west side version! There are no historic structures on this side of town, so

make it a contemporary version (taller--with appropriate setbacks and

layering--and with mixed use, including residential).

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:53 PM

Entertainment and food venue

Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

We want people to shop/eat/drink in old Town more than here! Dense mixed

use business/residential/fast casual food is the way to go in this area!

keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

A giant play structure (day use) within a large grass/park open air

amphitheater stage which can be used to host large concerts and outdoor

events (tax source)

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

Hospitality, service, entertainment; other; Please make this a modern

development where there are shared green spaces with shops & multi-family

housing where folks can gather, walk to a play area, stroll around to shop

and dine. NO MORE STRIP MALLS OR BIG BOX STORES WITH LARGE

PARKING LOTS. Be creative and think outside the box! This location is

perfect for folks to use transit if they work outside of Louisville.

JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

Legoland Discover Center, or another really cool kid activity along with good

coffee (Peet’s!)- some nationally know brands. Think like California- if we
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have lots of movement from there we have those customers. Outdoor ped

mall like 29th St

debritter
11/07/2018 08:09 AM

Restaurants and small retailers

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

Organic local eatery.

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

Grocery store, a bike repair shop, some kids places like a bounce house or a

ninja studio

amom
11/07/2018 11:45 AM

A space like The Source in Denver - and easy place to visit and have food

and drink access easy

bigalieck
11/07/2018 02:13 PM

Locally-owned restaurants, no chains please! Gym that offers something

different from the Rec Center. Sports physical therapy, massage,

chiropractic, acupuncture Upscale hair salon Cocktail bars/tapas restaurants

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Unique, convenience. Pharmaca, shoe store, play it again sports,

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

Creative retail (non-chain or more rare chains) and entertainment (already

have a theater) / restaurants. Especially a high end restaurant which we

really have none of (farm-to-table, steakhouse, etc)

Kelly
11/08/2018 09:00 AM

Better sandwich and lunch shops

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

A mixed use space that people can bike to and enjoy a few hours of food,

entertainment or shopping. Louisville is such a family-friendly spot and we

need something over on this end of town similar to the Lucky Pie/Sweet Cow

popularity for all ages.

Louisville lady
11/08/2018 11:45 AM

More family friendly restaurants. The area near Dillon Rd and McCaslin has

so many marijuana dispensaries, it is not a family environment. I think that is

why Noodles & Company closed.

CBV
11/08/2018 12:14 PM

movie theater, we only have cinnebarre near by kids activities, ninja zone

type place

Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Basketball/tennis/soccer fields, as long as they are free.

Allison S
11/08/2018 01:25 PM

Restaurants, entertainment or any service or retail that has chance of

survival. There is already a movie theater across street.

Louisville mom
11/08/2018 02:30 PM

A mix of chain and local eateries. Snarf's, Wahoo's, Anthony's Pizza, an ice

cream alternative to Sweet Cow would be great. Mixed entertainment would

be good for this family friendly town: large laser tag venue, arcade, bumper

cars or something different like that.

Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

Food Hall with Farmer's market attached. Include informal cooking classes

and food demos. Performance space smaller than 1st Bank Center but

bigger than the Louisville Arts Center.

Amy Something like Punch Bowl Social
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11/08/2018 05:01 PM

No
11/08/2018 06:03 PM

Family friendly restaurants/kids play parents eat, good food and drinks

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

small locally owned shops... maybe like old town... video game shop?

toy/game store?

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

I think food and other retail. Recreation will have a hard time competing with

the price point of the Rec Center, which is looking great after the renovation.

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

non-chain restaurants and stores like those in downtown louisville. Downtown

louisville is the successful model and there's enough demand/traffic to

support both locations.

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

Something different than what already is available. See suggestions above.

nm
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

whole foods

John Bolmer
11/09/2018 11:07 AM

Let's not OK something that will drive something else out of business. The

area could probably handle another restaurant or two. But why set up

competition for Safeway, the Louisville Rec Center or CineBarre?

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

See previous note. Think: Moxie Bakery, Dushanbe Teahouse, Blackbelly

Market, Cured/Boxcar. Also, how about a culinary center inspired by Boulder

Foodlab? Further — Ceramic studios such as Color me Mine are a great

tanglible (non-digital) way for families to do activities together. Encourage

community and uniqueness. Plant lots of trees.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Hospitality and adequate parking. I’ve recently found that okd san’s is the

only venue on the atra that can accommodate a large event - i have a dream

luncheon.

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Food/beverage, nice grocery store, health and wellness.

Mark Dondelinger
11/09/2018 11:13 AM

Retail would be best. There are enough hotels and restaurants in the area.

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Louisvillealready has a movie theater, a renovated rec center, and access to

big box stores. Would love to see unique shopping and restaurants, NOT

chain stores, ie Tattered Cover satellite store, upscale clothing stores. NOT

entertainment center!! Would only bring increased traffic with low spending

interest.

andrewthak
11/09/2018 11:24 AM

Unique offerings -- a brewery (an established one like Oskar Blues), artisan

food/beverage options, activities that kids can do while parents hang out

(bags games, indoor ropes course or climbing area, even a video game

arcade would be fine)

Eajudd
11/09/2018 11:25 AM

A better grocery store. Maybe an outdoor store. Maybe some space

dedicated to pop up stores/artist shops. Coffee shop etc.

B Eller Non-franchise and non fast-food. There's a lot of that already.
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11/09/2018 11:27 AM

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

Eat and drink, and entertainment

Anonymous
11/09/2018 11:35 AM

Perhaps a "co-working" firm, such as WeWork, or 'Play, Work, Dash'. This

area of Colorado has so many flexible workers and working parents. See

story on Sunday Morning: https://www.cbs.com/shows/cbs-sunday-

morning/video/08SFHuqMfhFJO8V1Ift0eADdBOJFqd0O/co-working-when-

the-home-office-is-away-from-home/

Brian
11/09/2018 11:43 AM

Small, local resturants with no drug busineses. Specialized resturants. Venue

for enntertainment, i.e. concerts, etc.

karen
11/09/2018 11:46 AM

Entertainment for all ages, such as movies, bounce houses and laser tag.

We also need tutoring centers for our youth. Bike shops to showcase how

cool the trail systems are in Louisville. I would suggest more fast places to

eat that are not your typical fast food. I do think a few smaller retail stores

would work, but it shouldn't be the focus. My plan would be to anchor the

grocery store, Safeway, and build around it. To allow this to work, Safeway

has to do a bigger remodel. The grocery chain has got to look fresher and

place to gather, not just run in and run out.

Rick
11/09/2018 11:47 AM

Flatirons is close enough so bring in retail and dining but upscale. This is an

upscale area that I think the locals would support. Boutique shopping for

example. How about a nice steakhouse/seafood restaurant like the Landry

chain.

BAllen
11/09/2018 11:50 AM

Something like Rayback collective and a couple of nicer restaurants

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

Unique high quality restaurant - with outdoor dining - organic farm to table

Distillery Small shopping area with locally owned shops

m48martin
11/09/2018 12:18 PM

Hospitality, F&B Service Entertainment (not movie, have that)

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

Look at Longmont's village at the peaks as a great example - with access by

bike/walking trail (www.villageatthepeaks.com)

None
11/09/2018 12:29 PM

Quick easy healthy food combined with unique intimate sit down restaurants

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Unique shops and restaurants, NOT box stores or chains, areas which can

provide a sense of community. Bookstore, Paul's Coffee Shop (KEEP

PAUL'S!!!), Trader Joe's.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

Louisville is increasing affluent. Downtown Louisville and Lafayette both have

a large degree of creative people. That said, I think more variety of smaller

food venues and retail shops. This creates an outlet for people in the

community but also creates a unique variety. - Creating a space for food

trucks [e.g. Raback collective] creates a "What will be there today?" Mexican,

Indian, Egg + Breakfast. I would also think that a place where I can work,

grab a bite to eat, and do a bit of other things is ideal.
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NA
11/09/2018 01:05 PM

Outdoor Mall

patrickosu
11/09/2018 02:30 PM

fast causal restaurants, convenience retail, butcher shop

todd gleeson
11/09/2018 04:01 PM

I live <1mile away down Dillon. Restaurants, services, clothing, sporting

goods, a *good* grocery store would draw my household.

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

Local restaurants and boutique shopping

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

pleasant environment with covered places to sit in hot weather with

entertainment options and things like play fountains like those I saw in

Norfolk VA botanical park that are both visually attractive and let kids run

around in them. Could have evening light/music shows with fountains as in

some places in China Food options not too upscale or expensive but more

"charm" than fast food outlets

l997720
11/09/2018 11:21 PM

Family friendly, parking access, cost effective

carolncolo
11/10/2018 05:06 AM

Again, I suggest a Walmart super store.

jgwalega
11/10/2018 03:53 PM

King Soopers

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

Garbanzos Restaurant, Wendy's, King Soopers

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

YMCA. Or food court with a variety of options, meeting space, event spaces.

Could include co-working space

Doug Johnson
11/11/2018 07:08 AM

Good quality, reasonably priced goods and services. Give people a reason

not to drive to Boulder or Westminster...

Ryan Korte
11/11/2018 09:23 AM

warehouse like restaurant district (multiple vendors surrounding a common

open area)

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

Provide an alternative to Main Street establishments, with an updated look

and feel. Different cuisines, maybe have them all share a delivery program to

the area? Some shops could appeal to morning customers (coffee, baked

goods, breakfast), some afternoon visitors (unique shops, repair), then

evening (eateries that can provide eat-in or take-out for couples and

families). Louisville is lacking a solid food delivery service - it's always mostly

chain pizza or Chinese. If the eateries here offered delivery as a group, it

would be appealing.

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

I believe I covered that previously

Amasin A multi use facility. Drives community of all ages.
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11/11/2018 11:13 AM

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

We already have more hospitality facilities than comparable cities. The

service business you mention can be found elsewhere in town... Small retail

shops regularly fail. We do not need manicure shops or spa facilities, we

already have them.

dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Hospitality, food and beverage. Would recommend something similar to the

Rayback Collective in Bouler.

jmcquie
11/11/2018 04:50 PM

Pretty much any retail use will draw from the neighborhood. I live a 5 minute

drive or a 20-minute walk from parcel O and almost most of my

neighborhood shopping is done there (groceries, gas, banking, coffee, basic

clothing).

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

I am specific a large King Soopers wasn't that recommended previously and

the neighborhood didn't have a say.

cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

No "chains", but restaurants, taverns, service shops, a spa, salon, arcade, "to

go" and "sit down" types of restaurants that are unique and open-aired in

concept (like Sweet Cow in downtown).

camillefowles
11/12/2018 11:24 AM

Service, retail, food and beverage

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

Inalreday patronize the bank, post office, Safeway, hair salon (fringe)—

essential services. I would be drawn to a bookstore, art movie theatre,

natural grocer, fabric or knitting store.

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

I think development that is walkable and indoor/outdoor would be successful

given the relative busyness of the Friday Street Faire and downtown.

aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

Bike Shop, Micro Brewery, Ethnic Foods, A food court ala high end mix of

restaurants. Playhouse,

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Unique food choices. Pedestrian friendly.

Sarahzauner
11/13/2018 03:20 PM

Really hard to tell what is in the lot, how to get there, and where to walk/bike.

Need much better and appealing signage, better access points.

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

a walkable, tree filled space that is inviting with NON brand stores and

eateries - no big box / big name stuff. there is plenty of that around. there

should be seating and spaces for spending time and walkways to and from

each business and eatery. there should be parking at one end and there

should be a friendly, safe way to and from the bus stop at McCaslin or even

closer in so its not on the main road - tucked back toward the back of the

parcel.

Laura Adams
11/13/2018 03:45 PM

Multi use building where with opportunity for pop us shops with local venders

can sell. Butchers, flower shops, cheese shop. It would create a community

atmosphere for people to gather.

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

Louisville is becoming a tight community. Local will always be favored over

big shops. So local restaurants, shops, services offered by people already in

the community would fare well.
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cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Something with alcohol & food that is kid friendly.

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

I live just behind the post office. I'd love to see small shops, restaurants,

Trader Joes, some entertainment. I want to walk to places

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

yoga studio kickboxing studio ** deli ** microbreweries /taprooms dessert

spot/ice cream gift boutique clothing boutique new york style pizza laser tag

climbing gym indoor kid's bounce studio

AlisaG
11/13/2018 10:30 PM

Gmail friendly restaurants with full bars

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

Wellness service businesses (e.g., massage, physical therapy, chiropractic)

and health food restaurants can be built around a large pool facility to support

customers of the pool as well as the greater community.

CharlieEaly
11/14/2018 01:17 PM

Hospitality, Food and Beverage, entertainment but not a movie theatre.

jensmith78
11/14/2018 02:20 PM

Locally owned, small businesses concentrated in a creative/curated space.

Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

Coffee shop, restaurants, cafes, coffee houses, small shops (book store,

bike shop, etc.), park... The key is safely getting people safely to the area.

There are a few senior friendly developments to the east, so a key is to

create safe routes to get here.

jan scrogan
11/15/2018 04:36 PM

Food entertainment clothing Draw cu students

wb
11/15/2018 09:33 PM

Gym, spa, local (non-chain) restaurants

Mbb
11/16/2018 08:32 AM

Arts gallery & studios, playhouse theater entertainment, mini-mall small retail.

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

Trader Joe's or ethnic food store - something other than crappy Safeway; Bar

Method/Barre type gym/ brewery with playspace for kids and game area for

teens / gymnastics place for kids and adults; Pool hall

drpwsmith
11/16/2018 02:54 PM

Small local business, like Paul's Coffee Shop, park-like corridors, walking

mall flavor with central parking area, food beverage and entertainment focus.

A grocery store would also be nice.

Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Walkable small shops, free recreation, something like sweet cow

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

See previous.

nancybigelow
11/17/2018 08:41 AM

Sorry, I don't have any suggestions.

perk1000
11/17/2018 08:43 AM

Restaurants and shops surrounding an open court where summer activities

could take place.
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vg19
11/05/2018 01:06 PM

A multi-activity facility such as Dave and Buster's. It's near a movie theater,

as is the one in Broomfield. Something with games, laser tag, other active

activities would be something that isn't in Louisville, or really anywhere

nearby. There isn't really anything like it closer than south Broomfield or very

north Boulder.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 02:33 PM

See above.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Entertainment destination e.g. Top Golf

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

Enterainment, food and beverage

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:38 AM

It's not clear whether that area can effectively support more traditional retail

space. I think that going to more of a mixed use development (housing and

office) is probably going to be more effective in the long run.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

Office, mixed-use, some service (bike shop, scooter shop) a Pedego E-bike

store.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

Indy movie theater (as people age this becomes more of a draw), unique

restaurants and bars. The atmosphere - i.e., park in the middle to have

music/events at.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

The synergy of a business mix is critical - think Union Station and Stanley

Marketplace. The architecture and planning will be important to coordinate

between businesses and residential type buildings.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Trader Joe’s, Mountain sun

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:05 AM

Man-made beach during summer converting into ice skating in winter.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

Good food and beverages, entertainmenqt, mixed uses with transportation

into the area so that they too would want to live here and support our

community.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

There is enough big box shopping surrounding the location. Though we are

pretty weak on sporting goods.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:26 AM

Mixed use. Housing will bring in the people who will shop local.

Anonymous A variety of options.Like the Milk Market in Denver - an upscale food court...

Q5  What types of development would draw people from around the REGION and drive sales

tax revenue for the City of Louisville?

McCaslin Parcel "O" - Site Uses and Opportunities - What do you think? : Survey Report for 01 March 2017 to 28
January 2019

Page 32 of 51

218



11/06/2018 11:29 AM Or a food truck destination like the Rayback Collective in Boulder an intimate

music venue would be awesome!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:31 AM

unique entertainment opportunities

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:32 AM

A hotel or some entertainment venue (Lego-themed activity park).

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

Modern Movie Theater surrounded by modern healthy restaurants (beyond

fast food) and perhaps a health & wellness chain and/or gym (Orange Theory

Fitness?) that doesn't cannibalize business from the redeveloped Rec

Center.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:02 PM

OMG...see above

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Same as above

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

* iMax movie theater * swimming or other athletic facility * upscale

restaurants

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

see above except for residents, pay to park or play at Harper Lake and use

the Davidson Mesa dog area, could be a money maker

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

See above. There could also be holiday mart, fall festival, etc. Some of this

might seem like it will take away from old town Louisville but things there are

really tight for parking and farther from the highway. With it's proximity to

Highway 36 the impact on Louisville residents from a traffic perspective would

be felt but not so much.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:37 PM

Unique shopping and dining. Umm, light rail.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

Trader Joe’s. All of the above if done well.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:45 PM

Niche food that is not chain based.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

Have an Open Aries it could be more of a field of a downtown Pearl St., Mall

or a downtown Louisville at with a little grass areas. It would be a complete

half-day or full-day destination place.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:48 PM

How many years have we talked about this parcel? Keep the multi family

housing elsewhere. We are not mini Boulder..we are Louisville. Laser tag is

listed as an option. That belongs in unincorporated Adams County. Not here.

No mega church either, please. How about high end art gallery (not a well

meaning frame shop). Get rid of the crappy restaurants there. If you want

Mexican, make it a good one like Las Delicias or Los Dos Portrillos. Give our

awesome. Parma a better location. Etc etc

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

The best thing I can say here is that the things that failed here failed because

they're not unique enough and a better option won out. A community hub, a
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row of specialty shops, a restaurant collective, an activity bar... these things

don't exist in the area and could satisfy a need that isn't already met

somewhere else that's just as convenient.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:00 PM

Entertainment , music and art

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:21 PM

Local goods market, unique entertainment options

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

Same as above, but they'd want to come as there's nothing close to them

until you get to Denver. If you build enough attractions and community there,

people talk A LOT and will come. Rayback Collective brings people in from

all around and they only serve over-priced beers and food truck food. This

has to be unique. While you can get tamales anywhere, everyone knows the

lady at the Louisville communal place has the best ones. They'll drive for that

on a night or weekend.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

It is difficult to attract businesses with regional draw to this site because

those are already in Superior. Home Depot and Lowes are in Louisville but

they are disconnected from this site.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

a great market

Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

Outdoor theater? Museum? Look at Waco, TX and all the great things there

also Austin. Live music?

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Something the area doesn’t have - food truck lot, something like avanti, craft

brewery from local entrepreneurs instead of all chains, something like avanti.

Or a new indoor volleyball place like oasis. Ikea

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

The same

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:20 PM

Kids play place like a Dave and busters, putt putt, race course, etc

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

The corridor is not positioned well to complete regionally. Focus on creating a

mixed use district that is walkable with a placed based Louisville design

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:35 PM

sporting goods store

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:36 PM

indoor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

See my comments above. Downtown Louisville draws people from

surrounding neighborhoods and the region. Westside Louisville can do the

same.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:53 PM

Entertainment and food venue

Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

Businesses that can't afford Boulder and aren't as industrial as the tech

center. Uber is a great example!
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keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

a large grass/park open air amphitheater stage which can be used to host

large concerts and outdoor events (similar to fiddlers green or millennium

park in chicago

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

Think of all the attributes that get folks to visit downtown Louisville - small

walkable streets, quaint, residential housing close to the pool, library, coffee

shops, restaurants, ... and try to recreate the attributes on this large parcel of

land. It will draw folks from outside the city.

JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

Trader Joes (is this possible with the covenants?!), Legoland Discovery

center or Other well-known kid indoor attraction, unique shopping/dining like

29th St mall. Needs to be *enjoyable* to walk around. Nordstrom Rack?

debritter
11/07/2018 08:09 AM

Specialty shops

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

Local micro brewery

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

Gyms for kids seem to do very well - Mountain Kids or Xtreme Altitude are

some examples. A high end office space or company could also be

interesting.

amom
11/07/2018 11:45 AM

A space like The Source in Denver - with samples of beer, food, crafts

appropriate for the holidays. Unique enough in offerings that it would be less

likely to be driven out by a big box retailer. Also brings a lot of people in for

group activities.

bigalieck
11/07/2018 02:13 PM

Hotel Movie theater

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Someplace interesting like The Source.

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

The site is too small and the traffic pattern around it too constrained to create

a true regional draw. But a high-end restaurant and entertainment would

draw customers from the surrounding towns.

Kelly
11/08/2018 09:00 AM

High end restaurants

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

Craft breweries (we really need a Oskar Blues in this town) or small cult food

establishments like Snarfs, Torchy's Tacos or something else out of the norm

that would draw people to THIS spot.

Louisville lady
11/08/2018 11:45 AM

Some unique shops. Maybe a trampoline park like Sky Zone?

Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Something that this area is missing is a good shooting range. Take a look for

example at Magnum Shooting Center in Colorado Springs.

Allison S
11/08/2018 01:25 PM

Something original or stellar restaurant

Louisville mom
11/08/2018 02:30 PM

Trader Joe's, probably some kind of trendy gym, a higher end hotel like

Embassy Suites.
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Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

Performance space smaller than 1st Bank Center but bigger than the

Louisville Arts Center. Include a bar, local coffee shop (Precision Pours?),

unique food court

No
11/08/2018 06:03 PM

Open shopping filled with restaurants and specialty shops (breads, cheese,

wine, beers, deserts, meats)

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

?

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

Decent retail.

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

non-chain restaurants and stores like those in downtown louisville. Downtown

louisville is the successful model and there's enough demand/traffic to

support both locations. people are already coming from around the region to

downtown louisville

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

Same as above.

nm
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

hospitality

John Bolmer
11/09/2018 11:07 AM

Perhaps several mom-and-pop local flavor stores and restaurants -- along the

lines of Old Town Louisville.

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

See above.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Event center, EXCELLENT restaurant

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Auto service, theater, restaurants.

Mark Dondelinger
11/09/2018 11:13 AM

Bring back Sams or another national retailer. IKEA, or Amazon 4-Star. These

stores only have one location each in Colorado and they are on the far south

side of the Denver Metro area. Bring them North. Beat Broomfield to the

punch for once.

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Upscale and unique shopping and restaurants.

andrewthak
11/09/2018 11:24 AM

Same thing -- has to be unique. They will not come for typical retail, needs to

be a communal space. Mixing in residential would be fine too, but there are

plenty of people nearby for a unique offering to be successful.

Eajudd
11/09/2018 11:25 AM

? I don’t really know - maybe a year round covered farmers market?

B Eller
11/09/2018 11:27 AM

Jump City or Laser Tag. Woodward ski/snowboard Training Camp (like

Copper Mountain). Indoor go-carts or playground for a fee. REI; Trader Joes;

Jo Ann Fabrics; "treasure hunt" stores like Home Goods and Marshalls; King

Sooper Market; Whole Foods (would they move?); carpet store; kitchen and
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bath store (higher end than Lowes and Home Depot); Christy Sports

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

Food and drinks with entertainment

Anonymous
11/09/2018 11:35 AM

Mixing work and commerce. Folks work out of Panera, Starbucks, Einstein all

day and work.

Brian
11/09/2018 11:43 AM

Will need to comte with Superior development. Louisville is behind the curve.

karen
11/09/2018 11:46 AM

Downtown Louisville already draws people from around the region. Continue

to support those businesses. This new development should fill a need for the

city of Louisville. If you try to compete with what is going on in Superior, you'll

lose.

Rick
11/09/2018 11:47 AM

See above. Going downtown Boulder is nice sometimes but all crowded

restaurants. If there was an upscale hotel with fine dining would be nice.

BAllen
11/09/2018 11:50 AM

Same as above

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

I think the development needs to be attractive and modern and inviting - right

now what we have on McCaslin is not very inviting.

m48martin
11/09/2018 12:18 PM

Hospitality, F&B Entertainment

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

Same as above

None
11/09/2018 12:29 PM

Unique, non chain fresh food restaurants, breweries, or wine tasting

combined with some well known quick and healthy chains, Laser tag or paint

ball

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Trader Joe's, boutique destination shopping & restaurants.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

Great question. I alluded to this with the great sea of free parking. When I

spend money in Louisville; I am targeting a specific thing. I drive to Home

Depot / Lowes for home improvement. I drive to Safeway or King Soopers or

Alfalfas for groceries. I drive to go out to eat. I rarely wander; I do the task

and then drive home or to my next errand. However. When I go to the

Flatirons mall, Pearl Street, 16th St Denver... I get some coffee. I browse

several stores. I may grab a snack or a quick meal with the family. I also do

this at Louisville's Farmers Market and the friday night community events

downtown. I'm feeling good and want to continue the fun without going

somewhere, so we take advantage of the good options around us. But

around the region... I leave Louisville when I want to 1) Hang out leisurely

and shop 2) Get out of the house all day Creating a micro-mall of sorts would

mean people in the region coming to the closest mall that fits; and keeping us

locals from leaving to spend money elsewhere.

NA Miniature golf or similar
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11/09/2018 01:05 PM

patrickosu
11/09/2018 02:30 PM

live entertainment, top rated restaurants

todd gleeson
11/09/2018 04:01 PM

retail, a competitive grocery store, sporting goods, a Kohls replacement

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

restaurants, bars, entertainment

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

pleasant environment with covered places to sit in hot weather with

entertainment options and things like play fountains like those I saw in

Norfolk VA botanical park that are both visually attractive and let kids run

around in them. Could have evening light/music shows with fountains as in

some places in China. If striking enough lots of people come too see and

these can be themed to holidays, etc. to draw in viewers who then buy food,

souveniers in stalls around etc Food options not too upscale or expensive but

more "charm" than fast food outlets

l997720
11/09/2018 11:21 PM

Unique offerings

jgwalega
11/10/2018 03:53 PM

King Soopers

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

Garbanzos Restaurant, Wendy's, King Soopers

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

Entertainment

Doug Johnson
11/11/2018 07:08 AM

Again, quality goods and services focused on the local demographics.

Louisviile has evolved into a bedroom community with tremendous buying

power. This is based on household income.

Ryan Korte
11/11/2018 09:23 AM

office space, but catered to a specific business segment (technology,

medical, or other)

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

Unique experiences in either food or shopping, or unique repair (i.e. phone

screen repair). The only other service/entertainment opportunity not currently

found nearby might be a Virtual Reality-based one. Maybe a seasonal

offering such as a Christmas Market, Artist Market, Farmer's market, etc.

would draw a wider geographic area.

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

Covered previously

Amasin
11/11/2018 11:13 AM

Views of mountains. One stop shop for all things for all ages. Unique

Colorado companies.

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

Food, quality restaurants, not fast food. Perhaps small independent outdoor

retailers. No big box stores of any kind.
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dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Add entertainment, like live music, to the concept above.

jmcquie
11/11/2018 04:50 PM

Possibilities include: - dining & entertainment (as Downtown Louisville does

now) - high-volume brick & mortar retail (as Costco does for Superior) (I think

we bet on the wrong retail chain 25 years ago although it is heard to argue

with Walmart's success in general) - auto sales and service (if a Boulder

dealer wants to leave boulder as the Audi dealership did for Broomfield

recently, we should be very receptive to that. We have to drive into Boulder

or the near north suburbs of Denver to have our Hondas and Toyotas

serviced, so I would class that as Regional retail category

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

Are the hotels at capacity ? What about a small conference center. People

like to visit Louisville or an Event center?

cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

Best use is a hotel on the old Kohls land, like a Holiday Inn Express Hotel,

with name recognition, or an All-Suite Hotel like an Embassy Suites.

camillefowles
11/12/2018 11:24 AM

Entertainment, retail, food and beverage

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

Make it stand out as a place that people feel good in going to. Create a

scene—Thoughtful landscape and outdoor play areas for kids, calming-

maybe a pedestrian zone. A place where parents could bring kids and have

numerous things to do—but a gift or toys, look for books, go bowling/venue

for birthday parties, clothes for kids, art center (like clementine studio in

Boulder) for kids classes, kid friendly restaurants. We need to stand out and

go above and beyond to make an impact—we have such a beautiful view

and it would be an amazing setting for something that could have a long

lasting and reliable draw for people in the area.

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

I think unique and high quality restaurants would draw people to the area.

aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

Costco, Lucky's, Sprouts but be aware that retail may be overbuilt in the area

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Mixed use.

Sarahzauner
11/13/2018 03:20 PM

Ditto. Need a few good restaurants (can we build on a boulder or Denver

local chef brand?) and a solid fitness facility. We’re a health-minded

community and that area is mostly filled with unhealthy food and pedestrian -

unfriendly access.

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

Good interesting food that you could go to before a movie or eat at while

staying at one of the nearby low cost hotels -- a lot of people walk over from

the hotels and this needs to be a more cheery/pleasant experience than jay

walking across the street and being front and center along with a bunch of

traffic. I think a bridge from the hotels over to where the Khol's side is would

rock for hotel patrons and be safer and really drive people toward the space.

Laura Adams Look at multi use spaces that are flourishing in Denver i.e. The Source and
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11/13/2018 03:45 PM Union Station

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

If you created an area designed specifically for special needs children you

would have people coming from farther away. Louisville has a lot of activities

for children but barely if any can cater to special needs kids. This group of

children are completely left out in regards to the fun and entertainment in

Louisville. And in most of Colorado for that matter. So develop a bounce

place or open gym or park that these kids can and are encouraged to play at.

Create a place where kids with sensory issues, wheelchairs, motor planning

issues, learning disabilities, speech disabilities can play and feel included.

There are thousands of kids in Colorado who fall into these categories. Why

not take charge and lead the way in being an all inclusive city. I know parents

of these children would be more than willing to drive here so that their

children can have the same opportunities as other children have.

cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Something with alcohol & food that is kid friendly.

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

Trader Joes, boutiques, entertainment

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

** deli ** microbreweries /taprooms laser tag climbing gym indoor children's

bounce studio

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

A large, state of the art, pool complex for competition swimmers (not

recreational swimming). The facility can be rented for local and large

competitions (similar to VMAC in Thornton). VMAC hosts everything from

summer swim league championships, to state high school meets, to state

and regional meets for USS swimming and water polo tournaments.

CharlieEaly
11/14/2018 01:17 PM

Atmosphere is the key to where people will spend time shopping and eating.

Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

Restaurants, mid sized grocery store similar to Whole Foods

jan scrogan
11/15/2018 04:36 PM

Food entertainments shopping in general

wb
11/15/2018 09:33 PM

Chain stores and restaurants might draw from around Louisville and the

region. But an eclectic mix of small restaurants and shops (depending on the

details) might also provide a unique experience that would draw even more

people and drive sales tax revenue.

Mbb
11/16/2018 08:32 AM

Unique local arts, museum & retail shopping & eateries.

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

Trader Joe's / Pool Hall

drpwsmith
11/16/2018 02:54 PM

All of the above.
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Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Urban farm expo

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

See previous.

nancybigelow
11/17/2018 08:41 AM

Walmart, REI, Costco are already in our vicinity. I don't have any

suggestions.

perk1000
11/17/2018 08:43 AM

Concert venue, water park, big-box stores, internet business distribution

facilities

Optional question (131 responses, 12 skipped)
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Anonymous
11/05/2018 02:33 PM

I feel a mixed use entertainment area would be great. Unser racing carts,

mini-golf, kid friendly fun. There is also some space for apartments.

Anonymous
11/05/2018 03:07 PM

Mixed use development, anchored by a multi-vendor food hall concept to

include roof top terrace (amazing Flatirons views!). e.g.

https://businessden.com/2018/10/04/food-hall-to-anchor-redevelopment-of-

mostly-vacant-retail-site-in-edgewater/

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:29 AM

Give us a movie theater!! We need one.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:38 AM

Mixed office/housing development

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:47 AM

E-bike super store. Pedego ideally.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:49 AM

park in the middle - people love to gather for music, have this surrounded by

'shops

Anonymous
11/06/2018 10:57 AM

Mixed use commercial & residential with a 50+ managed townhouses as part

of the residential community, all mixed in with a diverse variety of lifestyle

oriented businesses, including fitness, heathy retail (outdoor, exercise,

cycling), local food.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:02 AM

Louisville would do great with a Trader Joe’s. Most of my friends go into

bolder for the Trader Joe’s and it is terrible parking and Louisville would

really support this kind of development.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:05 AM

A man-made beach would be a huge draw for city/region. Limited swimming

options beyond public/private pools and nothing of scale-Boulder Reservoir

leaves ample room for improvement. http://www.centennialbeach.org/history

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:11 AM

A central green space surrounded by mixed use community. Please not too

tall to block the light and views of the current neighbors, but brings them all

together--inclusive.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:20 AM

A local-shop mall with restaurants, like the Source in RINO.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:26 AM

Mixed use areas sourronding green space for gathering and local venues.

However, please do not block the current neighborhoods' views and light.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:29 AM

I like the idea of a Rayback Collective / Milk Market venue - with a place for

small concerts. An all in one destination. I could grab some dinner, sit by a

fire pit outside, listen to music...

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:31 AM

A shared space that houses local eateries, breweries, cideries,

kombucharies, coffee shops, etc. (ideally with some organic options). There

would be a shared space in the middle with lots of indoor and outdoor seating

and space for kids to run around

Q6  Here's your chance! Tell us your big idea for Parcel O and WHY it would work in

Louisville!
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Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:32 AM

Louisville is small restaurants, breweries, and family-oriented

locations/outings. Need to appeal to this. Create an outdoor environment that

works -- a small Lego outdoor park with a couple or rides and lots of "builds."

Anonymous
11/06/2018 11:38 AM

Please see my previous answers

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:02 PM

again...you've asked the same question 5 times. Read what I already said...

Anonymous
11/06/2018 12:25 PM

Louisville needs more unique and healthy restaurants. I feel like Lafayette

has a lot more to offer in that regard and I would like to see that change.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:22 PM

Outdoor mall with area for farmer maket on weekends. Avoid the hassle of

crossirons mall but don’t need to go all the way in to Boulder

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:28 PM

couldn't get the document library to download. will need to read through those

before saying more.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:36 PM

An indoor/outdoor marketplace.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:37 PM

Great to have Safeway, Paul’s coffee, Pizza so keep those.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:44 PM

I think it needs to be torn down and rebuilt to move away from a strip mall

feel. It should be contemporary and include outdoor space mixed with

retail/restaurants.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 01:45 PM

Louisville has a lovely downtown area, with delicious places to eat and fun

places to visit. But this side of town is lacking that. There is no need to

compete, but my family would love to have walkable, local places to eat and

play closer to our house.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:38 PM

Along with what I said above, or tractable roof in certain areas could increase

use both in summer and in the winter.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 02:48 PM

I have plenty of ideas for what shouldn't be there. Maybe a viable regional

theater. Not movies...plays and productions similar to the Arvada Center.

This better speaks to the new make up of Louisville.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 03:35 PM

I've answered this several times already :) So many ideas!

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:00 PM

A walkable shopping, restaurant and spa

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:14 PM

Some place that is walking and bike access - people in Louisville love to bike

and walk

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:21 PM

I'm leaning towards a local market with unique vendors, like Denver's Central

Market or The Source.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:44 PM

A shared space for entertainment, food, drinks, and artisanal products.

Anyone and everyone can sell at a booth and try their big new product on
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the market. Please see previous entries.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 04:57 PM

255 characters is too limited for my big idea and why it would work in

Louisville

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:01 PM

a Seattle Pike Place type market

Anonymous
11/06/2018 05:14 PM

Something like Reading Terminal Market. It’s fun, a place parents can drop

teens safely, everyone can get the food they want, and a good beer or

milkshake makes for a great night.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 06:55 PM

Large scale outdoor market like Pikes Place, Seattle, dining hall with several

eateries. ( Portland , Or has done this successfully.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:39 PM

Indoor multiuse sports center and avanti style local craft eateries

Anonymous
11/06/2018 07:43 PM

Already shared

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:15 PM

N/A

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:20 PM

More restaurants. We all eat out a lot, but get tired of the current options.

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:29 PM

Attractive public space which active in its design and useable by all age

groups where food and neighborhood based business can frame activities

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:35 PM

Inddor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:36 PM

indoor tennis courts

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:49 PM

Explore Fairhaven Village Green at

https://www.cob.org/services/recreation/parks-trails/Pages/fairhaven-village-

green.aspx

Anonymous
11/06/2018 08:53 PM

Adult entertainment

Pete
11/06/2018 09:24 PM

Dense Mixed use works because you have 7 days a week spending and

good connectivity to Denver Boulder

keith
11/06/2018 09:30 PM

Grass open air amphitheater stage venue like Fiddler's Green with enormous

play structure for all around use

SSN
11/06/2018 09:38 PM

NEW URBANISM - walkable blocks and streets, housing and shopping in

close proximity, and accessible public spaces. The revival of our lost art of

place-making, and promotes the creation and restoration of compact,

walkable, mixed-use cities

JoyP
11/07/2018 07:25 AM

Legoland Discovery center! There are many of these around the country but

none in colorado! Would be huge for Louisville and the area!!
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debritter
11/07/2018 08:09 AM

Pedestrian friendly outdoor mall

Justin Schrader
11/07/2018 09:56 AM

Local brewery and a local organic eatery. There are not many options for

organic food that is already made in Louisville. I always enjoy tasty local

beer.

Jenny
11/07/2018 10:54 AM

Parcel O needs a good grocery store. One that has high quality food but also

at a reasonable price. Whole Foods is expensive and the Safeway is just not

very high end. A kids gym could also be really good at this location. Outdoor

pool for the kids

amom
11/07/2018 11:45 AM

"The Source" like experience but more family friendly with play park for kids

in the center. We need another good breakfast place too!

bigalieck
11/07/2018 02:13 PM

More gyms, restaurants, or hotels. I don't think big box is going to make it in

Louisville. There is no market for it. Small, locally owned retail is the way to

go. We need more "going out" restaurants, but probably on Main

Juli
11/07/2018 04:29 PM

Someplace like south boulder Table Mesa or The Source/Stanley

Marketplace

Ryokin
11/07/2018 05:24 PM

See previous answers

Kelly
11/08/2018 09:00 AM

Local bus line around the city to take you to the stop and ride

mb
11/08/2018 10:13 AM

Louisville

Louisville lady
11/08/2018 11:45 AM

A mix of unique shops that are bike and pedestrian friendly. A trampoline

park, like Sky Zone. Fun for the family. The closest one now is Arvada. It

would be a regional attraction.

CBV
11/08/2018 12:14 PM

Louisville

Rami Cohen
11/08/2018 12:55 PM

Shooting Range

Allison S
11/08/2018 01:25 PM

Some sort of family entertainment that also had drinks for adults

Louisville mom
11/08/2018 02:30 PM

LOUISVILLE

Maryan
11/08/2018 03:17 PM

See ideas above. OR, tear down Sam's Club building and divide the area into

a neighborhood like North Broadway with living space above the stores and

offices.

Amy
11/08/2018 05:01 PM

Punch Bowl Social with bowling, mini golf, good food and drinks because

there are lots of families in Louisville and not that many family-focused

entertainment and food establishments.

No Play area surrounded by artisan shops and good food

McCaslin Parcel "O" - Site Uses and Opportunities - What do you think? : Survey Report for 01 March 2017 to 28
January 2019

Page 45 of 51

231



11/08/2018 06:03 PM

Teresa
11/08/2018 09:06 PM

HOCKEY SHOP! HUGE. or maybe some other sports could share the shop.

Leslie
11/09/2018 10:59 AM

Marketplace, like Eataly. It would have diverse use (eating, shopping,

cooking school) so appeal to multiple consumers.

Steve
11/09/2018 11:04 AM

gave it - tear down existing structures, replace with mixed use and open

space/parks

habacomike
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

It has to be something different. So, a concept not otherwise in the area.

There's few places to incubate small businesses -- why not an arts and

innovation development focused on maker spaces: light

industrial/robotics/coding/woodworking/machining,.

nm
11/09/2018 11:05 AM

housing

John Bolmer
11/09/2018 11:07 AM

Apple store. The one at Flatirons is always busy. Toy store, if one exists.

Scott
11/09/2018 11:08 AM

An international food and culture hall: Think The Ferry Plaza Building in San

Francisco and Ponce City Market in Atlanta.

Jkat525
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

I really like the idea of an upscale entertainment hub.

Fordcokid
11/09/2018 11:12 AM

Make it a walkable small community within a community with a nice grocery

store, bakery, restaurant, boutique sandwich shop, coffee shop.

Mark Dondelinger
11/09/2018 11:13 AM

Bringing back Sams Club is my number one choice. Other than that, get

IKEA or Amazon 4-star retail stores. Give these two retailers an opportunity

to open a location on the north end of the Metro area. If we don’t get them,

Broomfield or Thornton will

CB
11/09/2018 11:21 AM

Walkable, unique shopping and restaurants with lots of green space to relax,

enjoy and encourage lingering and enjoy Colorado’s beautiful weather.

andrewthak
11/09/2018 11:24 AM

Collective similar to The Source in Denver or Rayback in Boulder. Make it a

unique space, we have nothing like that here.

Eajudd
11/09/2018 11:25 AM

Definitely mixed use

B Eller
11/09/2018 11:27 AM

Please don't tear everything down in put in a bunch of multi-colored

apartments. IMO, EBC has enough of those!

Ala Hason
11/09/2018 11:32 AM

Urban type, elegant multi casual dining areas with entertainment (stage) and

plenty of trees and flowers. Miniature downtown block

Anonymous
11/09/2018 11:35 AM

Something similar to WeWork
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Brian
11/09/2018 11:43 AM

Underground parking accessible from mccaslin, cherry, & dillinger roads.

Connection with downtown using a local light rail. Bike / walking flyovers over

major roads to access the new town center.

karen
11/09/2018 11:46 AM

Multi-tenant housing with retail, restaurants and a central park.

Rick
11/09/2018 11:47 AM

Tear down Sam's and redevelop with fine dining and shopping. No more

multifamily or zero lot homes. Only adds to the tax burden and traffic with no

improvement to attractions for those already living here.

BAllen
11/09/2018 11:50 AM

Something like Rayback collective - food trucks that change daily.

Terri
11/09/2018 12:12 PM

Small town feel - walkable area - unique restaurant and spa and maybe a

high end hotel - we have plenty of not great hotels around. A hotel like the

Boulderado would a high end restaurant would do well.

m48martin
11/09/2018 12:18 PM

Themed "active" entertainment area with indoor activities for kids like parkour

or bike/skateboard setting. Support with services like bike shops and perhaps

some medical services too. Have a outdoor sports theme and have a

restaurant/bar to support

Lawrenceboyd
11/09/2018 12:25 PM

Longmont has has tremendous success with its village at the peaks mall and

I think something similar would work very well

None
11/09/2018 12:29 PM

None

WEC
11/09/2018 12:50 PM

Central square, small park.

coreyhyllested
11/09/2018 01:00 PM

Anything but big box stores. Create a community space where people would

like to spend time. Ideally create a space where there is more of variety.

IMHO, the food options pale in comparison to downtown.

NA
11/09/2018 01:05 PM

Miniature Golf or similar, lots of families looking for activities.

patrickosu
11/09/2018 02:30 PM

Theater for live events... money is made in music and podcasts by

performing live.

todd gleeson
11/09/2018 04:01 PM

would a Prospect-like neighborhood (Longmont) with a bit more gallery and

restaurant & small entertainment venue

ellenvallee
11/09/2018 04:58 PM

Build high end town homes and quality restaurants

janet
11/09/2018 07:30 PM

consider building value through unusual attractive amenities that boost

property values rather than only though direct commercial activity

l997720
11/09/2018 11:21 PM

Personal preference I would love a Trader Joe's or an Orange Theory

Fitness!

carolncolo
11/10/2018 05:06 AM

Walmart super store
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jgwalega
11/10/2018 03:53 PM

A decent super market like King Soopers

dmwalega
11/10/2018 04:02 PM

King Soopers, we need a decent grocery store

amygcasey
11/10/2018 04:31 PM

IDK

Doug Johnson
11/11/2018 07:08 AM

Mixed retail and housing, give people the opportunity to walk or cycle to

shops and services

Ryan Korte
11/11/2018 09:23 AM

make it stand out by having it look, feel and be for high end retail and

business.

SMcMahon
11/11/2018 09:37 AM

Unique shops, eateries, and a constantly changing component by season

(Christmas Market, Farmer's Market, etc), with space to sit outdoors.

fredeller
11/11/2018 11:07 AM

Responded previously

Amasin
11/11/2018 11:13 AM

One stop shop for new moms to reiterees. Family gatherings to solo work

space needs. Continue supporting our balanced lives in Louisville with a well

balanced community attraction.

Carolyn H Anderson
11/11/2018 03:18 PM

Senior housing, needed everywhere, we need more moderately priced senior

housing.

dl00kner
11/11/2018 04:23 PM

Same as previous.

jmcquie
11/11/2018 04:50 PM

Automotive retailer (see my earlier comment)

PhyllisMP
11/11/2018 05:05 PM

We don't have a large grocery store close to this area

cherylmerlino
11/11/2018 05:24 PM

McCaslin Mall project: an outdoor, open air concept (with a park-like area) of

small retail, small restaurants with indoor/outdoor seating, services/stores,

and a hotel where Kohls is now. Parking structures located behind Sams and

on street parking.

camillefowles
11/12/2018 11:24 AM

Parcel O should have shops but also places to sit, eat, play and gather.

Create ambiance: nice lighting, inviting landscaping. A destination for people

on this side of town & coming off 36

hellosherry2
11/12/2018 12:55 PM

Make it attractive, make it unique, provide variety with an eye on attracting

families, adults both who need essential goods and services and those who

want to go a bit deeper than just buying a bunch of cheap stuff

bpaxton
11/13/2018 07:35 AM

As previously mentioned, I think a co-working space and a unique restaurant

scene would be great for part of Parcel O. The co-working environment

would attract people during the work week and residents would likely

frequent the area on weekends.

McCaslin Parcel "O" - Site Uses and Opportunities - What do you think? : Survey Report for 01 March 2017 to 28
January 2019

Page 48 of 51

234



aeromarkco
11/13/2018 07:36 AM

It could change the character of Louisville, shifting the "scene" from

Downtown. I support more mixed use and higher density if it's done correctly

with open space, parking and transport

shoe23
11/13/2018 03:10 PM

Asian grocery store and food court (similar to Ranch 99 in California).

Sarahzauner
11/13/2018 03:20 PM

Korean spa and fitness center!

wielandlisa
11/13/2018 03:23 PM

Bridge from hotels to Kohls side/outdoor walkable mall design with lots of

grass, trees, sitting areas - outdoor store like REI type merchant - with cool

food like ModMarket and a movement/yoga studio + indoor climbing wall!

Laura Adams
11/13/2018 03:45 PM

Something similar to The Source, and housing above retail/business space

Benn8895
11/13/2018 04:34 PM

Make an inclusive park/gym/bounce place that caters to special needs.

These kids have no where to go and deserve to have the same fun that the

rest of the kids in this town have.

cynthswift
11/13/2018 05:06 PM

Mixed use kid friendly

rubellite11
11/13/2018 05:39 PM

No more big box stores. I would be happy to see a mix of smaller shops. No

more residential. Seems like the area is crowded enough already

julialeslie
11/13/2018 08:42 PM

A food-centric, mixed-use marketplace, such as the Stanley in Aurora, would

be a terrific fit for Louisville b/c it appeals to a wide range of consumers,

brings community together, and keeps the focus on local businesses.

AlisaG
11/13/2018 10:30 PM

No big idea!

Kara.rigney
11/14/2018 01:30 AM

A world class athletic complex does not currently exist in Boulder County or

surrounding areas. Our local and statewide swim competitons currently take

their revenue to facilities in Thornton, Denver and Colorado Springs.

CharlieEaly
11/14/2018 01:17 PM

Again, a similar concept to The Orchard Town Center - something with an

atmosphere where you want to hang out and shop and eat. 29th Street Mall

in Boulder is a bad example.

jensmith78
11/14/2018 02:20 PM

Small business/entrepreneurial marketplace - a la Barnone in Gilbert AZ

(http://barnoneaz.com/).

Alex G
11/14/2018 05:10 PM

Louisville isn't Thornton or Aurora--a successful development has to

recognize the demographics, preferences and voting patterns of our citizens

(see votes for open space). Think big. Think Pearl St., not 29th St. Combine

Civic and Private uses.

jan scrogan
11/15/2018 04:36 PM

Entertainment and clothing for cu draw as well as local.

wb
11/15/2018 09:33 PM

Performing arts center as an anchor, and a grouping of smaller local

restaurants (when Kohls property becomes vacant)

Mbb Arts center similar to Dairy Center in Boulder. Great access off Hwy 36 will
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11/16/2018 08:32 AM entice arts community & increase traffic for existing restaurants & retail.

Mira
11/16/2018 01:51 PM

I think an Aventi Collective Eattery with an open space pool hall / darts / kids

area would be a great draw for families along the 36 coordior

drpwsmith
11/16/2018 02:54 PM

Walking mall (Pearl St, 29th St Mall) with central parking area so that people

could park in one spot, then stroll around to variouis smaller shops and local

businesses

Malexander
11/16/2018 04:18 PM

Create a high density urban agriculture zone to grow local high value food

and inckude aquaponics.

L.A.Cox
11/16/2018 05:00 PM

See previous.

nancybigelow
11/17/2018 08:41 AM

I liked the idea of a King Soopers Super store, but that's not going to happen.

perk1000
11/17/2018 08:43 AM

it has to be businesses that can compete in an internet world

(137 responses, 6 skipped)
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Q7  Which Neighborhood do you live in?

16 (11.8%)

16 (11.8%)

9 (6.6%)

9 (6.6%)

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

10 (7.4%)

10 (7.4%)

13 (9.6%)

13 (9.6%)

60 (44.1%)

60 (44.1%)

4 (2.9%)

4 (2.9%)1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

22 (16.2%)

22 (16.2%)

Cherrywood I or II McCaslin Centennial Pavilion Lofts or Centennial Heights Washington Park

Meadows at Coal Creek Coal Creek, Coal Creek Ranch South, Coal Creek Ranch North Townhomes at Coal Creek

Grandview Flatirons Other

Question options

(136 responses, 7 skipped)
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Mayor Muckle read the proclamation and thanked Commissioner Domenico for her 
service to Boulder County and Louisville. Domenico thanked everyone for the honor and 
recognition. 
 

LIFE IN LOUISVILLE PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST AWARDS 
 
Katie Zoss, Cultural Arts & Special Events Coordinator, stated 38 Front Range residents 
submitted photographs depicting “Life in Louisville” for the 11th annual photography 
contest. These photos chronicle events and daily life in Louisville from January 1 to 
December 31, 2018 and will be added to the City’s archives to serve as a cultural 
reference for future generations. All images are available for public viewing on the City’s 
website. 30 finalist photos were selected and put on display at the Louisville Rec Center 
from January 25 to February 1, 2019. The public was invited to view the photos and to 
vote on the People’s Choice Award winner. Each of the winning photographs document a 
subject unique to Louisville and represents the history, community, and sense of place 
that makes Louisville a great place to live. 
 
Council presented certificates to the winners of each category. 
 
DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – FINAL MCCASLIN PARCEL O DEVELOPMENT 

STUDY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Director DeJong stated this is a final report from the consultants for the McCaslin 
Boulevard Parcel O. The process began in 2018 with the following goals: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Identify emerging markets and retail trends that will result in market supported 
development scenarios and that ensure the corridor continues to serve as the 
City’s primary retail sales tax base.  
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 Identify and evaluate development restrictions and regulatory and policy barriers to 

redevelopment and investment in the corridor.  
 Ensure sustainable long-term fiscal health of the City and economic development 

of the McCaslin corridor by ensuring new development has an exceptional fiscal 
benefit to the City. 

 Reflect residents’ desired community character for the corridor in evaluation of 
development scenarios and study recommendations.    

 
Dan Guimond, City consultant from EPS, stated the summary of the market analysis 
shows market conditions of sales tax trends increasing, higher than when Sam’s closed in 
2010. Accounting for inflation, sales tax generation is about $150,000 above 2009. 2013 
– 2017 show nearly 6 % annual growth; building materials and eating/drinking account for 
the majority of sales tax revenues.  The six hotels in the subarea provide nearly 15 
percent of sales tax generated. Convenience and shopper’s goods sales are driven by the 
major stores such as Kohl’s and Safeway.  
 
Retail findings: 

 Demand for retail from new growth over the next 10 years is 150,000 square feet 
- McCaslin Subarea has historically captured 20% of new growth 
- Estimated demand is 30,000 square feet 

 Role as regional destination is diminishing 
- Limited inflow of sales other than to a few big boxes 
- New stores to the north and east are shrinking trade area 

 Opportunity to attract more neighborhood/community retail stores 
- The subarea captures a relatively small amount of sales for everyday 

retail goods 
- Examples include additional grocery, specialty foods, beer/wine stores 

 Opportunity for uses that attract more visitors to drive demand 
- Entertainment and hospitality uses will attract most visitors 
- Place-making is an essential element for attracting visitors 
- Multifamily and office uses will generate demand but to a lesser degree 

Non retail findings  
 Residential 

- Strong demand continues as employment growth outpaces housing 
growth 

- Product type and density are related to supportable rents/prices 
 Office 

- Rental rates in the subarea and larger trade area have been growing 
steadily since 2010 

- Average rental rates in the subarea are reaching point where new 
development is supportable 

- Parcel O office demand likely limited to medical and community services 
 Hotel 

- Limited hotel construction in past decade in the trade area 
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- New project in Superior indicates renewed demand 
- Additional hotel supportable in next 5 years 

 
Danica Powell, City consultant from Trestle, summarized the regulatory framework. She 
reviewed the regulations, both private and public, including the Comprehensive Plan, the 
McCaslin Boulevard Small Area Plan, the General Development Plan from 1984 with 
amendments over the years, the Planned Community Zone District (PCZD) zoning 
designation, the private covenants that require unanimous agreement from all of the 
owners, and additional agreements between some lot owners and some warranty deeds 
which prevent certain uses. 
 
She noted permitted uses by zoning and covenants, those that might be allowed, limited 
uses, and those prohibited uses per the covenants. 
 
Powell reviewed the public engagement process including meetings with various 
community groups, pop up stands at shops in the area and use of online platforms. They 
shared information about the limited uses and why along with what is changing in the 
market.  What they heard from the community was a need for mixed-income housing, 
continued support for big box stores, need for more community spaces, desire for unique 
food and beverage venues, and make the McCaslin area more walkable and connected.  
 
They also got comments from NextDoor which was a broader area than the immediate 
neighborhood. Retail, restaurants and shopping were the highest requests. They tracked 
the neighborhoods submitting answers. 
 
When asked what you would like to see given the limitations and market trends, the 
answers included hospitality, food beverage, clothing and book store, entertainment, 
gym/spa, service shops, residential, office and hotel.  Experience based retail, service 
retail, and unique opportunities with a complement to downtown or complement to other 
facilities. There was a lot of alignment among the groups.  
 
Matt Prosser, EPS, presented the Alternatives Analysis in response to the market 
analysis and the public input. Parcel O is 44.6 acres with three large lots. He noted the 
criteria based on the project goals include market reality/development feasibility, 
community values, and strong fiscal performance. He noted the existing benchmarks 
include market value currently and fiscal impact of Parcel O. 
 
He reviewed the three alternatives for the site:  
 

 Alternative 1 – Re-Tenant, repurpose and re-tenant the big boxes, will likely need 
to repurpose the sites to smaller uses. Types of opportunities would be retail: 
liquor, sporting goods, furniture, and non-retail: fitness, entertainment, medical 
office uses. 

 Alternative 2 – Partial Redevelopment: redevelopment of one or more larger lots 
with some reuse of existing buildings. Combination of parcels could be involved. 
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Remainder redeveloped/repurposed for some retail, small hotel, small retail, and 
245 multifamily housing units on 7 acres. 

 Alternative 3 - Major Redevelopment: Comprehensive redevelopment of Parcel O 
into mixed use development with existing retailer and businesses integrated. 
Assumptions of some retail space, some entertainment or fitness use, small hotel, 
office space and 525 multifamily housing units on 15 acres. 

 
Councilmember Maloney asked if the land value has gone up from the 2014 price and 
noted it is currently on the market for much more than that. Prosser stated it might 
represent what the value would be under redevelopment versus just a retail scenario. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked what is inducing the demand for retail in the scenarios 
and how does development in Superior affect these options. 
 
Prosser reviewed the summary table of the different alternatives. He reviewed the market 
support and challenges in each alternative: 
 

 Alternative 1 – demand for larger regional retailers is limited, buildings not 
conducive to retail requirements, covenants do not support some uses.  

 Alternative 2 – mix and amount of uses supportable, substantial demand for hotel 
and multifamily uses, General Development Plan (GDP) and private covenants 
need to be changed.  

 Alternative 3 – mix and amount of uses supportable over a longer 5-10 year period, 
allows for better orientation of McCaslin Boulevard, assembly of all properties 
presents a major challenge and GDP and covenants need to be changed. 

 
Financial Feasibility: 

 Alternative 1 - residual land value = $7.40 per sf, leasing vacant spaces may take 
longer than desired; ask price for Lot 2 limits redevelopment feasibility.  

 Alternative 2 – most financially feasible, residual land value = $10.94 per sf, hotel 
and multifamily provide highest land value, mix of uses increases attractiveness 
and value.  

 Alternative 3 – residual land value = $10.12 per sf, hotel and multifamily provide 
highest residual land value, office produces the lowest residual land value, 
assembling the parcels could be challenging and cost may make such a project 
infeasible. 

 
Fiscal Impacts:  

 Alternative 1 produced $17.9 million over 20 years or $895,000 per year. 
 Alternative 2 produced $18.5 million over 20 years or $925,000 per year, strongest 

fiscal benefit. 
 Alternative 3 produced $14.8 million over 20 years or $740,000 per year, model 

shows residential uses trigger marginal cost demand to city services. 
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Councilmember Stolzmann asked why alternative 2 would not support a marketplace 
concept. Prosser stated it might work but would be more challenging to try to come up 
with uses that would produce more revenue than cost. These are generally organically 
driven and it is a potential space for something like that but need an active property owner 
to work with and driven by either developer or property owner. It would be a challenge to 
produce the returns to take the financial risk. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked in Alternative 2 what the limitations are on a hotel there 
today. If it is allowed why has no one built one here. Prosser stated perhaps the owner 
doesn’t want to take on redevelopment of the remaining part of the site. Director Zuccaro 
stated the current height limit is 35 feet in the design guidelines and might affect that use. 
Zoning allows hotels, but there is a financial feasibility issue and height issue. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if there has been any interest with the current owners 
with any of these alternatives. Prosser stated there is some interest but they are 
interested in community input and more flexibility for some different alternatives. 
 
Councilmember Maloney noted the current hotels are flattening in their taxes and asked if 
it is at saturation. Prosser stated from their data, hotels are growing and contributing to 
the sales tax collection in the area. Hotel growth is cyclical and there is some renewed 
demand for hotels. 
 
Councilmember Loo asked if we have the population that is needed to make a 
marketplace type use work. Prosser stated there seems to be the community support for 
it, there is demand, but not sure about the density needed for a marketplace. These take 
a lot of risk. There needs to be an owner or developer passionate about this type of 
project. The City may need to incentivize such a use.  
 
Ms. Powell noted the owners have said they want predictability in the process. She added 
marketplace ideas are getting smaller and will likely need to be part of a larger 
environment. 
 
Powell reviewed the Community Support sections.  

 Alternative 1 – showed limited community support for additional big boxes, does 
not achieve desired pedestrian friendly, walkable environment; lacks local, unique 
retail environment and experiences.  

 Alternative 2 – entertainment and retail supported; limited support for big boxes, 
some community amenities can be added but remains auto-oriented; does not fully 
support desired environment.  

 Alternative 3 – meets desire for entertainment and experience based uses, major 
site design can incorporate desired community amenities and connections; 
supports a diverse range of uses. 

 
Councilmember Leh asked what the community support was for residential development 
in Parcel O. Powell stated residential did come up in a mixed use setting, particularly 
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senior housing, downsizing housing, affordable housing. Not much support for large 
standalone apartment complexes.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked what is the role of housing in making this redevelopment 
successful. He asked how the number of units was determined for the overall success of 
the redevelopment.  Prosser stated there is no perfect answer how much is needed to 
support the retail. Dwelling units in the redevelopment drive the financial feasibility; adds 
vitality to the area at times not currently being seen. Residential creates demand at later 
hours, throughout the day, on weekends, and diversifies the demand times. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked given the fact Superior and Broomfield are adding housing 
units, how does this small number make this work. Prosser stated it is the integration with 
other uses that makes it financially feasibility; it is a desired use that supports other uses 
and vitality. Finding ways to diversify the users in the area can help make the site more 
attractive to retailers. 
 
Mr. Guimond added the residential use is at a minimal increment for a developer to get it 
to operate at a reasonable level. 
 
Guimond summarized the alternatives and next steps. He felt the big boxes would have 
been filled by now if it were not for the GDP and the covenants. He summarized the 
Alternative Analysis: 

 Private covenants are likely a barrier in all scenarios and need to be addressed 
 Re-tenanting may be achievable but does not support community desire  
 Partial re-development is the most market supportable and a fiscal performer if the 

GDP and covenants are addressed but does not fully support community desires 
 Major redevelopment meets the community desires but would occur over time 

 
Recommended Implementation Steps: 

 Modify the GDP and development agreement to allow for greater variety of uses, 
multifamily housing and greater density on site as incentive for retail development 

 Provide an additional density allowance and greater allowance for non-sales tax 
generating uses within redevelopment projects that provide community amenities 
or enhance connectivity 

 Modify focus on supporting and growing retail base to include focus on community-
oriented uses 

 Work with Parcel O property owners to modify the CCRs to allow for an expanded 
mix of retail and non-retail uses 

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

 
Public Comments 
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Ryan Atkin, lives in Superior and works for Real Capital Solutions on McCaslin Boulevard, 
stated the marketplace concept is cool, but the challenge here is unique because there is 
not the density of those locations. Within one mile of Stanley Marketplace there are 
30,000 people but here it would be 7,600 and going further out there is still the density 
issue. He stated housing projects would work well but should consider condos or 
townhomes which would be desirable. This would give people the chance to get on the 
housing ladder and would be less expensive than Boulder. This is a great place to live, 
housing would be a good use at this location. We need a comprehensive solution. 
 
Jeff Sheets, Koelbel and Company, 5291 E. Yale Avenue, stated the market is not filling 
the location so we need to consider the retail market is dynamic and is changing. This 
area is no longer a regional draw as it was 15 years ago; there is too much competition. 
We are left with community retail which is not the size and scale of what we have here. 
Carving up the boxes will be a challenge. His company will actively market the Kohl’s 
store but trying to get a large store will be difficult. Alternative 1 is status quo, Alternative 
3 is not likely achievable. That leaves Alternative 2. Louisville needs to take the lead in 
the GDP amendment, not the developers. The owners will take the lead on the private 
covenants because they are outdated. 
 
Councilmember Leh asked what kinds of uses Sheets would like to see. Sheets stated a 
residential component would be integrated. That is what business parks are all doing. We 
need to make it a community draw. Other uses could be medical, a hotel, or variety of 
other uses. It will take the City and the private land owners to make this work. We don’t 
have the density to do a large food hall; maybe a smaller one could make sense. 
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 West Willow Street, stated she attended many Small Area Plan 
meetings and wondered why Council is considering scenarios that weren’t considered in 
the Small Area Plan when the area is now producing sales tax. High density residential 
was taken out of the Small Area Plan because there was no community support. Livable 
small town feel does not support taller buildings. She asked what the occupancy rate is of 
other apartments as she had heard it is low. 
 
John Pino, lives in Superior and works at Real Capital Solutions, stated retail is not dying 
it is just changing. He stated it is clear what existed there no longer functions. He also 
agreed challenges are low density, competition, poor access and visibility. He stated 
Superior is already challenged to fill its new retail because of the lack of density. A 
marketplace would be great but it would need to be smaller. A mix between Alternatives 2 
and 3 is more viable with a strong residential component. There needs to be a good 
mixed use environment but retail there will be smaller than what it is currently as the 
numbers don’t pencil out. There are a lot of these types of underused areas across the 
country. 
 
Councilmember Maloney stated Sam’s has been gone for 9 years, Kohl’s is leaving, and 
this corridor is important for our long-term economic sustainability. It is time to do 
something as a Council. Council asked for this study and the goals have been met. 
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Councilmember Maloney recommended moving ahead with a discussion of Alternative 2. 
It is not the first choice to have residential, but we have unmet needs for senior housing 
and multi-income housing. We can address the GDP but will need the property owners to 
help with the covenants. There are a number of things in the fiscal analysis that need to 
be clarified and refined to clearly understand the fiscal impacts. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated what we have been doing is not working. He wanted to be clear we 
have tried very hard to re-tenant the Sam’s club; have talked to many tenants and 
developers. There is no evidence this is going to work as we have been doing it. We need 
to take a new tack on this. He stated he was not a huge fan of additional residential, but it 
is quite clear we likely need some residential to get this moving. We need to look at the 
GDP to give better options for a developer to get this moving. Supported a GDP 
amendment during the next few months. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann asked if a GDP amendment would require an ordinance. 
Director Zuccaro stated yes. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann stated we have a lot of input from the community for the Small 
Area Plan that is not in line with some of these alternatives. She stated her concern is 
moving forward with a GDP amendment does not solve the issue of the asking price and 
the ability to tenant it with something that would perform; she would like to do something 
to meet expectations of both the owner and the City. She thinks many of the problems 
with re-tenanting is due to the covenants. She would not like to throw out Alternative 1, 
but would like to keep 1 and 2, perhaps a hybrid. She would like the Finance Committee 
to explore fiscal options. She is concerned the path forward does not address the 
covenants and the imbalance between what the market will bear and the sales price. She 
would like to explore some of the barriers to re-tenanting such as outdoor sales limits. 
 
Councilmember Leh stated we are trying to find the intersection of permitted uses, market 
analysis, and public input. The community doesn’t want high density housing, perhaps 
senior or patio home uses would work. There is community concern there is nothing to 
help activate that area. The market analysis is sobering to fully understand we are not a 
regional draw and our density is never going to allow for that. City Hall and the Council 
don’t drive the development, these are larger market forces and the covenants are a real 
impediment. We have to take some action here to help get something to happen; we can’t 
wait for the market. We have to find something fiscally sustainable for the long haul. This 
corridor supports City services and we can’t pretend we don’t need it. Alternative 2 is a 
path or part of the path. 
 
Mayor Muckle moved to direct staff to initiate a GDP amendment to allow for community 
supported uses allowed for in Alternative 1 or 2 and working with property owners on the 
covenants. Councilmember Loo seconded. 
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Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated Parcel O has been an issue since 1984. Things are different 
now than in 1984 and those aspirations have changed. The market reality is much 
different than the planning that got us here. What we do here sends a message to the 
whole corridor which is critical to our long-term success. What we have been doing isn’t 
working; he would like to remove Alternatives 1 and 3. We need to find something that 
works in the next 2-3 years. He suggested Alternative 2 or something very close to it to 
give us a roadmap to understand what actions we need to make get it moving. Alternative 
2 or something similar is the only practical option. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated he agreed. The only part of Alternative 1 that might work is an 
option for re-tenanting that might work with the removal of some covenants or changes to 
the GDP.  Mayor Pro Tem Lipton felt working with Alternative 2 might allow for some of 
that as well. 
 
Mayor Muckle repeated the motion: staff to initiate a GDP amendment to allow for the 
market and community supported uses shown in Alternative 2 leaving Alternative 1 as an 
option. Mayor Pro Tem Lipton offered friendly amendment to direct staff to initiate a GDP 
amendment to allow for the market and community supported uses shown in Alternative 
2. Mayor Muckle noted the motion would also include directing staff to begin working with 
the owners on the covenants. Councilmember Loo agreed with amendment. 
 
Councilmember Stolzmann would like to include tenanting not currently allowed in the 
GDP. Why not explore those options and not take Alternative 1 off the table. 
 
Mayor Muckle restated the motion to direct staff to initiate a GDP amendment to allow for 
the market and community supported uses shown in Alternative 2 and to work with the 
property owners to modify private covenants.  
 
Councilmember Stolzmann offered a friendly amendment to say within the alternatives. 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton seconded for purposes of discussion. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked Mayor Muckle to reframe the motion to somehow not 
eliminate the uses under Alternative 1. 
 
Mayor Muckle made a motion to change it to include within the alternatives. 
 
Vote: Motion failed 1 -5; Council Member Stolzmann voting yes 
 
Members voted on the original motion with Mayor Muckle adding without precluding re-
tenanting. Councilmember Loo accepted the change. 
 
Vote: Motion passed 5-1; Councilmember Stolzmann voting no. 
 
ORDINANCE NO. 1769, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLES 5 AND 
17 OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING MEDICAL AND RETAIL 
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A. 

B. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

Sec. 17.72.090. - Commercial and office.

Generally. This section is intended to promote the development of well-planned 

shopping centers and facilities that provide a variety of shopping, professional, 

business, cultural and entertainment facilities designed to create an attractive and 

pleasant shopping atmosphere. 

Uses permitted. The following commercial and noncommercial uses may be 

permitted within any planning area designated "commercial" on the adopted 

planned community development general plan: 

Any retail trade or service business; 

Professional, business and administrative offices; 

Motels and hotels; 

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

Pedestrian plazas and pedestrian ways, including such amenities as outdoor 

art exhibit facilities, statuary, fountains and landscaping features; 

Outdoor specialty uses, including sidewalk cafes and outdoor marketplaces to 

provide unique congregating places for sales and shopper interests; 

Recreational facilities, both indoors and outdoors, such as ice skating and 

roller skating rinks which may be designed as integral parts of a center; 

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

cafes; 

Hospitals and medical clinics; 

Transportation terminals, parking lots and parking buildings; 

Animal hospitals and clinics; 

Automobile service stations, subject to prescribed performance and 

development standards; 

Nursing and rest homes; 

Small and large child care centers; 

Financial offices, including banks and savings and loans; 

Accessory structures and uses necessary and customarily incidental to the 

uses listed in this section; 

Governmental and public facilities; 

Page 1 of 2Louisville, CO Code of Ordinances
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18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

Research/office and corporate uses, and facilities for the manufacturing, 

fabrication, processing, or assembly of scientific or technical products, or 

other products, if such uses are compatible with surrounding areas. In 

addition, such facilities shall be completely enclosed and any noise, smoke, 

dust, odor, or other environmental contamination produced by such facilities, 

confined to the lot upon which such facilities are located and controlled in 

accordance with all applicable city, state, or federal regulations; 

Other uses as established by the city council as found to be specifically 

compatible for commercial and office planning areas. 

Limited wholesale sales as defined in section 17.08.262 of this title are 

allowed as a special review use. 

Retail marijuana stores, retail marijuana testing facilities, medical marijuana 

centers and medical marijuana testing facilities, except the foregoing uses are 

not allowed in any mixed use lot that includes a residential use. 

Reserved. 

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

(Code 1977, § 17.72.090; Ord. No. 806-1983, § 1; Ord. No. 925-1987, § 1; Ord. No. 1615-2012, § 5, 

6-19-2012; Ord. No. 1650-2013, § 6, 12-17-2013; Ord. No. 1665-2014, § 6, 5-20-2014; Ord. No. 

1716-2016, § 4, 3-8-2016; Ord. No. 1754-2018, § 5, 2-6-2018; Ord. No. 1769-2019, § 36, 2-5-2019) 
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Van Pelt replied that it was designed to accommodate firetrucks and delivery trucks. 
 
Brauneis asked for public comment. Seeing none, he asked for closing statements, 
closed the public hearing, and opened commissioner comments. 
 
Williams stated that she did not see anything alarming or out of the ordinary in the 
application. General consensus from the other commissioners. Howe and Moline 
thanked the applicant for submitting a proposal that met all the requirements. 
 
Brauneis noted that he would like to hear about water efficiency or landscaping in future 
project proposals. 
 
Williams made a motion to approve Resolution 10, Series 2019. Howe seconded. Roll 
call. All in favor. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Centennial Valley General Development Plan Amendment: Lots 2 and 3, Parcel O, 
Filing 7: A request for an amendment to the Centennial Valley General Development 
Plan concerning allowed uses, heights, and densities and other development provisions 
at 550 S. McCaslin Blvd and 919 W. Dillon Rd. (Resolution 11, Series 2019)   

 Applicant: City of Louisville, Seminole Land Holding, Inc., Centennial Valley Properties I, LLC 
 Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety 

Public notice was met as required. 
 
Brauneis asked for conflicts of interest. None disclosed. 
 
Zuccaro presented the application, which was a partnership between developers and 
the City. He explained the history of the Centennial Valley General Development Plan 
(GDP) for Parcel O, which was originally planned as a “super block” in 1983 and 
included 882 acres and a mix of commercial/retail and residential. The Davidson Mesa 
Open Space was dedicated as part of the GDP at that time, as well. There have been 8 
amendments to Centennial Valley overall since 1983. The driving factors to updating the 
GDP now were that the Sam’s Club lot had been vacant for the past 9 years and the 
Kohl’s lot would soon be vacant. Zuccaro noted that the fiscal health of this particular 
corridor was vital to the City as a source of sales tax revenue. Based on these issues, 
the City initiated a redevelopment study in February 2019, which focused on identifying 
market-supported and financially-viable redevelopment options, regulatory barriers and 
private restrictions, community-desired redevelopment options, and the fiscal impact to 
the City. 
 
Zuccaro explained that the study found that there was a lot of retail competition in the 
area and that there were fewer large format retailers than when the GDP was originally 
conceived. The study suggested that within the next 10 years there would be market for 
150,000 square feet for new development in the entire market area. There was currently 
market support for 30,000 square feet of new retail. Zuccaro summarized community 
engagement findings, as well, which found that participants were generally interested in 
boutique, walkable retail areas with gathering spaces. Zuccaro then summarized the 
study test scenarios and variables in detail, clarifying that the City was not supporting 
one particular scenario, but that they were created to test against various factors to 
predict outcomes. The main recommendations of the study were: 
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 Modify the GDP to allow greater variety of uses, including multi-family housing to 
incentivize retail development 

 Provide additional density and allow non-sales tax generating supportive uses 
 Improve connectivity and provide public amenities and gather spaces 
 Focus retail development on community-oriented uses 

 
Zuccaro described the proposed GDP amendments, which were based on the study 
and community feedback:  

 Expand allowed uses – entertainment/commercial amusement and multi-family 
 Residential cap – 240 units (incentives up to 384 units) 
 Commercial density increase - .2 to .3 FAR 
 Retail concurrency with new residential development – every 12 units requires 

1,000 square feet of retail/restaurant and 4,000 square feet of other commercial 
uses 

 Public space requirement with new residential development – 7% of area with 
80% contiguous 

 New multi-modal street and block structure – 400-600 ft street grid 
 Height increase – allow 2-3 stories in buffer area and 3-4 stories in core area 

 
Zuccaro shared the 3D models that staff used to explore what different heights could 
look like under the proposed GDP and he discussed the height proposal. Zuccaro also 
shared that the City commissioned a traffic analysis to compare development scenarios 
to current condition and a baseline condition (Sam’s Club occupied.) Overall, the 
modeled scenarios found no adverse impact on intersections and that there would be 
more traffic during the AM peak than the PM peak.  
 
Staff recommended approval of Resolution 11, Series 2019. Zuccaro suggested making 
conditional recommendations if there were modifications the Commission wanted to 
see. He noted that staff could provide more information if the Commission wanted, but 
he recommended using an overflow meeting in that case to help staff meet the goal of 
presenting the application to City Council in July. 
 
Moline asked how the City would address an intersection with an F level of service.  
 
Zuccaro replied that there were recommendations in the traffic study related to signal 
timing that would help the F intersection, as well as adding more turn lanes.  
 
Moline asked what had prevented the Sam’s Club lot from redeveloping. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the market study had some information on that, but the private 
covenants have been a barrier that did not allow a second grocery store in that area, as 
had the limited demand for new retail, especially big-box retail. 
 
Williams asked for clarification on what this development plan would achieve.  
 
Zuccaro replied that this document would set the baseline zoning for the property, but 
any development would have to go through a PUD process.  
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Williams asked if the City would be bound in any financial way based on the proposed 
GDP. 
 
Zuccaro replied that everything to do with the City would be addressed in the PUD 
process. 
 
Howe asked if there were any tenants who were already interested in the area being 
redeveloped. 
 
Zuccaro responded that he was not aware of a particular user, but the main difference 
at this time from before was that the proposal took 200,000 square feet of retail and 
trying to turn that into 20-30,000 square feet of retail, 80,000 square feet of non-
residential uses, and then having the residential. The City did not think it was ever going 
to get another 200,000 square feet of new retail.  
 
Brauneis asked how the plan would affect the Downtown area.  
 
Zuccaro replied that staff had heard concern that the redevelopment area could take 
away from Main Street business, but the fiscal model analysis took into consideration 
the cannibalization of existing retail, even though the goal was to capture new retail with 
the redevelopment.  
 
Brauneis asked for the square footage of retail in the redevelopment with Centre Court 
Apartments.  
 
Zuccaro responded that he did not know, but he noted that the fiscal analysis for the 
GDP took into consideration cannibalization of retail in its calculations.  
 
Brauneis asked how much retail was included in the Centre Court Apartment block 
redevelopment. Zuccaro replied that he could find out. Brauneis then asked if there 
were any alternatives discussed for the streetscape. 
 
Zuccaro replied that staff had not addressed any design elements at this point. 
 
Moline asked for the percentage of the City’s revenue coming from the McCaslin trade 
area. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the area accounted for almost 50% of the City’s sales tax revenue, 
which was not necessarily the correct percentage for overall revenue. 
 
Brauneis asked for public comment. 
 
Jerome McQuie, 972 St. Andrews Lane in Louisville, was concerned that the heights 
were higher than anywhere else in the city and that the plan allowed for development 
right up to the sidewalk on Dahlia Street. The height of the Sam’s Club and the Kohl’s 
was higher than Dahlia and the condominiums were lower than the elevation at Dahlia, 
which added more to the elevation differential for people living on Dahlia. He also 
thought that the plan was not sensitive to the McCaslin Small Area Plan. He understood 
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that retail was changing, but he wanted to see the heights be more consistent with the 
rest of the town. 
 
Brauneis asked about the setbacks and elevation around Dahlia and Director Zuccaro 
offered to get more information. 
 
Teresa Cardoni, 730 Copper Lane #202 in Louisville, agreed with Mr. McQuie about the 
height. She stated that she had bought her condo because of the view of the mountains 
and she asked the Commission to consider the long-term residents in the area. She 
was also concerned about the setbacks. She suggested allowing a basement for people 
who wanted a three-story condominium rather than allowing three stories. She liked the 
walkability of the current neighborhood and was looking forward to that part of the 
redevelopment.  
 
Tom Casey, 780 Copper Lane in Louisville, stated that staff presentation was a great 
introduction to the project, but he lived in the area across from Kohl’s and he agreed 
with Mr. McQuie and Ms. Cardoni. He added that he was concerned about the traffic 
study, because the area was a major corridor. Getting across the intersections was 
amazing and he imagined there would be more problems with the redevelopment plan. 
The intersection beside McDonald’s needed to be eliminated and rerouted. 
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Avenue in Louisville, stated that the Comprehensive Plan 
was meant to be advisory per state law, but the City specified in Section 17-28-160 that 
developments will be consistent with the Comp Plan. He stated that it was important to 
go through a Comp Plan Amendment because it was an intense public and legislative 
process rather than a quasi-judicial process like the one tonight. He stated that 
residential units do not pay for themselves. He added that the market-plan consultant 
was unequivocal that if it was not for the covenants and the current GDP that Sam’s 
Club would be occupied now. The proposal, therefore, was jumping ahead to a solution 
without removing the barriers to the problem. He observed that mixed-use areas was 
that it did not attract people from outside the city and he gave examples of cases in 
which residential had not brought in commercial development. He ended by saying that 
there was a very high probability that the GDP amendment as written would go to 
referendum.  
 
Alana Kunzelman, 780 Copper Lane #106 in Louisville, asked if there would be a lot of 
extra roadways coming out onto Dahlia based on the GDP. She liked the idea of having 
entertainment, commercial, residential, and walkability in the new development. 
 
Sharon Pauley, 524 Ridge View Drive in Louisville, stated that she and her HOA had 
been watching various plans come and go and wondered how the Ascent Church news 
would play into this redevelopment process. She explained that living in the McCaslin 
area of Louisville felt a bit orphaned. The area was currently quite urban and noisy with 
the traffic and the loading dock for the grocery store, and there was a tremendous 
amount of traffic driving fast down Dahlia. She thought it would be a quality of life issue 
for current residents if the City were to add hundreds of residential units. She added that 
there was nothing in the plan that addressed senior housing. There were not enough 
single-story, affordable units for seniors who were independent but looking to downsize, 
a genuine need in the community. She noted that Sam’s Club was high and she 
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requested that whatever replaced it was attractive and did not tower over the current 
residents. 
 
Wendy Bohling, 624 Ridgeview Drive in Louisville was concerned that the area would 
be too dense and would become like Steel Ranch and she wondered if fewer residential 
structures had ever been considered. The additional residences would also add to 
traffic. She had a basement and a two-story home, so she agreed that a basement as a 
way to get three stories was a good idea. The view of the mountains was also important 
to her. She asked if there could be denser, mature trees along the corridor. She thought 
the whole corridor would get crazy with this plan. She was also concerned that the plan 
would increase the need for stoplights along Dahlia. She added that she would like to 
hear from Ascent Church as a possible developer and that the city did not need another 
hotel. 
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 West Willow Street in Louisville reminded the Commission that their 
job was to preserve the small-town way of life, follow the Comp Plan, while maintaining 
financial stability. She noted that the area was still a positive to the City’s finances and 
so there was no need to panic. The height and the density were not consistent with the 
2017 McCaslin Small Area Plan, which reflected public input over many meetings and 
workshops. The four-story height allowance and the increase in density would not be 
consistent with the small-town character and would increase traffic. She questioned the 
traffic study and asked how adding more people to the area would reduce traffic. She 
noted that this number of residential units was not upheld by the McCaslin Small Area 
Plan or the Comp Plan. Residential does not pay its way and it permanently displaces 
tax revenue. She wanted to put in a word for dark night lighting standards, as well. 
Overall, she requested lower heights, lower densities, and fewer residential spaces. She 
did not think that the City should bow to pressure from developers who wanted to profit 
from residential development. She also looked to the church for its development plan. 
 
Jim Candy, 516 Country Lane in Boulder, co-pastor at Ascent Church, stated that he 
had been surprised by the redevelopment plan. Ascent was under contract with the 
Sam’s Club property. The church did not intend to take tax dollars from the City and 
they intended to bring alternative uses to the area. Ascent was open to creative 
solutions, working with residents, staff, commissioners, and Council members to 
developing the area.  
 
Beth McQuie, 972 St. Andrews in Louisville, agreed with other commenters and she 
was particularly concerned that the height allowances would destroy the mountain views 
and would not fit in with the rest of the town. She did not think any developers could 
guarantee retail. She was curious to see what Ascent had in mind for the area. She 
liked having an affordable clothing option like Kohl’s in town and wondered if the City 
could incentivize them to stay. She did not think it fit in with the McCaslin Small Area 
Plan and thought that the process needed more public input. Finally, she stated that the 
City should not benefit developers at the expense of current residents. 
 
Robert Edward, 517 Ridgeview Drive in Louisville, stated that he and his wife had one 
of the only straight-on view of the Flatirons. He did not expect that their view would be 
affected, but he had concerns with the increased density and traffic issues. The new 
situation with Ascent Church should be a primary factor before considering any other 
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changes. He wanted to know if the proposal included any traffic mitigation along Dahlia. 
Without it, there would be car wrecks and pedestrians killed. He also did not like the 
height increase and the difference between the proposed height allowance and what 
exists now. He asked for clarification on the scenarios in the staff packet. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the GDP amendment is modeled after scenario 2 as per City 
Council direction. 
 
Jeff Hancock, 592 Ridgeview Drive in Louisville, expressed an objection to an increase 
in the height allowance as he also bought his townhouse with the view in mind. He 
stated that the plan served developers at the expense of current residences. He thought 
the Small Area Plan sounded good and these proposed changes conflict with the height 
recommendations in the Plan. He also noted that the Small Area Plan recommended a 
decrease in the total allowed development in the area from what existing zoning and 
regulations allowed. 
 
Brauneis asked for further public comment. Seeing none, he asked that two recent 
emails be entered into the record. Hoefner moved and Moline seconded. Voice vote all 
in favor. 
 
Zuccaro responded to earlier questions from the Commission. First, square feet of 
commercial development at the Centre Court Apartment lot, which did not include 
anything from the Walgreens westward, was 36,000 square feet, with the Alfalfa’s being 
a little over 26,000 of that. Second, the elevation along Dahlia varied between 4 and 10 
feet between street grade going up onto the properties. Third, the setbacks for 
residential development would go to underlying residential zoning and would be 
negotiated in the design process. For commercial, for a building footprint less than 
30,000 square feet, the setback would be 20 feet. Over that would be 40 feet.  
 
Moline asked staff how a developer might respond if the City allowed more units but at a 
lower height. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the Parcel O market study chose areas that would accommodate 
the development densities that were in there and it was never contemplated that there 
would be a four-story development. Staff did not design out a plan under that scenario, 
but believed that generally the land area could accommodate it. When staff talked to the 
property owners they said that the project would be better with the four-story allowance 
to provide for more flexibility within the site design. He also noted that the GDP was 
trying to create a financially feasible plan for the area. 
 
Williams asked if staff knew if Ascent had plans to stay in the development.  
 
Zuccaro replied that he did not know.  
 
Tom McGimpsey, 671 Manorwood Lane in Louisville, requested that the Commission 
include studies on noise and nighttime light.  
 
Zuccaro responded that within the commercial development guidelines there were 
specific lighting standards that had maximum heights and required cut-off fixtures. 
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There were no residential dark-sky lighting requirements, thought the City is currently 
updating those requirements and that could change. The City did not have light 
standards for residential areas or on traffic noise.  
 
Williams asked what would happen if there was no amendment. 
 
Zuccaro replied that based on the market analysis there were limitations on what the 
City could be expected to see. Someone could come in with a PUD but there were 
limitations to what could be expected to come in under the current regulations. He 
added that the current height would be 35 feet, though with the current designed 
guidelines they were considering having a buffer and allowing three-story structures. 
 
Hoefner asked if the current property owners had a position on this amendment. 
 
Zuccaro replied that they had consented to the application being made, which they had 
to do, and they were comfortable with it moving forward as is and were curious to hear 
what the Commission had to say. The City had not had direct coordination with anyone 
under contract.  
 
Hoefner asked for more information on the private covenants versus City regulations. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there were real barriers in the covenants, including height 
limitations and the grocery store use limitation. The property owners intended to work to 
remove barriers. 
 
Hoefner asked if there had been a study about traffic on Dahlia.  
 
Zuccaro replied that the study looked at the major intersections at Dahlia and Cherry 
and Dahlia and Dillon. It also looked at all transportation and safety issues. They 
suggested a series of more regional connections and having an improved pedestrian 
crossing across Dahlia. They did not raise any flags that there would be any particular 
issues along Dahlia, however. 
 
Hoefner asked how a future PUD would address traffic. 
 
Zuccao replied that the PUD process required a new traffic analysis based on the actual 
application, which typically included analyses of current conditions, changed conditions 
at current and future dates, and recommendations on safety improvements and 
vehicular congestion to accommodate the development. 
 
Hoefner asked if it was possible that an intersection could be changed based on a 
proposal. 
 
Zuccaro gave the example that sometimes there were full-movement intersections in 
the area that could be limited if there was too much traffic. 
  
Williams asked if the fiscal models in the staff packet included property taxes and if the 
model could incorporate a property owner who was tax-exempt.  
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Zuccaro confirmed that the model did include property taxes and that the model could 
include tax-exemptions. The Parcel O Study did not have that in the fiscal analysis. He 
responded to Commissioner Hoefner’s earlier question about covenants by directing the 
Commission to the staff packet for more details on the limitations in the private 
covenants.  
 
Williams stated that she would like to see a fiscal model where most of the properties 
were tax-exempt to consider the possible church development.  
 
Zuccaro asked the Commission if that information would be material to the amendment 
decision, staff could bring that to a future meeting.  
 
Williams stated that Lafayette could have insight into the tax-exempt question. 
 
Howe asked what would happen to lot 3 to be financially feasible if lot 2 was not to be 
developed.  
 
Zuccaro replied that a hypothetical scenario in which lot 2 were not developed, lot 3 
could have 120 residential units as its base, with incentives to get more, required to 
provide 10,000 square feet of new retail development and 40,000 square feet of other 
non-residential development. Zuccaro did not know if lot 3 would need 4 stories to 
achieve the 120 units, but the assumption had been that the land areas might be tight 
but could probably fit the units without 4 stories, but he had not done a full analysis to 
test that. 
 
Hoefner asked how long it would take to achieve a result if an offer were placed on a lot 
or a building. 
 
Zuccaro replied that it varied, each one was individual but it was usually a matter of 
months. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional questions of staff. Seeing none, he closed public 
comment and opened commissioner discussion. 
 
Brauneis noted that there had been a newspaper article in the last week that publicized 
the fact that Ascent Church was under contract with the Sam’s Club property and 
suggested that the Commission address that issue first.  
 
Brief adjournment at 8:49 PM. Reconvened at 8:55 PM. 
 
Brauneis recommended that the Commission address the Ascent Church news, how 
the plan related to the Comp Plan and the Small Area Plan, height, and setbacks. 
 
Moline stated that he was prepared to act on the amendment as presented tonight 
regardless of the Ascent Church news. He appreciated Commissioner Williams’s 
concern in wanting to get additional fiscal analysis related to the Ascent news, but he 
was prepared to move forward. 
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Howe thanked staff for the presentation and the 3D imaging. His main concern was 
balancing the small-town values with the long-term revitalization goals. He saw it as an 
opportunity to create a pedestrian-friendly thoroughfare, improve the attractiveness of 
Louisville, increase the availability of residential properties, and provide a financial 
opportunity. These represented opportunities within the proposal to improve the city. He 
would probably need to agree a condition on height allowance. He added that traffic 
was of concern. He liked the idea of the entertainment uses and noted that public 
comment did not approve of the allowance of hotels. Finally, he liked the idea of 
allowing basements. 
 
Hoefner stated that he thought the private covenants needed action to deal with the 
development limitations in the area, questioning whether it was appropriate for the City 
to take action before the property owners had, especially on a contentious project. He 
also agreed that height was an issue.  
 
Brauneis clarified that the private covenants were not anything that the current owners 
wanted to enforce and that they were limited by the covenants, as well. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the intent was to work with the property owners to change the 
covenants and they seemed willing to do so. It required all the owners within a parcel to 
approve a covenant change.  
 
Hoefner observed that it was hard to consider an amendment against which there was a 
lot of opposition without having the property owners working on the covenants. He 
wondered if there could be a way with the setbacks to bring things closer into the core 
while achieving the walkability feel. Finally, he thought that 5,000 square feet of 
development was pretty aspirational. 
 
Williams wanted to see more financial models based on specific types of owners. She 
was also concerned about the buffer to existing residential to make sure that there 
would be a natural berm, or a gradual height differential, or something similar. She had 
an issue talking about view corridors when, at the same time, the core would have four 
stories – those were contradictory goals. She was not in favor of four stories for that 
reason. She would rather see the cap on residential units a bit lower, like 200, and then 
adding the residential incentives up to 250. She added that the residential incentive for 
senior housing meant units no stairs with main living all on one floor. She summarized 
that she was between alternative 1 and 2. She did not think there was anything wrong 
with the status quo and the City did not need to rush changes.  
 
Brauneis stated that he was not content with getting worse before getting better and he 
was happy being proactive on trying to incentivize something that looked like it would 
work better in the long term for the City. Things as they are now increase the probability 
of vacancy and that having similar use as now would now be looking toward the long-
term needs of the area. When Sam’s Club closed, it was roughly 5% of the City’s 
general fund. He was concerned about the view shed to a degree. He thought there 
could be a balance between setbacks and height allowances to preserve views. 
 
Moline stated that one of the things in terms of traffic and safety was underpasses that 
the City was able to provide, but those kinds of quality-of-life improvements could not 
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continue without revenue. He was generally in support of the amendment. He agreed 
with Chair Brauneis that the City had been waiting for something to happen organically 
and nothing had happened in 9 years so he appreciated that the City was trying to find a 
solution. He thought the Centre Court example was a good one and he appreciated 
having a shopping area and a grocery store in the neighborhood. The market study 
showed that without some form of residential, the City would be unlikely to see that kind 
of development. He noted that from a design standpoint they were moved away from a 
corridor plan toward a centered plan that was more walkable and with some open 
space. He wanted a buffer to the existing residential. He thought going higher in heights 
in the core area was more appropriate.  
 
Zuccaro reminded the Commission that the 200 was the mixed-commercial buffer at a 
lower height than the core. From a pedestrian design standpoint, having buildings near 
the street is always better. He acknowledged that view corridors were important as well. 
The amendment could be brought down or the Commission could suggest allowing 
higher allowances with further view analysis. 
 
Moline stated that discussing setbacks was easier at the PUD stage, but the things that 
were discussed in the Small Area Plan regarding design should be retained as much as 
possible. He stated that the area was closest to mass transit and the busiest highway, 
this was the place to draw in regional shoppers to create revenue for the City.  
 
Hoefner stated that if they approved the GDP amendment while allowing the 
continuance of the private covenants, they were risking having residential development 
while the covenants continued to prohibit commercial development. He wanted to 
understand the plan for the covenants and the chance of success.  
 
Brauneis replied that the covenants were not as big a stumbling block for him because 
the property owners would not want to create a financially viable property. 
 
Hoefner observed that an application a month ago had requested increased residential 
area in comparison to the previously approved residential-commercial balance in that 
area.  
 
Moline stated that he was under the impression that the GDP would be drafted to 
require the commercial commitment to allow residential development. 
 
Hoefner replied that he was under the same impression, but developers could always 
come ask for a waiver. 
 
Brauneis stated that the covenants were not up to the Commission to change. 
 
Hoefner replied that he did not have a sense of how hard it was to dispense with the 
covenants and how important they were to the property owner. To allow residential on a 
property that was previously commercial only was the City giving something, and 
everyone should be giving something. He read out loud the allowed uses by the 
covenants, which included office, hotel, hospital, nursing and rest homes, childcare, 
marijuana sales; limited uses included retail, trade, or service business; cultural 
facilities; restaurants; one drive-through; and recreational facilities inside and outside.  
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Brauneis stated that no one wanted to sit on the property without building so there 
would be a financial incentive for property owners to deal with the covenants.  
 
Hoefner replied that the financial incentive would be to maximize residential 
development.  
 
Brauneis replied that the proposal allowed residential development alongside 
commercial.  
 
Howe agreed with the idea that the Commission should move forward with a vision to 
addressing the vacancies and that the goal for this proposal was to make it easier for a 
developer to reduce the amount of vacancies to create an opportunity that could benefit 
the City.  
 
Williams observed that too many times cities include residential to incentivize 
commercial and lost the mixed-use and commercial. Once you build the residential, it’s 
very difficult to get rid of the residential. She noted that in Superior there was no 
downtown or Main Street, it was just residential and she would hate to see that happen 
here. 
 
Brauneis agreed with Commissioner Howe’s comment that the Commission was not 
trying to approve a specific development plan, it was trying to address an area that has 
been an issue for nine years when the studies said that the area could not support the 
200,000 square feet of commercial. 
 
Hoefner stated that other than his objections to the covenants and with changes to 
setbacks, he was generally supportive of the GDP’s easing of restrictions.  
 
Brauneis reopened the public hearing and asked Zuccaro about the City’s options for 
dealing with covenants. 
 
Zuccaro replied that there would likely need to be covenant changes to fulfill the vision. 
The City does not control covenants at all and condemnation of covenants was an 
extreme measure that was not part of the discussion with this effort now. Staff was 
trying to control what was in their power to control.  
 
Brauneis asked what checks the City had in place to giving away the residential without 
any commercial development. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the goal of the concurrency requirement was to avoid that situation. 
Technically, future developers could not get a waiver, but they could request a GDP 
amendment.  
 
Jeff Sheets with Koelbel and Company, 5291 East Yale Avenue in Denver, stated that 
he owned the Kohl’s building and he understood the concerns over the covenants. He 
explained that it took 100% of the property owners to change the covenants. In his 
experience, changes to covenants follow changes to zoning so property owners can 
know what might happen under the new regulations. He thought his building could find 
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tenants again, but maybe not at 100% occupancy. At the time of the original 
development, the area was trying to make a regional play, but the area was no longer in 
competition for regional retail due to developments like Flat Irons and in Boulder. Now it 
needed to be a community retail space.  
 
Jim Candy added that Ascent wanted to work with Mr. Sheets to amend the covenants 
and that the owners are interested in amending the covenants. 
 
Brauneis closed public hearing and reopened closed discussion. 
 
Howe stated that as a business owner, he had thought about the risk of an idea versus 
satisfaction with the status quo, and that it took a risk to change the status quo. He 
suggested approving the majority of what was proposed with the conditions to include 
setbacks to preserve view corridors and to create a pedestrian infrastructure that would 
support the plan no matter how many residential units were built.  
 
Moline agreed with Commissioner Howe’s comments and suggested approving the plan 
with a condition that the 200 foot buffer pulled from the Small Area Plan that the height 
limitations in that plan be applied to this GDP and he was willing to flex on the eight of 
the other portions of the plan.  
 
Zuccaro stated that the Small Area Plan didn’t specify the depth of the buffer but it set a 
two-story limit. The Commission could amend the GDP so that the mixed commercial 
buffer area was limited to 2 story residential and commercial development within the 
200 foot buffer, while outside the buffer would allow what’s currently written in the plan. 
 
Moline thought that was reasonable. 
 
Howe asked about preserving view corridors. 
 
Brauneis responded that the corridors were undefinable and this would definitely 
change the views.  
 
Williams stated that she would agree to two-story residential and a 200-foot buffer on 
Dahlia, but she was not in favor of a four-story residential in the core and she wanted to 
see a different cap on residential. She added that she still wanted to understand the 
financial aspect to move forward. 
 
Hoefner agreed with the height statements and didn’t have a problem with the four-story 
core but he did not think the Commission could decide which height allowances to put 
where on the fly. He stated that there was no way the Commission could ballpark the 
changes to the covenant so he thought it would be helpful to have something on the 
record about the intentions of the property owners. 
 
Zuccaro presented an option to the Commission for a condition on the height: Under the 
current zoning framework, there could be a structure up to 35 feet with two-story 
commercial within the buffer area, and the Commission could suggest applying that cap 
to residential, as well.  
 

261



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

June 13, 2019 
Page 15 of 18 

 
Moline supported Director Zuccaro’s suggestion and asked about height under current 
regulations. 
 
Zuccaro replied that under current regulations it was 35 feet under all of Parcel O. He 
clarified that his recommendation would reduce residential from three stories to two 
stories and from 40 feet to 35 feet while keeping the commercial heights the same. He 
stated that there was no setback within the GDP. He noted that having a walk-out might 
create a better streetscape, for example, so staff had wanted some flexibility there. The 
Commission could say that they did not want any buildings within the Dahlia line, which 
could provide some protections to the property owners.  
 
Moline noted that there had been no residential use allowed before and there had been 
commercial uses going all the way up to a street across from residential. He would 
rather see setbacks develop with the PUD proposals.  
 
Zuccaro stated that the current commercial design requirements would have minimum 
setbacks and the Commission could make recommendations on the updated 
commercial design requirements.  
 
Moline stated that he liked Zuccaro’s wording for the condition dealing with the 200-foot 
buffer. 
 
Zuccaro summarized that the Commission could approve the resolution with the 
condition that the MCB height restriction be reduced for residential from 3 stories to 2 
stories and from 40 feet to 35 feet (and 35 feet or 30.) 
 
Howe made a motion to approve Resolution 11, Series 2019 with the condition as 
stated by Director Zuccaro. Roll call vote. Williams voted nay. All else in favor. Motion 
passed 4-1.  
 
LMC Amendment – Sign Code Update: A request for approval of an ordinance 
amending Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code regarding sign regulations 
throughout the City of Louisville. (Resolution 12, Series 2019) 

 Applicant: City of Louisville 
 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

 
Notice met as required. 
 
Ritchie presented the sign code update, noting that the consultants and staff were still 
working through how to handle signs for civic events on City property. She presented 
the changes to the amendment since the April Planning Commission meeting: 

 Additional language for sign purpose in Downtown, taken from Downtown Sign 
Manual 

 Property owners may follow PUD or new sign code 
 Removed requirement that building mounted flags count toward wall sign 

allowance 
 Master Sign Program removed 
 Waiver criteria, per Planning Commission discussion 
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1

Summary

• The City of Louisville and Cuningham Group Architecture, Inc. contracted with
National Research Center, Inc. to develop and administer a topical survey to
residents regarding future development of the McCaslin Boulevard area in northeast
Louisville.

• The 2015 McCaslin Boulevard Planning Survey was mailed to a random sample of
1,200 households in the city.

• A total of 426 surveys were returned, providing a response rate of 36%.
• The margin of error is plus or minus five percentage points around any given

percentage point for the entire sample.

Residents of Louisville enjoy a high overall quality of life.
• Nearly all residents (97%) rated the overall quality of life in Louisville as excellent or

good. Respondents also gave high marks to many other aspects of community
overall, with 9 in 10 residents giving positive ratings to the overall economic health,
quality of parks, trails and open space, ease of travel by car, walking and bicycle and
the sense of safety traveling throughout the city (Table 1).

Residents tended to give lower quality ratings to housing options in the McCaslin
Boulevard study area, but did not consider housing a priority for the City.
• Many aspects of the McCaslin study area also were rated highly by at least 7 in 10

respondents, including safety while traveling through the corridor, ease of car travel,
the physical condition of residential and commercial buildings and the quality of
parks, trails and open space. However, the ease of travel by bus (49% excellent or
good), variety of housing options (46%) and availability of affordable quality housing
(23%) tended to be rated less positively (Table 2). In fact, 41% of respondents felt the
availability of affordable quality house in the McCaslin Boulevard area was poor,
which was on par with resident’s perceptions of the community as a whole.

• The aspects that were cited as the most important features of the study area to
improve included sense of safety traveling through the corridor, quality of parks,
trails and open spaces and quality of shopping and dining opportunities, with about
8 in 10 reporting they were essential or very important (Table 3).

• About 4 in 10 respondents felt that the City should improve the variety of housing
options or the availability of affordable quality housing (Table 3).

The McCaslin Boulevard area is highly traversed and visited.
• Nearly all residents (96%) had shopped or dined in the McCaslin Boulevard study

area while 6 in 10 respondents had walked or biked and 4 in 10 have used medical or
professional services in the area (Table 4).

• Businesses south of Dillion road and businesses between Dillion and Cherry both
east and west of McCaslin were the most frequently locations in the study area, with
about 9 in 10 respondents reporting that they visited these locations at least once in
a typical month; between 36% and 49% of residents visited these businesses at least

265



P
re

pa
re

d 
by

 N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Louisville, Colorado • McCaslin Boulevard Survey • 2015

2

once a week. A majority of residents had never visited the Centennial Valley office
park or the RTD station/Park’n’Ride (59%, Table 5).

• About 8 in 10 respondents stated they travel through the study area in a car at least
multiple times a week, with half driving through the McCaslin Boulevard area daily
(Table 6). About three-quarters of residents had never traveled through the area in a
bus (Table 6), but about one-quarter would like to use the bus more often (Table 7).
Additionally, a little less than half had traveled by bicycle or by walking through the
McCaslin Boulevard area, but at least half of respondents would like to do so more
often than they do currently.

Residents’ preferences for design elements favored lower building heights,
natural open spaces, wider sidewalks and less visible parking.
• Respondents preferred 1- and 2- story buildings for commercial use (Table 8) with

15-20 foot or more than 20 foot setbacks (Table 9).
• Mixed-use buildings and 2-story townhouses were the most preferred multi-family

residential building types (Table 10), with at least 6 in 10 respondents selecting 15-
20 foot setbacks with porches or small yards or over 20 foot setbacks as an excellent
or good fit for building placement (Table 11).

• A majority of residents were in favor of all park/plaza options, with 8 in 10
designating natural open space as an excellent or good fit and three-quarters of
residents in favor of a town green or plaza. Half of respondents felt natural open
space was an excellent fit for the McCaslin Boulevard area. About 6 in 10 would
prefer a recreational park (Table 12).

• Respondents were open to a variety of streetscapes, with the exception of basic
sidewalks, which was considered an excellent or good fit by only 2 in 10 residents
(Table 13).

• Regarding the placement of parking, a majority of residents would choose either a
parking lot on the side of the building or a parking ramp behind the buildings over
parallel street parking or large parking lots in front of buildings (Table 14).

• At least 8 in 10 residents felt that a landscaped buffer or a fence and landscaped
buffer with pedestrian amenities would be the best fit for parking edge designs
(Table 15), followed by a landscaped buffer.

• Most respondents preferred an awning or projecting option for business signage
(Table16).
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Tables of Results

The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the survey,
excluding the “not familiar” responses.

Survey Results
Table 1: Question 1

Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide): Excellent Good Fair Poor Total
Overall quality of life 65% 32% 3% 0% 100%
Overall economic health 32% 57% 9% 3% 100%
Variety of housing options 11% 40% 34% 15% 100%
Availability of affordable quality housing 5% 16% 35% 44% 100%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 28% 52% 19% 1% 100%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 61% 35% 4% 1% 100%
Ease of travel by car 41% 49% 8% 3% 100%
Ease of travel walking 46% 43% 10% 1% 100%
Ease of travel by bicycle 47% 42% 9% 2% 100%
Ease of travel by bus 22% 36% 30% 11% 100%
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 64% 32% 4% 0% 100%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 23% 61% 14% 1% 100%
Physical condition of residential buildings 20% 66% 13% 0% 100%

Table 2: Question 2 (Quality)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following aspects or
characteristics as they relate to the McCaslin Boulevard study area
(shown in the letter). Then, please tell us how important to you, if at
all, it is that the City attempt to improve each of the following in the
McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent Good Fair Poor Total
Variety of housing options 7% 39% 36% 18% 100%
Availability of affordable quality housing 3% 20% 35% 41% 100%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 13% 48% 30% 9% 100%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 36% 41% 12% 10% 100%
Ease of travel by car 29% 50% 16% 5% 100%
Ease of travel walking 24% 42% 24% 11% 100%
Ease of travel by bicycle 23% 45% 23% 10% 100%
Ease of travel by bus 13% 36% 37% 13% 100%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 37% 45% 14% 4% 100%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 14% 63% 19% 4% 100%
Physical condition of residential buildings 17% 62% 20% 1% 100%
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Table 3: Question 2 (Importance)

First, please rate the quality of each of the
following aspects or characteristics as they relate
to the McCaslin Boulevard study area (shown in
the letter). Then, please tell us how important to
you, if at all, it is that the City attempt to improve
each of the following in the McCaslin Boulevard
study area. Essential

Very
important

Somewhat
important

Not at all
important Total

Variety of housing options 10% 33% 35% 21% 100%
Availability of affordable quality housing 16% 33% 32% 19% 100%
Overall quality of shopping and dining
opportunities 27% 51% 18% 4% 100%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 39% 41% 16% 4% 100%
Ease of travel by car 28% 44% 20% 7% 100%
Ease of travel walking 30% 44% 21% 6% 100%
Ease of travel by bicycle 33% 39% 21% 6% 100%
Ease of travel by bus 19% 38% 31% 12% 100%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 49% 36% 11% 4% 100%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 17% 55% 23% 5% 100%
Physical condition of residential buildings 16% 52% 24% 8% 100%

Table 4: Question 3

Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the McCaslin Boulevard study area? (Mark
all that apply.) Percent
I live in the area 35%
My child attends daycare/preschool 5%
I walk or bike in the area 59%
I shop/dine in the area 96%
I use medical/professional services in the area 42%
I only travel through the area 13%
I work in the area 4%
None of the above 0%
Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option.

Table 5: Question 4

In a typical month, how many times, if at all,
do you visit each of the following? Never

1-3 times a
month

Once a
week

Multiple
times a week Daily Total

Centennial Valley office park 63% 31% 2% 2% 1% 100%
Businesses south of Dillon (Home Depot,
Cinebarre, hotels) 6% 50% 30% 15% 0% 100%
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, west
of McCaslin (Lowes/Carrabbas) 5% 58% 22% 13% 1% 100%
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, east of
McCaslin (Albertsons/Kohl's) 8% 43% 25% 22% 2% 100%
Businesses north of Cherry (Walgreens, Via
Toscana, Starbucks) 11% 47% 22% 16% 3% 100%
RTD station/Park'n'Ride 59% 29% 4% 6% 2% 100%
Davidson Mesa Open Space 29% 43% 11% 14% 4% 100%
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Table 6: Question 5 (Actual Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at
all, you travel through the study area using each of
the following modes. Then, please indicate if you’d
like to use each mode more, the same amount or
less in the study area. Never

1-3
times a
month

Once
a

week

Multiple
times a
week Daily Total

In a car 1% 5% 9% 36% 48% 100%
In a bus 79% 16% 2% 2% 2% 100%
On a bicycle 48% 35% 8% 7% 2% 100%
Walking 42% 29% 14% 9% 6% 100%

Table 7: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through
the study area using each of the following modes. Then, please indicate if
you’d like to use each mode more, the same amount or less in the study
area.

Use
more

Use the
same

Use
less Total

In a car 7% 75% 18% 100%
In a bus 28% 62% 10% 100%
On a bicycle 57% 38% 5% 100%
Walking 52% 44% 5% 100%
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Design Elements

Table 8: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

1-story 38% 34% 21% 6% 100%

2-story 25% 48% 20% 7% 100%

2 or 3-story 7% 22% 39% 32% 100%

4-story 5% 9% 23% 63% 100%
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Table 9: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

No setback 15% 24% 25% 37% 100%

15-20 foot setback, oriented
toward street 21% 46% 26% 7% 100%

Setback 20+ feet, oriented
toward parking 15% 44% 23% 18% 100%

Parking lot in front 11% 28% 23% 38% 100%
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Table 10: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

2-story townhouses 26% 47% 16% 11% 100%

3-story apartment/condo
building 4% 25% 27% 43% 100%

Apartments/condos above
retail/commercial (mixed-use
building) 16% 36% 26% 22% 100%

4-story apartment/condo
building 5% 12% 24% 59% 100%
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Table 11: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a
poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

5 - 10 foot setback with
porches 8% 31% 29% 32% 100%

15 - 20 foot setback with
porches and small yards 25% 45% 19% 11% 100%

20+ foot setback 21% 38% 25% 16% 100%

20+ foot setback, oriented to
parking lot 7% 22% 26% 46% 100%
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Table 12: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

Recreational Park 24% 39% 22% 15% 100%

Town Green 29% 46% 19% 6% 100%

Natural open space 52% 29% 11% 7% 100%

Plaza 33% 40% 16% 11% 100%
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Table 13: Design Element #6: Streetscape

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

Wide sidewalk/trail separated
from street 44% 36% 14% 6% 100%

Sidewalk buffered from street
and parking with landscaping 17% 45% 26% 11% 100%

Basic sidewalk 4% 18% 45% 34% 100%

Wide sidewalk with many
pedestrian amenities 31% 44% 17% 8% 100%
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Table 14: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

Parking lot on side of building 12% 54% 28% 7% 100%

Parking ramp behind buildings 21% 43% 23% 13% 100%

Parallel street parking 5% 28% 31% 36% 100%

Large parking lot in front of
building 5% 16% 22% 57% 100%
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Table 15: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

Large grass buffer 7% 31% 35% 27% 100%

Landscaped buffer 13% 56% 25% 7% 100%

Fence and landscaped buffer
with pedestrian amenities 42% 40% 16% 3% 100%

Low wall 4% 17% 37% 42% 100%
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Table 16: Design Element #9: Business Signage

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area.

Excellent
fit

Good
fit

Fair
fit

Poor
fit Total

Business directional sign 8% 24% 35% 33% 100%

Internally-illuminated 8% 46% 35% 12% 100%

Projecting 34% 42% 17% 7% 100%

Awning 24% 47% 23% 6% 100%
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Respondent Characteristics
Table 17: Question D1

Which best describes the building you live in? Percent
One family house detached from any other houses 74%
Building with two or more homes (duplex, townhome, apartment or condominium) 26%
Mobile home 0%
Other 1%
Total 100%

Table 18: Question D2

Do you rent or own your home? Percent
Rent 27%
Own 73%
Total 100%

Table 19: Question D3

How many people, including yourself, live in your household? Percent
1 19%
2 30%
3 18%
4 26%
5 6%
6+ 0%
Total 100%

Table 20: Question D4

What is your gender? Percent
Female 51%
Male 49%
Total 100%

Table 21: Question D5

In which category is your age? Percent
18-24 years 1%
25-34 years 21%
35-44 years 21%
45-54 years 24%
55-64 years 19%
65-74 years 8%
75 years or older 5%
Total 100%
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Table 22: Question D6

Are you currently employed? Percent
Yes 78%
No 22%
Total 100%

Table 23: Question D7

In which city do you work? Percent
Boulder, Longmont, Niwot 35%
Broomfield, Westminster, Arvada, Lafayette, Superior 22%
Denver, Lakewood, Aurora 12%
Louisville 23%
Multiple areas 5%
Other 3%
Total 100%

Table 24: Question D8

About how much do you estimate your household's total income before taxes will be for the current
year? Percent
Less than $24,999 6%
$25,000 to $49,999 13%
$50,000 to $99,999 23%
$100,000 to $149,999 22%
$150,000 or more 21%
Prefer not to answer 15%
Total 100%

280



P
re

pa
re

d 
by

 N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Louisville, Colorado • McCaslin Boulevard Survey • 2015

17

Complete Survey Responses

The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the survey, including the “not familiar”
responses. The percent of respondents giving a particular response is shown followed by the number of respondents.

Table 25: Question 1

Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-
wide): Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar Total
Overall quality of life 65% N=278 32% N=135 3% N=12 0% N=0 0% N=1 100% N=425
Overall economic health 31% N=132 55% N=235 8% N=36 3% N=12 2% N=10 100% N=424
Variety of housing options 11% N=46 38% N=162 33% N=139 14% N=60 3% N=15 100% N=421
Availability of affordable quality housing 5% N=19 14% N=58 31% N=129 38% N=161 12% N=51 100% N=418
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 28% N=118 52% N=221 19% N=81 1% N=6 0% N=0 100% N=425
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 61% N=258 34% N=146 4% N=16 1% N=3 1% N=2 100% N=425
Ease of travel by car 40% N=171 48% N=205 8% N=33 3% N=12 0% N=2 100% N=423
Ease of travel walking 46% N=195 42% N=181 10% N=42 1% N=4 1% N=5 100% N=426
Ease of travel by bicycle 43% N=180 39% N=164 8% N=36 2% N=6 9% N=36 100% N=422
Ease of travel by bus 15% N=62 24% N=100 20% N=84 7% N=30 34% N=143 100% N=419
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 64% N=271 32% N=134 4% N=19 0% N=1 0% N=0 100% N=425
Physical condition of commercial buildings 23% N=98 60% N=256 14% N=59 1% N=6 1% N=5 100% N=425
Physical condition of residential buildings 20% N=83 66% N=277 13% N=56 0% N=1 1% N=5 100% N=423

Table 26: Question 2 (Quality)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following
aspects or characteristics as they relate to the
McCaslin Boulevard study area (shown in the
letter). Then, please tell us how important to you, if
at all, it is that the City attempt to improve each of
the following in the McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar Total
Variety of housing options 6% N=26 34% N=140 31% N=128 16% N=64 13% N=53 100% N=411
Availability of affordable quality housing 3% N=11 16% N=65 29% N=117 34% N=137 19% N=76 100% N=407
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 13% N=51 48% N=195 29% N=119 9% N=37 1% N=5 100% N=407
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 34% N=140 39% N=162 12% N=49 10% N=40 5% N=20 100% N=411
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First, please rate the quality of each of the following
aspects or characteristics as they relate to the
McCaslin Boulevard study area (shown in the
letter). Then, please tell us how important to you, if
at all, it is that the City attempt to improve each of
the following in the McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar Total
Ease of travel by car 29% N=117 50% N=202 15% N=63 5% N=21 1% N=4 100% N=407
Ease of travel walking 22% N=92 40% N=161 23% N=92 10% N=42 5% N=21 100% N=408
Ease of travel by bicycle 19% N=79 38% N=155 19% N=80 8% N=33 15% N=62 100% N=409
Ease of travel by bus 8% N=31 21% N=86 22% N=89 8% N=32 42% N=170 100% N=408
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 36% N=147 44% N=180 14% N=57 3% N=14 2% N=8 100% N=406
Physical condition of commercial buildings 14% N=57 61% N=249 18% N=74 4% N=15 3% N=11 100% N=406
Physical condition of residential buildings 15% N=63 56% N=228 18% N=72 1% N=3 10% N=40 100% N=405

Table 27: Question 2 (Importance)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following
aspects or characteristics as they relate to the
McCaslin Boulevard study area (shown in the letter).
Then, please tell us how important to you, if at all, it
is that the City attempt to improve each of the
following in the McCaslin Boulevard study area. Essential

Very
important

Somewhat
important

Not at all
important Not familiar Total

Variety of housing options 10% N=36 31% N=119 33% N=126 20% N=75 6% N=22 100% N=379
Availability of affordable quality housing 15% N=57 31% N=117 30% N=114 18% N=67 6% N=23 100% N=379
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 27% N=104 50% N=192 18% N=68 4% N=15 1% N=3 100% N=382
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 38% N=147 40% N=154 16% N=60 4% N=15 2% N=6 100% N=382
Ease of travel by car 28% N=107 44% N=169 20% N=76 7% N=28 1% N=3 100% N=383
Ease of travel walking 29% N=112 43% N=165 20% N=78 5% N=21 2% N=9 100% N=384
Ease of travel by bicycle 31% N=116 36% N=137 19% N=73 6% N=23 8% N=32 100% N=381
Ease of travel by bus 15% N=56 30% N=113 24% N=93 9% N=36 22% N=83 100% N=381
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 48% N=184 36% N=137 11% N=42 4% N=16 1% N=5 100% N=384
Physical condition of commercial buildings 17% N=65 54% N=206 23% N=86 5% N=20 2% N=7 100% N=384
Physical condition of residential buildings 15% N=59 50% N=190 23% N=87 8% N=31 4% N=16 100% N=383
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Table 28: Question 3

Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the McCaslin Boulevard study area? (Mark all that apply.) Percent Number
I live in the area 35% N=142
My child attends daycare/preschool 5% N=19
I walk or bike in the area 59% N=243
I shop/dine in the area 96% N=393
I use medical/professional services in the area 42% N=171
I only travel through the area 13% N=54
I work in the area 4% N=18
None of the above 0% N=1
Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option.

Table 29: Question 4

In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do
you visit each of the following? Never

1-3 times a
month Once a week

Multiple times a
week Daily Total

Centennial Valley office park 63% N=245 31% N=121 2% N=9 2% N=9 1% N=4 100% N=387
Businesses south of Dillon (Home Depot,
Cinebarre, hotels) 6% N=24 50% N=203 30% N=121 15% N=59 0% N=1 100% N=409
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, west of
McCaslin (Lowes/Carrabbas) 5% N=22 58% N=240 22% N=92 13% N=52 1% N=4 100% N=411
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, east of
McCaslin (Albertsons/Kohl's) 8% N=34 43% N=179 25% N=102 22% N=90 2% N=10 100% N=414
Businesses north of Cherry (Walgreens, Via
Toscana, Starbucks) 11% N=47 47% N=193 22% N=90 16% N=68 3% N=13 100% N=411
RTD station/Park'n'Ride 59% N=241 29% N=119 4% N=16 6% N=26 2% N=7 100% N=409
Davidson Mesa Open Space 29% N=118 43% N=176 11% N=46 14% N=56 4% N=16 100% N=412
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Table 30: Question 5 (Actual Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if
at all, you travel through the study area using each
of the following modes. Then, please indicate if
you’d like to use each mode more, the same
amount or less in the study area. Never

1-3 times a
month

Once a
week

Multiple times
a week Daily Total

In a car 1% N=3 5% N=22 9% N=38 36% N=151 48% N=199 100% N=413
In a bus 79% N=323 16% N=64 2% N=7 2% N=6 2% N=7 100% N=407
On a bicycle 48% N=194 35% N=144 8% N=34 7% N=28 2% N=7 100% N=408
Walking 42% N=174 29% N=117 14% N=56 9% N=37 6% N=26 100% N=410

Table 31: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through the study
area using each of the following modes. Then, please indicate if you’d like to use each
mode more, the same amount or less in the study area. Use more

Use the
same Use less Total

In a car 7% N=27 75% N=277 18% N=67 100% N=370
In a bus 28% N=95 62% N=213 10% N=34 100% N=342
On a bicycle 57% N=206 38% N=138 5% N=17 100% N=361
Walking 52% N=186 44% N=158 5% N=17 100% N=361

Table 32: Question D1

Which best describes the building you live in? Percent Number
One family house detached from any other houses 74% N=307
Building with two or more homes (duplex, townhome, apartment or condominium) 26% N=107
Mobile home 0% N=0
Other 1% N=2
Total 100% N=416
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Table 33: Question D2

Do you rent or own your home? Percent Number
Rent 27% N=112
Own 73% N=303
Total 100% N=415

Table 34: Question D3

How many people, including yourself, live in your household? Percent Number
1 19% N=81
2 30% N=126
3 18% N=74
4 26% N=108
5 6% N=25
6+ 0% N=0
Total 100% N=415

Table 35: Question D4

What is your gender? Percent Number
Female 51% N=210
Male 49% N=200
Total 100% N=410
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Table 36: Question D5

In which category is your age? Percent Number
18-24 years 1% N=5
25-34 years 21% N=87
35-44 years 21% N=88
45-54 years 24% N=101
55-64 years 19% N=78
65-74 years 8% N=33
75 years or older 5% N=20
Total 100% N=413

Table 37: Question D6

Are you currently employed? Percent Number
Yes 78% N=319
No 22% N=89
Total 100% N=408

Table 38: Question D7

In which city do you work? Percent Number
Boulder, Longmont, Niwot 35% N=106
Broomfield, Westminster, Arvada, Lafayette, Superior 22% N=66
Denver, Lakewood, Aurora 12% N=37
Louisville 23% N=69
Multiple areas 5% N=16
Other 3% N=10
Total 100% N=304
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Table 39: Question D8

About how much do you estimate your household's total income before taxes will be for the current year? Percent Number
Less than $24,999 6% N=24
$25,000 to $49,999 13% N=55
$50,000 to $99,999 23% N=95
$100,000 to $149,999 22% N=90
$150,000 or more 21% N=87
Prefer not to answer 15% N=61
Total 100% N=411

Table 40: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
1-story 38% N=127 34% N=115 21% N=71 6% N=22 100% N=334
2-story 25% N=82 48% N=160 20% N=68 7% N=23 100% N=334
2 or 3-story 7% N=22 22% N=74 39% N=131 32% N=107 100% N=334
4-story 5% N=18 9% N=30 23% N=77 63% N=212 100% N=337

Table 41: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the
McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
No setback 15% N=49 24% N=80 25% N=84 37% N=122 100% N=335
15-20 foot setback, oriented toward street 21% N=70 46% N=155 26% N=86 7% N=24 100% N=335
Setback 20+ feet, oriented toward parking 15% N=51 44% N=149 23% N=76 18% N=59 100% N=335
Parking lot in front 11% N=38 28% N=94 23% N=76 38% N=128 100% N=335
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Table 42: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the
McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
2-story townhouses 26% N=85 47% N=155 16% N=55 11% N=38 100% N=333
3-story apartment/condo building 4% N=14 25% N=84 27% N=91 43% N=145 100% N=334
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building) 16% N=53 36% N=122 26% N=86 22% N=74 100% N=336
4-story apartment/condo building 5% N=16 12% N=39 24% N=81 59% N=199 100% N=335

Table 43: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the
McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
5 - 10 foot setback with porches 8% N=25 31% N=101 29% N=97 32% N=107 100% N=330
15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards 25% N=84 45% N=150 19% N=64 11% N=38 100% N=336
20+ foot setback 21% N=71 38% N=126 25% N=85 16% N=54 100% N=336
20+ foot setback, oriented to parking lot 7% N=22 22% N=74 26% N=86 46% N=154 100% N=336

Table 44: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the
McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Recreational Park 24% N=81 39% N=130 22% N=75 15% N=50 100% N=335
Town Green 29% N=97 46% N=154 19% N=64 6% N=18 100% N=334
Natural open space 52% N=174 29% N=98 11% N=38 7% N=24 100% N=334
Plaza 33% N=112 40% N=135 16% N=53 11% N=36 100% N=335
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Table 45: Design Element #6: Streetscape

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Wide sidewalk/trail separated from street 44% N=145 36% N=121 14% N=47 6% N=20 100% N=333
Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping 17% N=58 45% N=149 26% N=88 11% N=38 100% N=334
Basic sidewalk 4% N=12 18% N=59 45% N=149 34% N=112 100% N=333
Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities 31% N=102 44% N=148 17% N=59 8% N=26 100% N=335

Table 46: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the
McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Parking lot on side of building 12% N=39 54% N=179 28% N=94 7% N=22 100% N=333
Parking ramp behind buildings 21% N=72 43% N=143 23% N=77 13% N=44 100% N=336
Parallel street parking 5% N=15 28% N=94 31% N=105 36% N=121 100% N=335
Large parking lot in front of building 5% N=17 16% N=53 22% N=73 57% N=193 100% N=336

Table 47: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Large grass buffer 7% N=23 31% N=103 35% N=115 27% N=90 100% N=331
Landscaped buffer 13% N=42 56% N=185 25% N=83 7% N=24 100% N=333
Fence and landscaped buffer with pedestrian amenities 42% N=138 40% N=132 16% N=54 3% N=9 100% N=332
Low wall 4% N=12 17% N=56 37% N=124 42% N=141 100% N=333
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Table 48: Design Element #9: Business Signage

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the McCaslin Boulevard study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Business directional sign 8% N=26 24% N=81 35% N=116 33% N=109 100% N=333
Internally-illuminated 8% N=26 46% N=152 35% N=116 12% N=39 100% N=333
Projecting 34% N=114 42% N=139 17% N=55 7% N=25 100% N=332
Awning 24% N=79 47% N=154 23% N=78 6% N=20 100% N=332
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Responses to Open-ended Questions

Following are verbatim responses to the open-ended question on the survey, grouped
by coded theme. The verbatim responses were not edited for grammar or punctuation.

Question D7: In which city do you work?

Boulder, Longmont,
Niwot
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• boulder
• Boulder
• boulder
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• Boulder
• Boulder
• Boulder
• Boulder
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• Boulder

• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• Boulder
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• boulder
• Boulder
• Boulder
• Boulder
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER

• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• Boulder
• Boulder
• boulder
• boulder
• Boulder
• BOULDER
• BOULDER
• Longmont
• longmont
• LONGMONT
• LONGMONT
• LONGMONT
• LONGMONT
• LONGMONT
• Longmont
• NIWOT

Broomfield,
Westminster, Arvada,
Lafayette, Superior
• Arvada
• Arvada
• ARVADA
• BROOMFIELD
• BROOMFIELD
• BROOMFIELD
• BROOMFIELD
• Broomfield
• BROOMFIELD
• BROOMFIELD
• BROOMFIELD
• BROOMFIELD
• Broomfield

• Broomfield
• Broomfield
• Broomfield
• Broomfield
• Broomfield
• BROOMFIELD
• Broomfield
• Broomfield
• BROOMFIELD
• Broomfield
• BROOMFIELD
• BROOMFIELD
• LAFAYETTE
• Lafayette
• Lafayette
• LAFAYETTE
• LAFAYETTE
• LAFAYETTE
• Lafayette
• Lafayette
• LAFAYETTE
• LAFAYETTE
• LAFAYETTE
• LAFAYETTE
• Lafayette
• Lafayette
• lafayette
• LAFAYETTE
• SUPERIOR
• Superior
• superior
• SUPERIOR
• Wesminster
• WESTMINSTER
• WESTMINSTER
• WESTMINSTER
• Westminster
• Westminster
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• Westminster
• westminster
• Westminster
• WESTMINSTER

Denver, Lakewood,
Aurora
• Aurora
• AURORA
• Aurora
• AURORA
• Denver
• Denver
• Denver
• DENVER
• DENVER
• DENVER
• Denver
• Denver
• Denver
• DENVER
• Denver
• Denver
• DENVER
• DENVER
• Denver
• DENVER
• DENVER
• Denver
• Denver
• DENVER
• denver
• Denver
• Denver
• DENVER
• DENVER
• DENVER
• Denver
• denver
• DENVER &

LOUISVILLE
• Downtown Denver
• Lakewood

Louisville
• LOUISVILLE

• louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE

• Louisville
• Louisville
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• Louisville
• Louisville
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• Louisville
• Louisville
• louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville
• LOUISVILLE
• LOUISVILLE
• Louisville - from

home

Multiple areas
• Boulder & Denver
• DENVER &

LOUISVILLE
• DENVER/BOULDE

R
• DENVER/BOULDE

R
• LAFAYETTE/BOUL

DER
• LONGMONT/LOUI

SVILLE
• LOUISVILLE/BOU

LDER
• LOUISVILLE/BOU

LDER
• LOUISVILLE/BOU

LDER
• LOUISVILLE/DEN

VER
• LOUISVILLE/LON

GMONT
• Louisville/home
• Louisville/home

• THORNTON/ARVA
DA/DENVER/LAK
EWOOD

Other
• Centennial
• DIA
• ENGLEWOOD
• Erie
• Evergreen
• Golden
• Greeley
• GREELEY
• NORTHGLENN
• NORTHGLENN
• Remote, from home
• Self-employed
• THORNTON
• thornton
• Thornton
• THORNTON/ARVA

DA/DENVER/LAK
EWOOD
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Appendix A: Subgroup Comparisons for Selected Survey Questions

Responses in the following tables show only the proportion of respondents giving
a certain answer; for example, the percent of respondents who rated the quality
of life as “excellent” or “good,” or the percent of respondents who visited certain
areas at least once a month. ANOVA and chi-square tests of significance were
applied to these comparisons of survey questions. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less
indicates that there is less than a 5% probability that differences observed
between subgroups are due to chance; or in other words, a greater than 95%
probability that the differences observed are “real.” Where differences were
statistically significant, they have been shaded grey.

Comparisons by Respondent Characteristics
• Homeowners tended to give higher ratings to aspects of living in Louisville as

a whole than renters, including overall quality of life, overall economic health,
various aspects of housing, shopping and dining opportunities and the
physical condition of commercial and residential buildings (Table 49).

• Renters and those living in attached housing units tended to view aspects of
housing in the McCaslin Boulevard area less favorably than their counterparts
(Table 50). On the other hand, respondents who owned their own homes and
lived in detached housing units gave less positive ratings to the overall quality
of parks, trails and open space in the McCaslin Boulevard area than
respondents who rented.

• The youngest residents (18-34), those who lived in attached housing units and
renters were more likely to travel through the McCaslin Boulevard study area
in a bus than other residents. Male respondents, those that were middle aged
(aged 35 to 54), those who lived in detached housing and homeowners were
more likely to traverse the area on a bicycle than were their counterparts
(Table 53).

• Regarding preferences for design elements of the McCaslin Boulevard area,
few differences were found based on gender or housing unit type. Among the
differences found, many were by age and housing tenure. The youngest
residents and renters preferred design options such as 5 to 20 foot setbacks
with porches or small yards for multi-family residential building placement,
parallel street parking and landscaped buffers; renters also preferred these
design elements. Renters tended to prefer design options such as 4-story
commercial buildings, 2- or 4-story multi-family residential buildings and 5 to
20 foot setbacks with porches for multi-family residential building placement
and fence and landscaped buffers with pedestrian amenities (Table 55 to Table
63).
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Table 49: Question 1

Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-
wide) (Percent excellent or good):

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55 and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Overall quality of life 98% 96% 94% 100% 96% 97% 97% 93% 99% 97%
Overall economic health 94% 83% 80% 93% 87% 89% 87% 81% 91% 88%
Variety of housing options 49% 53% 43% 52% 55% 53% 46% 30% 59% 51%
Availability of affordable quality housing 21% 22% 20% 22% 23% 24% 14% 8% 26% 21%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 86% 72% 73% 83% 78% 80% 79% 72% 82% 80%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 97% 95% 100% 95% 94% 96% 96% 97% 95% 96%
Ease of travel by car 91% 87% 94% 88% 87% 89% 89% 90% 89% 89%
Ease of travel walking 89% 89% 94% 84% 93% 90% 87% 93% 88% 89%
Ease of travel by bicycle 89% 90% 96% 87% 89% 89% 93% 96% 87% 89%
Ease of travel by bus 63% 54% 58% 56% 64% 56% 64% 62% 57% 59%
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 93% 98% 98% 96% 93% 95% 96% 97% 95% 95%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 81% 88% 77% 84% 91% 83% 89% 78% 87% 84%
Physical condition of residential buildings 88% 85% 82% 86% 90% 87% 84% 77% 90% 86%

Table 50: Question 2 (Quality)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following
aspects or characteristics as they relate to the McCaslin
Boulevard study area (shown in the letter). (Percent
excellent or good)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Variety of housing options 52% 40% 39% 48% 49% 48% 41% 30% 53% 46%
Availability of affordable quality housing 23% 23% 27% 22% 21% 27% 14% 7% 30% 23%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 63% 60% 53% 64% 63% 57% 73% 67% 60% 61%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 77% 77% 81% 72% 81% 74% 86% 90% 72% 77%
Ease of travel by car 79% 79% 74% 80% 83% 81% 75% 72% 82% 79%
Ease of travel walking 63% 67% 60% 59% 78% 66% 64% 67% 65% 65%
Ease of travel by bicycle 65% 69% 64% 64% 75% 67% 68% 71% 67% 67%
Ease of travel by bus 54% 45% 44% 48% 55% 43% 64% 51% 49% 49%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 76% 89% 83% 83% 81% 82% 82% 84% 82% 82%

294



P
re

pa
re

d 
by

 N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Louisville, Colorado • McCaslin Boulevard Survey • 2015

31

First, please rate the quality of each of the following
aspects or characteristics as they relate to the McCaslin
Boulevard study area (shown in the letter). (Percent
excellent or good)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Physical condition of commercial buildings 70% 85% 71% 77% 82% 74% 88% 75% 79% 77%
Physical condition of residential buildings 80% 79% 57% 85% 86% 79% 81% 64% 86% 79%

Table 51: Question 2 (Importance)

Then, please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that
the City attempt to improve each of the following in the
McCaslin Boulevard study area. (Percent essential or very
important)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Variety of housing options 45% 41% 52% 33% 52% 34% 70% 68% 34% 44%
Availability of affordable quality housing 52% 44% 73% 36% 51% 40% 72% 82% 36% 49%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 81% 75% 83% 77% 77% 76% 86% 83% 77% 78%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 80% 79% 92% 76% 78% 76% 91% 86% 78% 80%
Ease of travel by car 74% 71% 61% 74% 79% 74% 71% 71% 74% 73%
Ease of travel walking 76% 70% 82% 70% 72% 73% 75% 78% 72% 74%
Ease of travel by bicycle 67% 78% 70% 76% 68% 76% 62% 67% 74% 73%
Ease of travel by bus 61% 51% 61% 52% 60% 53% 66% 59% 56% 57%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 86% 83% 89% 82% 86% 85% 84% 82% 86% 85%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 74% 69% 66% 73% 74% 73% 68% 64% 75% 72%
Physical condition of residential buildings 69% 66% 61% 67% 73% 67% 69% 64% 70% 68%
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Table 52: Question 4

In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit
each of the following? (Percent at least once a month)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55 and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Centennial Valley office park 34% 40% 35% 43% 31% 40% 29% 40% 36% 37%
Businesses south of Dillon (Home Depot, Cinebarre,
hotels) 94% 95% 83% 98% 98% 98% 85% 90% 96% 94%
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, west of McCaslin
(Lowes/Carrabbas) 92% 97% 95% 94% 96% 96% 92% 95% 95% 95%
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, east of McCaslin
(Albertsons/Kohl's) 95% 90% 85% 93% 96% 94% 87% 91% 92% 92%
Businesses north of Cherry (Walgreens, Via Toscana,
Starbucks) 91% 86% 81% 92% 90% 90% 86% 81% 92% 89%
RTD station/Park'n'Ride 40% 43% 48% 43% 33% 40% 44% 44% 40% 41%
Davidson Mesa Open Space 72% 70% 76% 76% 62% 74% 65% 67% 73% 71%

Table 53: Question 5 (Actual Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all,
you travel through the study area using each of the
following modes. (Percent at least once a month)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55 and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

In a car 98% 100% 100% 99% 99% 100% 97% 97% 100% 99%
In a bus 21% 21% 39% 16% 14% 16% 35% 42% 13% 21%
On a bicycle 44% 61% 50% 62% 42% 60% 33% 38% 58% 52%
Walking 59% 56% 58% 56% 59% 58% 58% 58% 58% 58%

296



P
re

pa
re

d 
by

 N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Louisville, Colorado • McCaslin Boulevard Survey • 2015

33

Table 54: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you
travel through the study area using each of the following
modes. Then, please indicate if you’d like to use each mode
more, the same amount or less in the study area.

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

In a car

Use more 6% 8% 15% 5% 4% 5% 13% 10% 6% 7%
Use the same 70% 78% 64% 73% 85% 78% 67% 76% 74% 75%

Use less 23% 13% 21% 22% 11% 17% 20% 14% 20% 18%

In a bus

Use more 32% 23% 27% 30% 23% 29% 25% 28% 27% 28%
Use the same 58% 66% 59% 62% 67% 63% 60% 65% 61% 62%

Use less 9% 11% 15% 7% 10% 8% 15% 7% 11% 10%

On a bicycle

Use more 54% 60% 66% 66% 35% 59% 51% 53% 59% 57%
Use the same 41% 36% 22% 33% 61% 37% 40% 43% 37% 38%

Use less 5% 4% 12% 1% 4% 3% 9% 5% 5% 5%

Walking

Use more 52% 51% 65% 56% 34% 51% 54% 51% 52% 52%
Use the same 43% 44% 23% 43% 63% 46% 39% 44% 43% 44%

Use less 4% 5% 12% 1% 4% 4% 7% 5% 5% 5%

Table 55: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area.
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

1-story 73% 72% 59% 74% 81% 75% 66% 63% 76% 72%
2-story 71% 75% 72% 77% 66% 73% 71% 73% 73% 73%
2 or 3-story 33% 25% 26% 33% 26% 30% 27% 27% 30% 29%
4-story 13% 16% 16% 18% 8% 12% 22% 25% 11% 14%
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Table 56: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area.
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

No setback 36% 41% 47% 40% 30% 39% 36% 43% 37% 38%
15-20 foot setback, oriented toward street 67% 68% 66% 70% 65% 71% 58% 63% 69% 67%
Setback 20+ feet, oriented toward parking 64% 55% 47% 59% 69% 58% 65% 59% 60% 60%
Parking lot in front 40% 38% 42% 32% 48% 37% 44% 46% 37% 39%

Table 57: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area. (Percent
excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

2-story townhouses 78% 65% 78% 68% 76% 70% 79% 81% 69% 72%
3-story apartment/condo building 35% 23% 33% 30% 25% 24% 44% 44% 24% 29%
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use
building) 53% 52% 42% 62% 44% 54% 48% 53% 52% 52%
4-story apartment/condo building 21% 12% 23% 16% 13% 13% 27% 31% 11% 17%

Table 58: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area.
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

5 - 10 foot setback with porches 43% 33% 50% 39% 28% 35% 47% 53% 33% 38%
15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards 70% 70% 80% 70% 62% 69% 74% 81% 66% 70%
20+ foot setback 58% 60% 66% 57% 56% 60% 56% 65% 57% 59%
20+ foot setback, oriented to parking lot 28% 28% 38% 19% 35% 25% 37% 31% 28% 29%
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Table 59: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area. (Percent
excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Recreational Park 69% 56% 73% 60% 59% 61% 66% 72% 60% 63%
Town Green 79% 72% 81% 77% 70% 76% 72% 79% 74% 75%
Natural open space 87% 75% 87% 81% 77% 82% 81% 88% 79% 81%
Plaza 80% 66% 75% 70% 79% 71% 81% 77% 73% 74%

Table 60: Design Element #6: Streetscape

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area. (Percent
excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Wide sidewalk/trail separated from street 78% 82% 82% 83% 75% 81% 77% 78% 81% 80%
Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping 65% 60% 61% 60% 68% 58% 75% 75% 58% 62%
Basic sidewalk 24% 19% 19% 20% 26% 21% 23% 22% 22% 22%
Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities 74% 76% 73% 75% 76% 74% 78% 78% 74% 75%

Table 61: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area.
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Parking lot on side of building 71% 59% 69% 65% 64% 63% 73% 65% 66% 65%
Parking ramp behind buildings 63% 65% 61% 69% 60% 65% 63% 67% 63% 64%
Parallel street parking 28% 39% 41% 36% 22% 32% 34% 44% 29% 33%
Large parking lot in front of building 18% 23% 15% 18% 28% 20% 22% 21% 21% 21%
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Table 62: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area. (Percent
excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Large grass buffer 37% 39% 47% 35% 36% 36% 44% 44% 37% 38%
Landscaped buffer 63% 74% 85% 62% 64% 65% 79% 79% 65% 68%
Fence and landscaped buffer with pedestrian amenities 87% 76% 81% 79% 86% 79% 89% 89% 79% 81%
Low wall 21% 18% 9% 20% 28% 18% 26% 22% 19% 20%

Table 63: Design Element #9: Business Signage

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit
or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area.
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Business directional sign 34% 31% 23% 29% 44% 33% 29% 32% 32% 32%
Internally-illuminated 56% 51% 54% 48% 63% 53% 56% 56% 53% 53%
Projecting 77% 74% 82% 77% 70% 78% 71% 80% 75% 76%
Awning 71% 70% 64% 71% 73% 71% 68% 67% 71% 70%
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Comparisons by Proximity to McCaslin Boulevard Study Area
• Those living in the McCaslin Boulevard area tended to give higher ratings than those

outside the area to aspects of city-wide quality of life (Table 64), as well as the
aspects of the study area (Table 65).

• As may be expected, those living in the McCaslin Boulevard area tended to walk
through the study area more often than those outside the area (Table 68), while
those living outside the McCaslin Boulevard study area wanted to use the bus and
their bicycles more (Table 69).

• Only a few differences were found between residents and non-residents of the
McCaslin Boulevard study area when examining preferences for the nine design
elements of the study area. Where differences were found, those who did not live in
the area indicated stronger preferences for mixed-use buildings and 15-20 foot
setbacks with porches and small yards (Table 72 and Table 73), while residents of
the study area were more likely to prefer fence and landscaped buffers with
pedestrian amenities, low walls to edge parking and business directional signs
(Table 77 and Table 78).

Table 64: Question 1

Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide) (Percent
excellent or good):

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT live in
area

Overall quality of life 100% 95% 97%
Overall economic health 93% 86% 88%
Variety of housing options 52% 51% 51%
Availability of affordable quality housing 21% 22% 21%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 85% 77% 80%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 97% 95% 96%
Ease of travel by car 96% 86% 89%
Ease of travel walking 91% 88% 89%
Ease of travel by bicycle 95% 87% 89%
Ease of travel by bus 60% 58% 59%
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 99% 93% 95%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 86% 83% 84%
Physical condition of residential buildings 88% 85% 86%

Table 65: Question 2 (Quality)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following aspects or characteristics
as they relate to the McCaslin Boulevard study area (shown in the letter).
(Percent excellent or good)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

Variety of housing options 60% 39% 46%
Availability of affordable quality housing 24% 23% 23%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 72% 54% 61%
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First, please rate the quality of each of the following aspects or characteristics
as they relate to the McCaslin Boulevard study area (shown in the letter).
(Percent excellent or good)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 86% 72% 77%
Ease of travel by car 87% 75% 79%
Ease of travel walking 76% 59% 65%
Ease of travel by bicycle 85% 57% 67%
Ease of travel by bus 52% 49% 49%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 87% 79% 82%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 75% 78% 77%
Physical condition of residential buildings 83% 77% 79%

Table 66: Question 2 (Importance)

Then, please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that the City attempt to
improve each of the following in the McCaslin Boulevard study area. (Percent
essential or very important)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

Variety of housing options 50% 39% 44%
Availability of affordable quality housing 47% 49% 49%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 79% 78% 78%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 84% 78% 80%
Ease of travel by car 68% 75% 73%
Ease of travel walking 78% 71% 74%
Ease of travel by bicycle 69% 74% 73%
Ease of travel by bus 49% 60% 57%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 81% 87% 85%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 69% 73% 72%
Physical condition of residential buildings 73% 65% 68%

Table 67: Question 4

In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit each of the
following? (Percent at least once a month)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT live
in area

Centennial Valley office park 33% 38% 37%
Businesses south of Dillon (Home Depot, Cinebarre, hotels) 95% 94% 94%
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, west of McCaslin
(Lowes/Carrabbas) 94% 95% 95%
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, east of McCaslin
(Albertsons/Kohl's) 96% 90% 92%
Businesses north of Cherry (Walgreens, Via Toscana, Starbucks) 92% 86% 89%
RTD station/Park'n'Ride 39% 42% 41%
Davidson Mesa Open Space 76% 70% 71%
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Table 68: Question 5 (Actual Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through
the study area using each of the following modes. (Percent at least once a
month)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in area

In a car 100% 100% 99%
In a bus 20% 21% 21%
On a bicycle 59% 49% 52%
Walking 81% 45% 58%

Table 69: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through the
study area using each of the following modes. Then, please indicate if you’d like
to use each mode more, the same amount or less in the study area.

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

In a car

Use more 5% 7% 7%
Use the same 74% 75% 75%

Use less 20% 17% 18%

In a bus

Use more 20% 31% 28%
Use the same 64% 62% 62%

Use less 15% 7% 10%

On a bicycle

Use more 45% 63% 57%
Use the same 48% 33% 38%

Use less 7% 3% 5%

Walking

Use more 44% 55% 52%
Use the same 51% 40% 44%

Use less 5% 4% 5%

Table 70: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

1-story 74% 72% 72%
2-story 71% 74% 73%
2 or 3-story 33% 27% 29%
4-story 10% 17% 14%
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Table 71: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

No setback 43% 35% 38%
15-20 foot setback, oriented toward street 65% 68% 67%
Setback 20+ feet, oriented toward parking 65% 57% 60%
Parking lot in front 40% 38% 39%

Table 72: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

2-story townhouses 74% 71% 72%
3-story apartment/condo building 34% 27% 29%
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building) 42% 59% 52%
4-story apartment/condo building 15% 18% 17%

Table 73: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

5 - 10 foot setback with porches 33% 42% 38%
15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards 63% 74% 70%
20+ foot setback 63% 55% 59%
20+ foot setback, oriented to parking lot 27% 29% 29%

Table 74: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

Recreational Park 69% 59% 63%
Town Green 78% 74% 75%
Natural open space 80% 82% 81%
Plaza 78% 72% 74%
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Table 75: Design Element #6: Streetscape

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

Wide sidewalk/trail separated from street 82% 79% 80%
Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping 60% 63% 62%
Basic sidewalk 22% 22% 22%
Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities 72% 77% 75%

Table 76: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

Parking lot on side of building 69% 64% 65%
Parking ramp behind buildings 66% 62% 64%
Parallel street parking 28% 35% 33%
Large parking lot in front of building 17% 22% 21%

Table 77: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

Large grass buffer 37% 38% 38%
Landscaped buffer 69% 67% 68%
Fence and landscaped buffer with pedestrian amenities 89% 77% 81%
Low wall 27% 16% 20%

Table 78: Design Element #9: Business Signage

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin
Boulevard study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to MCB

Overall
Live in
area

Do NOT
live in
area

Business directional sign 39% 29% 32%
Internally-illuminated 57% 52% 53%
Projecting 75% 76% 76%
Awning 67% 72% 70%
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Appendix B: Survey Methodology

Survey Instrument Development
Louisville has conducted a general residential survey every two or three years for more
than 20 years. The general residential surveys ask recipients about their perspectives on
the quality of life in the city, use of city amenities, opinion on policy issues facing the
city and assessment of City service delivery. This topical survey was developed to
explore key issues related to the development of the McCaslin Boulevard area. The
survey instrument development process began with a review of the topics to be
explored. In an iterative process between City staff, Cuningham Group Architecture,
Inc. and NRC staff, a final 11-page questionnaire was developed.

Selecting Survey Recipients
“Sampling” refers to the method by which survey recipients are chosen. The “sample”
refers to all those who were given a chance to participate in the survey. All households
located in the city boundaries were eligible for the survey. Because City governments
generally do not have inclusive lists of all the residences in the jurisdiction (tax assessor
and utility billing databases often omit rental units), lists from the United States Postal
Service (USPS), updated every three months, usually provide the best representation of
all households in a specific geographic location. NRC used USPS data to randomly
select the sample of households.

A larger list than needed was selected so that a process referred to as “geocoding” could
be used to eliminate addresses from the list that were outside the study boundaries.
Geocoding is a computerized process in which addresses are compared to electronically
mapped boundaries and coded as inside or outside desired boundaries. All addresses
determined to be outside the study boundaries were eliminated from the list. A random
selection was made of the remaining addresses to create a final list of 1,200 addresses.
Attached household units were over-sampled because residents of this type of housing
typically respond at lower rates to surveys than do those in detached housing units.

An individual within each household was randomly selected to complete the survey
using the birthday method. The birthday method selects a person within the household
by asking the “person whose birthday has most recently passed” to complete the
questionnaire. The underlying assumption in this method is that day of birth has no
relationship to the way people respond to surveys. This instruction was contained in the
cover letter accompanying the questionnaire.

Survey Administration and Response
Two versions of the survey were created. The full 11-page version included two pages of
questions and demographics, plus nine pages of photograph comparisons representing
the potential design elements for respondents to evaluate. The shorter, two-page
version included just the two pages of questions and demographics. Residents receiving
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the two-page version were then asked to go online (using a URL included on the survey)
to complete the photograph comparison portion of the survey. Households selected to
participate were randomly assigned the two- or 11-page version of the survey – 600
households received each version. All survey recipients were provided the option to
complete the entire survey online. All surveys were given a unique identifier to access
the online survey; this identifier also permitted the matching of responses from the
two-page hard copies to the online photographic comparisons submitted via the
Internet.

Each selected household was contacted three times. First, a prenotification
announcement was sent, informing the household members that they had been selected
to participate in the McCaslin Boulevard Planning Survey. Approximately one week
after mailing the prenotification, each household was mailed a survey and a cover letter
signed by the Mayor enlisting participation. The packet also contained a postage-paid
return envelope in which the survey recipients could return the completed
questionnaire to NRC. A reminder letter and survey, scheduled to arrive one week after
the first survey, was the final contact. The second cover letter asked those who had not
completed the survey to do so and those who had already done so to refrain from
turning in another survey. The cover letters included a URL where respondents could
go online to complete the survey.

The mailings were sent in June 2015 and completed surveys were collected over the
following seven weeks. About 1% of the 1,200 surveys mailed were returned because the
housing unit was vacant or the postal service was unable to deliver the survey as
addressed. Of the remaining 1,191 households, 426 completed the survey (including 184
web responses), providing a response rate of 36%; average response rates for a mailed
resident survey range from 25% to 40%.

95% Confidence Intervals
The 95% confidence interval (or “margin of error”) quantifies the “sampling error” or
precision of the estimates made from the survey results. A 95% confidence interval can
be calculated for any sample size, and indicates that in 95 of 100 surveys conducted like
this one, for a particular item, a result would be found that is within plus or minus five
percentage points of the result that would be found if everyone in the population of
interest was surveyed. The practical difficulties of conducting any resident survey may
introduce other sources of error in addition to sampling error. Despite best efforts to
boost participation and ensure potential inclusion of all households, some selected
households will decline participation in the survey (potentially introducing non-
response error) and some eligible households may be unintentionally excluded from the
listed sources for the sample (referred to as coverage error).

While the 95 percent confidence interval for the survey is generally no greater than plus
or minus five percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire
sample; results for subgroups will have wider confidence intervals. Where estimates are
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given for subgroups, they are less precise. For each subgroup from the survey, the
margin of error rises to as much as plus or minus 10% for a sample size of 100
completed surveys.

Survey Processing (Data Entry)
Mailed surveys were submitted via postage-paid business reply envelopes. Each survey
was reviewed and “cleaned” as necessary. For example, a question may have asked a
respondent to pick two items out of a list of five, but the respondent checked three; staff
would choose randomly two of the three selected items to be coded in the survey
responses dataset.

All surveys are entered into an electronic dataset, which was subject to a data entry
protocol of “key and verify.” In this process, data were entered twice into an electronic
dataset and then compared. Discrepancies were evaluated against the original survey
form and corrected. Range checks as well as other forms of quality control were also
performed.

Survey data collected via the web were automatically stored electronically. The web data
were downloaded, cleaned as necessary and then merged with the mail data for
analysis.

Weighting the Data
The primary objective of weighting survey data is to make the survey sample reflective of the larger population of
of the larger population of the city. This is done by: 1) reviewing the sample demographics and comparing them to
demographics and comparing them to the population norms from the most recent Census or other sources and 2)
Census or other sources and 2) comparing the responses to different questions for demographic subgroups. The
demographic subgroups. The demographic characteristics that are least similar to the Census and yield the most
Census and yield the most different results are the best candidates for data weighting. Several different weighting
Several different weighting “schemes” are tested to ensure the best fit for the data. The data were weighted by
data were weighted by housing tenure (rent or own), housing type (attached or detached), age and gender. The
detached), age and gender. The results of the weighting scheme are presented in
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Table 79 on the following page.
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Table 79: Weighting Table for the City of Louisville McCaslin Boulevard Planning Survey

2010 Census* Unweighted Weighted
Rent 27% 10% 27%
Own 73% 90% 73%
Detached† 74% 82% 74%
Attached† 26% 18% 26%
Female 51% 55% 51%
Male 49% 45% 49%
Age 18-34 23% 7% 22%
Age 35-54 46% 46% 46%
Age 55 and over 31% 47% 32%
Female 18-34 11% 4% 12%
Female 35-54 24% 24% 23%
Female 55 and over 16% 26% 16%
Male 18-34 12% 3% 11%
Male 35-54 22% 22% 23%
Male 55 and over 15% 21% 15%
* Population in households
† ACS 2011 5-year estimates
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Analyzing the Data
The surveys were analyzed using IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS). Frequency distributions are presented in the body of the report. Chi-square and
ANOVA tests of significance were applied to breakdowns of selected survey questions
by respondent characteristics. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less indicates that there is less
than a 5% probability that differences observed between groups are due to chance; or in
other words, a greater than 95% probability that the differences observed in the selected
categories of our sample represent “real” differences among those populations. Where
differences between subgroups are statistically significant, they are marked with grey
shading in the appendices.
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Appendix C: Survey Materials

The pages that follow display the survey materials that were mailed to residents.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) studies potential transportation impacts resulting 
from the proposed redevelopment alternatives for McCaslin Parcel O as identified in the 
McCaslin Parcel O Redevelopment Study (2019). The report includes analysis of traffic 
operations for each scenario and the corresponding level of service.  

Analysis Parameters  
The Parcel O site is bound by McCaslin Boulevard to the west, Dahlia Street to the east, 
Cherry Street to the north, and Dillon Road to the south.  

The transportation impacts on study area intersections were assessed for two different 
years, existing conditions (2019) and projected future conditions (2040). Analysis included 
the evaluation of intersection level of service (LOS) and delay, as well as mitigations when 
applicable.  

Per request by City of Louisville staff, the following intersections were studied in the AM 
and PM peak hours.  

1. Marshall Road / McCaslin Boulevard  
2. Eastbound US 36 Ramps / McCaslin Boulevard  
3. Westbound US 36 Ramps / McCaslin Boulevard  
4. Dillon Road / McCaslin Boulevard  
5. Dahlia Street / Dillon Road  
6. Cherry Street / Dahlia Street 
7. Cherry Street / McCaslin Boulevard  
8. Century Drive / McCaslin Boulevard  
9. Via Appia / McCaslin Boulevard  

These study intersections were analyzed for the following eight scenarios: 

1. Existing Development with Sam’s Club Vacant 
2. Existing Development with Sam’s Club Occupied  
3. Alternative 2 
4. Alternative 3 
5. 2040 Existing Development with Sam’s Club Vacant 
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6. 2040 Existing Development with Sam’s Club Occupied   
7. 2040 Alternative 2  
8. 2040 Alternative 3 

A description of each scenario can be found in Section 1.2.6 of this report.   

Findings & Mitigations 
The study analyzed the transportation impacts from the proposed redevelopment 
alternatives that partially or fully redeveloped the Parcel O site. According to the capacity 
analysis performed, it is concluded that the trips associated with both redevelopment 
strategies would not adversely impact the operation of study intersections.   

Existing Conditions 
Under existing conditions scenarios, all intersections operates at LOS D or better across all 
scenarios except for the McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road intersection. The intersection 
currently operates at LOS E under existing traffic conditions without any addition of 
proposed project trips. With the proposed project trips, the intersection LOS and delay can 
be improved from current conditions through a re-timing of the signal. The proposed 
mitigation does not change McCaslin Boulevard’s timing due to the coordination of the 
corridor, but re-optimizes the green time allocated for the Dillon Road, specifically the 
westbound left-turn and through movements. The mitigations resulted in the intersection 
operating at a LOS D in the AM and a LOS E in the PM peak hour. That is an improvement 
over Existing Development with Sam’s Club Vacant in the AM peak hour and maintains the 
LOS in the PM peak hour with the addition of Alternative 2 project trips.   

Future (2040) Conditions 
Under 2040 conditions, the following summarizes proposed mitigations through signal re-
timing or re-configuring the McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road intersection because it 
operates at a LOS E or F in 2040 with just signal re-timing. 

Overall, optimizing green time for the major traffic movements at the following 
intersections will accommodate the higher vehicle volumes anticipated for 2040: 

 McCaslin Boulevard and Marshall Road: Additional time for both the northbound 
and eastbound movements 
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 McCaslin Boulevard and the US-36 westbound ramps: Additional time for the 
southbound movement 

 McCaslin Boulevard and Cherry Street: Additional time for the southbound 
movement 

The optimization was done because it was assumed that signal timings would be 
reasonably updated as traffic volumes increase over time. Although this would de-
emphasize the priority of moving traffic along McCaslin Boulevard, this assumption is more 
reasonable than expecting very high levels of delay on cross-streets. 

Since the intersection of McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road consistently operates below 
a LOS D, two potential infrastructure mitigations were modeled in Synchro under future 
conditions: 

1. Adding an additional westbound left turn lane on Dillon Road. 
2. Adding an additional westbound left turn lane on Dillon Road and an additional 

northbound through lane on McCaslin Boulevard. 

The proposed mitigation poses feasibility concerns due to right-of-way constraints. In 
addition, without additional roadway widening of McCaslin Boulevard north of this 
intersection, vehicle delay would simply be shifted to intersections north. However, the two 
potential roadway mitigation options do improve intersection performance at McCaslin 
Boulevard and Dillon Road. It is recommended that additional study be conducted as a part 
of future permitting for Parcel O. 

Safety Analysis  
A safety analysis of the four signalized intersections immediately adjacent to Parcel O 
(McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road, McCaslin Boulevard and Cherry Street, Cherry Street 
and Dahlia Street, and Dillon Road and Dahlia Street) and the seven driveway access points 
was conducted using four years and three months of crash data (January 1, 2015 to March 
31, 2019) provided by the City. This did not include field observations or consideration of 
near-misses. Additional safety concerns may exist though not indicated by the historic 
crash data review.  

During the analysis period 164 crashes occurred – three of which were vehicle-bicycle 
crashes. Of those, 18 crashes resulted in injury with one serious bodily injury which was a 
bicyclist at the McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road intersection and one fatality which was 
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a motorcyclist at the driveway access immediately east of the McCaslin Boulevard and 
Cherry Street intersection. The following outlines intersection crash trends developed by 
this analysis and includes high-level recommendations that require additional feasibility 
assessment and design: 

- McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road – 96 crashes:  
o Add additional signage and skip striping to eliminate confusion resulting 

in crashes due to the far right northbound lane ending at the intersection.  
o Review the number and placement of eastbound/westbound signal heads 

and applicable signage to address through vehicles crashing into left-
turning vehicles as a result of the left-turn arrow indication being mistaken 
for their time to proceed.  

o Consider bicyclist connectivity through, and west of the intersection along 
Dyer Road. A cyclist was rear-ended and seriously injured while riding in 
the right travel lane immediately west of the intersection.  

- McCaslin Boulevard and Cherry Street – 31 crashes: 
o A total of 16 crashes are attributed to northbound or southbound left-

turning vehicles and vehicles traveling through the intersection colliding 
due to the permissive turning opportunity when the green ball is 
illuminated. The intersections meets guidelines for crashes and volumes 
per the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and guidance 
followed by the City of Boulder that utilizes national best practices. By 
changing the turning control to protected-only, the Synchro 9 outputs 
illustrated no significant increase in delays or queuing, however, it is 
recommended that additional traffic simulation analysis be conducted 
prior to implementation.  

- Driveway Access (400 feet east of McCaslin/Cherry) – 4 crashes:  
o All four crashes, one of which resulted in a fatality, were due to vehicles 

attempting to go straight into the shopping center north of Parcel O even 
though the two lanes are marked for right- and left-turns only. It is 
recommended that this driveway be offset from the one to the north upon 
redevelopment of the site.  
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Multimodal Connectivity  
A high-level analysis of existing and potential multimodal connections was studied so the 
City may consider these improvements upon redevelopment of the Parcel O site. To ensure 
that people are able to access the site via multiple modes, the following is recommended: 

- US 36 Trail connections via Dyer Road and adjacent to Coal Creek Circle.  
- Power Line Trail connection via Ridge Place.  
- Multiuse paths within the site boundaries along McCaslin Boulevard, Dillon Road, 

and Cherry Street upon redevelopment.  
- Upgrading the McCaslin Boulevard and Cherry Street intersection with speed 

tables for the channelized right-turns (the same as what exists today as Dillon 
Road). 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  
This Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) report provides findings and recommendations 
for potential transportation impacts resulting from proposed redevelopment scenarios 
under consideration for McCaslin Parcel O in Louisville, Colorado. Additional analysis of 
safety improvements and multimodal connections was also completed as a part of this 
study.  

1.1 Study Area 
The McCaslin Parcel O site includes 11 retail or commercial parcels with surface parking 
totaling 44.6 acres. It is bound by McCaslin Boulevard to the west, Dahlia Street to the east, 
Cherry Street to the north, and Dillon Road to the south. Figure 1 shows the study area. As 
of May 2019, one of the anchor stores is closed: Sam’s Club. Along the periphery, small 
retail or commercial businesses remain such as a bank, gas station, and post office, as well 
as fast food and sit-down restaurants.  

1.2 Project Scope 
This report documents the analysis of vehicle trip impacts that would result from the 
redevelopment alternatives identified by the City of Louisville per the McCaslin Parcel O 
Redevelopment Study (2019). A total of nine study intersections were analyzed under eight 
scenarios for both the AM and PM peak hours. The report also includes an evaluation of 
transportation operations and mitigation strategies when applicable. In addition, a safety 
analysis was conducted using over four years of crash data, as well as a conceptual 
multimodal connectivity analysis for inter-site trips. 

1.2.1 Study Intersections 
This study reviews the operations and impact on nine study intersections. Figure 1 
illustrates study intersection locations, of which all are currently signalized.  

1. Marshall Road / McCaslin Boulevard  
2. Eastbound US 36 Ramps / McCaslin Boulevard  
3. Westbound US 36 Ramps / McCaslin Boulevard  
4. Dillon Road / McCaslin Boulevard  
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5. Dahlia Street / Dillon Road  
6. Cherry Street / Dahlia Street 
7. Cherry Street / McCaslin Boulevard  
8. Century Drive / McCaslin Boulevard  
9. Via Appia / McCaslin Boulevard  
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1.2.2 Data Collection & Forecasting 
Vehicle, pedestrian, and bicyclist counts were collected on Wednesday, April 24, 2019 
during the AM and PM peak travel hours at the nine study intersections. The existing AM 
and PM peak hour counts are shown in Figure 2 and the detailed count data can be found 
in Appendix A. 

The analysis also included a projection of 2040 traffic volumes in the City of Louisville. To 
determine the change in traffic volumes for the study area, outputs from the Denver 
Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) Focus Travel Model were used to generate a 
traffic growth rate specific to streets in the study area. The Focus Travel Model was used to 
generate traffic volumes on each street in the DRCOG region for both the AM and PM peak 
hours today and in 2040. All street segments that connect through one of the nine study 
intersections were selected, with the exception of US 36 since highway volumes may 
change at a different rate. Percent change of traffic volumes between 2015 – the proxy for 
existing traffic volumes – and 2040 was calculated on an annual basis. The resulting growth 
factors for AM and PM periods were similar so an average annual growth rate of 2.1% was 
applied to existing traffic volumes to calculate 2040 volumes. All 2040 scenarios in this 
report use traffic volumes calculated using the 2.1% annual growth rate during both peak 
periods. Figure 3 illustrates the forecasted volumes per intersection for the AM and PM 
peak hours.  

Signal timings were obtained from the Town of Superior for the Marshall Road and 
McCaslin Boulevard intersection as well as both intersections of the US 36 and McCaslin 
Boulevard diverging diamond interchange. The remaining signal timings were shared by 
City of Louisville staff.  

1.2.3 Intersection Operations Analysis 
Intersection operations were analyzed using Synchro 9 to determine the level of service 
(LOS) and overall intersection delay in seconds under each scenario. Proposed mitigations 
were also analyzed using the software. Synchro reports for all scenarios and mitigation 
strategies can be found in Appendix B.  
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Figure 2
Existing Traffic Volumes and Lane Configurations
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Future Traffic Volumes and Lane Configurations
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1.2.4 Level of Service (LOS) Criteria  
To measure and describe the operational status of the local roadway network and 
corresponding intersections, transportation planners and engineers commonly use a 
grading system called level of service (LOS) put forth by the Transportation Research 
Board’s Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010. LOS characterizes the operation conditions 
of an intersection’s traffic flow; ranging from LOS A (indicating free flow traffic conditions 
with little or no delay) to LOS F (representing over-saturated conditions where traffic flows 
exceed the design capacity, resulting in long queues and delays). This grading system 
represents the perspectives of drivers and are an indication of the comfort and convenience 
associated with driving. Traffic conditions with LOS E or F are generally considered 
unacceptable and represent significant travel delay and inefficient motor vehicle operation. 
The LOS is determined differently depending on the type of control at the intersection. 
Table 1 illustrates the LOS and corresponding delay thresholds. 

The City of Louisville does not have a minimum threshold policy for LOS, however, many 
jurisdictions consider acceptable a LOS of D or better.  

Table 1: Signalized Intersection Level of Service Definitions 
Level of 
Service 
(LOS) 

Description 
Average Control 
Delay per Vehicle 

(seconds) 

A Operations with very low delay occurring resulting from 
favorable progression, and/or short cycle lengths  <10.0 

B Operations with low delay occurring resulting from good 
progression, and/or short cycle lengths >10 – 20.0 

C 
Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression 
and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to 
appear.  

>20 – 35.0 

D 
Operations with longer delays due to a combination of 
unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, and high V/C 
ratios. Many vehicles stopped and individual cycle failures are 
noticeable.  

>35 – 55.0 

E 
Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, 
long cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures 
are frequent occurrences.   

>55 – 80.0 

F 
Operations with unacceptable delays to most drivers resulting 
from over-saturation, poor progression, and/or very long cycle 
lengths.   

>80 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2010) 
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1.2.5 Redevelopment Alternatives 
The McCaslin Parcel O Redevelopment Study (2019) identifies two redevelopment 
opportunities that could be potentially pursued by a developer in the future. 

Alternative 2 would redevelop two parcels, the former Sam’s Club and where Kohl’s 
currently operates, with 120 hotel rooms, 245 multifamily housing units, and 35,000 square 
feet of fitness or other specialty retail.  

Alternative 3 would redevelop the entire 44.6 acre site and include proposed uses such as 
the addition of 65,000 square feet of office space, 120 hotel rooms, 525 multifamily housing 
units, 35,000 square feet of fitness or other specialty retail, and 115,000 square feet of other 
retail, restaurants/eateries, or services. 

1.2.6 Analysis Conditions 
A total of eight scenarios were studied in both the AM and PM peak hours to evaluate 
potential impacts on the transportation system. Table 2 provides a description and the 
objective of each.  
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Table 2: Scenario Explanation 
Scenario Description Objective 

1. Existing 
Development with 
Sam’s Club Vacant 

Traffic operations as they exist today per traffic count 
data collected on April 24, 2019 (includes Kohl’s traffic as 

it is still in operation). 
To show existing traffic conditions. 

2. Existing 
Development with 
Sam’s Club Occupied  

Existing counts plus the generated trips if no vacancies 
existing (i.e. Sam’s Club was still operating and the 1,500 

feet of existing vacant retail were filled). 

To show the traffic operations if Sam’s 
Club or another similar discount 

warehouse store were in business. 

3. Alternative 2 
Existing counts plus project trips generated by the uses 

proposed in Alternative 2 (does not include existing 
Kohl’s trips or potential Sam’s Club trips as those two 

parcels would be redeveloped in this scenario). 

To show the estimated traffic operations 
with the addition of trips from the 

redevelopment of the Sam’s Club and 
Kohl’s parcels. 

4. Alternative 3 Existing counts plus the project trips generated by the 
uses proposed in Alternative 3. 

To compare the redevelopment of the 
entire site to existing conditions. 

5. 2040 Existing 
Development with 
Sam’s Club Vacant 

Traffic operations as they are estimated in 2040 using a 
growth factor applied to the existing counts (includes 

Kohl’s traffic as it is still in operation). 

To show estimated future forecasted 
traffic conditions with no change to 

Parcel O as it exists today. 
6. 2040 Existing 

Development with 
Sam’s Club Occupied  

2040 future forecast plus the generated trips if no 
vacancies existing (i.e. Sam’s Club was still operating and 

the 1,500 feet of existing vacant retail were filled). 

To show the future traffic operations if 
Sam’s Club or another similar discount 

warehouse store were in business. 

7. 2040 Alternative 2 
2040 future forecast plus project trips generated by the 

uses proposed in Alternative 2 (does not include existing 
Kohl’s trips or potential Sam’s Club trips as those two 

parcels would be redeveloped in this scenario). 

To show the estimated future traffic 
operations with the addition of trips 

from the redevelopment of the Sam’s 
Club and Kohl’s parcels. 

8. 2040 Alternative 3 2040 future forecast plus the project trips generated by 
the uses proposed in Alternative 3. 

To compare the redevelopment of the 
entire site to future forecasted 

conditions. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
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2.0 PROJECT TRIPS 

2.1 Trip Generation 
The vehicle trips associated with each alternative were calculated using the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 10th Edition.  

A mixed-use reduction was applied to Alternative 2 and  Alternative 3 by using Fehr & Peers 
MXD+ Web-based tool that estimates trip generation for mixed-use developments. 
Current accepted methodologies, such as the ITE Trip Generation methodology, are 
primarily based on data collected at suburban, single-use, freestanding sites. These 
defining characteristics limit their applicability to mixed-use development projects. The 
land use mix, design features, and setting of the proposed development would include 
characteristics that influence travel behavior differently from typical single-use suburban 
developments. Thus, traditional data and methodologies, such as ITE, would not accurately 
estimate the project vehicle trip generation. Further explanation and validation of this tool 
can be found in Appendix C.  

Trip reductions proposed using MXD+ ranged from 16 percent to 21 percent of the total 
trip generation proposed by ITE. Table 3 shows the percent reductions per peak hour for 
both alternatives. Trip reductions per mode show the shift that could occur from driving to 
transit, walking or bicycling, or internal capture (trips intra-site due to the mix of uses).  

Table 3: Estimated MXD+ Percent Reductions 
Mode AM Peak PM Peak 

Alternative 2 
Transit 5% 6% 
Walk/Bike 3% 3% 
Internal Capture 11% 7% 

Total 19% 16% 
Alternative 3 

Transit 6% 7% 
Walk/Bike 4% 3% 
Internal Capture 11% 7% 

Total 21% 17% 
Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
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Staff recommended a 10 percent reduction be applied across all alternatives to provide a 
conservative estimate of traffic operation impacts, while accepting the methodology of 
people traveling differently inter- and intra-site due to the proposed denser mix of uses 
and nearby walking, bicycling, and transit connections.  

Sam’s Club Occupied 
The trip generation for this scenario is used to consider operational impacts if Parcel O did 
not have vacancies. The “Discount Club” land use illustrates an operational Sam’s Club or 
other discount warehouse store, and the 1,500 square feet of retail is included for the 
existing vacant retail space on the north side of the site. Table 4 illustrates the estimated 
peak hour project trips for this scenario.  

Table 4: Sam’s Club Occupied Trip Generation 

Land Use ITE 
Code Size Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total 

Trips 
In Out Total 

Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips 
Discount Club 857 129 KSF 70% 44 30% 19 63 50% 269 50% 269 538 
Shopping Center 820 1.5 KSF 62% 1 38% 1 2 48% 3 52% 3 6 

ITE Subtotal  45  20 65  272  272 544 
Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
Key: KSF = 1,000 square feet 

Alternative 2 
The trips produced by Alternative 2 include the land uses that would be constructed on the 
Sam’s Club and Kohl’s parcels. The 10 percent mixed-use trip reduction is applied as well 
as a subtraction of the trips produced by an operating Kohl’s (using the “Department Store” 
ITE land use). These Kohl’s trips are subtracted from the total because the volumes collected 
on April 24, 2019 inherently include people driving to/from Kohl’s and under this scenario 
the Kohl’s parcel would be redeveloped thereby eliminating any trips produced by that use. 
Following these reductions, a net total of the estimated Alternative 2 project trips (bottom 
row) were applied to the existing traffic counts to produce the projected traffic operations 
for this scenario. Table 5 shows the estimated project trips generated by Alternative 2.  
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Table 5: Alternative 2 Trip Generation 

Land Use ITE 
Code Size Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total 

Trips 
In Out Total 

Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips 
Multifamily 
Housing 220 245 DU 23% 26 77% 87 113 63% 86 37% 51 137 

Hotel 310 120 Rms 59% 33 41% 23 56 51% 37 49% 35 72 
Shopping Center 820 51.5 KSF 62% 30 38% 18 48 48% 94 52% 102 196 
Health/Fitness  
Club 492 35 KSF 51% 23 49% 22 45 57% 69 43% 52 121 

ITE Subtotal  112  150 262  286  240 526 
Mixed-Use Trip Reduction (10%)  -11  -15 -26  -29  -24 -53 

Alternative 2 Subtotal  101  135 236  257  216 473 
Subtraction of Replaced Kohl’s Trips  -32  -18 -50  -84  -84 -168 

Net Total Alternative 2 Project Trips1  69  117 186  173  132 305 
Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
Key: KSF = 1,000 square feet, DU = dwelling units, Rms = hotel rooms 
1 These trips were used for the traffic operations analysis 

Alternative 3 
The trips produced by Alternative 3 include the proposed uses constructed upon 
redevelopment of the entire 44.6 acre site. The 10 percent mixed-use trip reduction is 
applied as well as a subtraction of the existing trips that the Parcel O site currently produces 
on an average weekday. Vehicle counts were collected at all seven driveway access points 
to develop an existing trip generation for Parcel O as it operates today. The vehicle count 
data was collected on Tuesday, May 7, 2019 and includes all inbound and outbound vehicle 
trips traveling through each driveway during the AM and PM peak periods. The detailed 
count data is included in Appendix D. These trips are subtracted from the total generated 
by the proposed uses to quantify a net trip total for Alternative 3. Table 6 illustrates the 
estimated project trips produced by Alternative 3.  
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Table 6: Alternative 3 Trip Generation 

Land Use ITE 
Code Size Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total 

Trips 
In Out Total 

Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips 
Office 710 65 KSF 86% 65 14% 11 76 16% 12 84% 63 75 
Multifamily 
Housing 220 525 DU 23% 56 77% 186 242 63% 185 37% 109 294 

Hotel 310 120 Rms 59% 33 41% 23 56 51% 37 49% 35 72 
Shopping Center 820 115 KSF 62% 67 38% 41 108 48% 210 52% 228 438 
Health/Fitness  
Club 492 35 KSF 51% 23 49% 22 45 57% 69 43% 52 121 

ITE Subtotal  244  283 527  513  487 1,000 
Mixed-Use Trip Reduction (10%)  -24  -28 -53  -51  -49 -100 

Alternative 3 Subtotal  220  255 474  462  438 900 
Subtraction of Existing Site Generated Trips  -455  -356 -811  -582  -547 -1,129 

Net Total Alternative 3 Project Trips  -235   -101 -337   -120   -109 -229 
 Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
Key: KSF = 1,000 square feet, DU = dwelling units, Rms = hotel rooms 

The net new project trips are negative because the site as it operates today generates more 
vehicle trips than the proposed land uses would. This is primarily due to the higher number 
of trips generated in the AM and PM peak hours by retail (general merchandise and food 
stores), gas stations, and fast food establishments as compared to multifamily housing or 
a hotel. Though multifamily housing technically means more people living in Parcel O, that 
housing type produces less vehicle trips per unit than a single-family home or other lower-
density housing type. The proposed office use is small enough in total square footage that 
the trip generation is low. Furthermore, the difference between the ITE subtotal and the 
existing site generated trips is large enough that the mixed-use reduction does not tip the 
balance between positive and negative trip generation. 

Alternative 3 was also analyzed using ITE generated trips from the existing land uses to 
create a reduction. It was determined that collecting the actual existing trips that Parcel O 
produces on an average weekday would provide the most accurate picture, however, the 
ITE table can be found in Appendix E for comparative purposes. 
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Trip Generation Conclusions 
Table 7 shows each scenario that was considered and a description of why or why not 
traffic operations were analyzed.  

Table 7: Considerations for Traffic Operations Analysis per Scenario 

Scenario Traffic Ops Analyzed? Why or Why Not? 
1. Existing Development with 

Sam’s Club Vacant Yes Provides a baseline of existing traffic operations. 

2. Existing Development with 
Sam’s Club Occupied  Yes A fully tenanted Sam’s Club adds additional trips to the existing 

counts. 
3. Alternative 2 

 Yes Alternative 2 adds trips to the existing counts. 

4. Alternative 3 No 
Due to the substantial change in land use type from approximately 
300,000 square feet of retail/commercial to a mix of uses, the trips 
generated under this alternative are negative after subtracting the 

existing trips that the site generates. 
5. 2040 Existing Development 

with Sam’s Club Vacant Yes Provides a baseline of future traffic operations. 

6. 2040 Existing Development 
with Sam’s Club Occupied   Yes A fully tenanted Sam’s Club adds additional trips to the future 

forecasts. 
7. 2040 Alternative 2 Yes Alternative 2 adds trips to the future forecasts. 

8. 2040 Alternative 3 No 
Due to the substantial change in land use type from approximately 
300,000 square feet of retail/commercial to a mix of uses, the trips 
generated under this alternative are negative after subtracting the 

existing trips that the site generates. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
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2.2 Trip Distribution  
The external trip distribution values were determined using the DRCOG Focus Model and 
were approved by city staff.  

 US 36 (west of McCaslin Boulevard): 20% 
 US 36 (east of McCaslin Boulevard): 20% 
 McCaslin Boulevard (south of Marshall Drive): 15% 
 McCaslin Boulevard (north of Via Appia): 10% 
 Via Appia (east of McCaslin Boulevard): 10% 
 Dillon Road (east of Dahlia Street): 10% 
 Dahlia Street (north of Cherry Street): 5% 
 Cherry Street (east of Dahlia Street): 5% 
 Marshall Drive (west of McCaslin Boulevard): 5% 

2.3 Trip Assignment 
Vehicular traffic was assigned by applying the trip distribution percentages to the estimated 
total trips generated for each scenario. A table illustrating the number of project trips 
added per movement at each intersection can be found in Appendix F.   
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3.0 SCENARIO ANALYSIS  

3.1 Existing Scenarios 
The traffic operations of three scenarios were studied under existing conditions: 

1. Existing Development with the Sam’s Club Vacant 
2. Existing Development with the Sam’s Club Occupied  
3. Alternative 2 

Overall, study intersection delay does not change or increases by less than one second in 
seven of the nine study intersections (intersections 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9) when comparing 
the Existing Traffic with Sam’s Club Vacant or the Existing Traffic with Sam’s Club Occupied 
scenarios to Alternative 2. At the McCaslin Boulevard and US 36 westbound intersection, 
delay increases by up to 3 seconds and 2 seconds in the AM and PM peak hours respectively 
due to Alternative 2 trips. The only study intersection that experiences more significant 
delay between Alternative 2 and the other two scenarios is the McCaslin Boulevard and 
Dillon Road intersection.  

Under Existing Development with the Sam’s Club Vacant (using the traffic counts collected 
on April 24th), the McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road intersection currently operates at a 
LOS E. With the addition of trips from Alternative 2, the intersection maintains a LOS E in 
the AM peak hour and delay increases by 16 seconds. The intersection degrades to a LOS 
F in the PM peak hour and delay increases by 13 seconds. Of note, the PM peak hour has 
worse LOS and delay under the Existing Traffic with the Sam’s Club Occupied versus under 
Alternative 2 conditions because a discount warehouse store generates more trips in the 
PM hour than all Alternative 2 uses combined.  

The LOS F in the PM peak hour under the Alternative 2 scenario can be mitigated by re-
timing the signal, with additional explanation in the following sub-section. All other 
intersections operate at a LOS D or better under all scenarios. Table 8 illustrates the LOS 
and overall intersection delay in both the AM and PM peak hours under all existing 
scenarios.  
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Table 8: Existing Study Intersections Level of Service Summary 

ID Intersection Peak 
Hour  

Existing with Sam’s 
Club Vacant 

Existing with Sam’s 
Club Occupied Alternative 2 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS Delay LOS Delay 

1 McCaslin Blvd/Marshall Rd 
AM C 21.8 C 21.8 C 21.5 
PM C 29.0 C 28.8 C 28.9 

2 McCaslin Blvd/US 36 EB 
AM D 36.3 D 36.3 D 36.4 
PM D 38.2 D 40.3 D 38.2 

3 McCaslin Blvd/US 36 WB 
AM D 49.9 D 51.8 D 53.2 
PM D 39.0 D 38.8 D 41.8 

4 McCaslin Blvd/Dillon Rd 
AM E 63.2 E 65.6 E 79.2 
PM E 67.4 F 97.2 F 80.9 

5 Dahlia St/Dillon Rd 
AM B 17.2 B 17.3 B 17.6 
PM C 22.3 C 22.9 C 22.6 

6 Dahlia St/Cherry St 
AM B 12.2 B 12.2 B 12.3 
PM B 11.6 B 11.9 B 11.7 

7 McCaslin Blvd/Cherry St 
AM C 23.5 C 23.6 C 23.7 
PM C 21.8 C 22.2 C 22.0 

8 McCaslin Blvd/Century Dr 
AM B 15.1 B 15.1 B 15.2 
PM A 8.2 A 8.0 A 8.0 

9 McCaslin Blvd/Via Appia 
AM C 20.3 C 20.5 C 20.5 
PM B 18.4 B 19.1 B 18.9 

Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
Notes: 
1 LOS = Level of Service; LOS Calculations conducted using Synchro 9 
2  Overall intersection average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle 
Bold illustrates LOS E or F operations 

3.1.2 Existing Mitigation 
Re-timing the traffic signal at McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road would help improve 
intersection operations. McCaslin Boulevard’s traffic signals are coordinated, therefore the 
proposed re-timing maintains the total time currently allocated to the northbound and 
southbound movements within the 120 second cycle length. The proposed re-timing would 
increase green time to the westbound through and left-turn movements for both peak 
hours by re-adjusting the time for Dillon Road movements. In the AM peak hour LOS would 
improve from a LOS E to a D with overall delay of 36 seconds. In the PM peak hour LOS 
would improve from a LOS F to a E with overall delay of 73 seconds. Under the proposed 
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mitigation scenarios, LOS and delay is improved to better than Existing with Sam’s Club 
Vacant in the AM peak hour and within five second of delay between that scenario and 
Alternative 2 during the PM peak hour. 

Proposed signal timing outputs are included in Appendix B. Table 9 illustrates the 
mitigated LOS and delay with the re-timing. 

Table 9: Alternative 2 Proposed Study Intersection Mitigation Level of Service 

ID Intersection Peak 
Hour 

Alternative 2 Proposed Mitigation 
LOS1 Delay2 LOS Delay Δ Delay3 

4 McCaslin Blvd/Dillon Rd 
AM E 79.2 D 35.9 -43.3 
PM F 80.9 E 72.7 -8.2 

Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
Notes: 
1 LOS = Level of Service. LOS Calculations conducted using Synchro 9 
2  Overall intersection average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle 
3 Change in delay between Alternative 2 and the proposed mitigation in seconds 
Bold illustrates LOS E or F operations 

3.2 2040 Scenarios  
The traffic operations of three scenarios were studied under future (2040) conditions: 

1. 2040 Existing Development with Sam’s Club Vacant 
2. 2040 Existing Development with Sam’s Club Occupied 
3. 2040 Alternative 2 

Since traffic volumes are projected to increase on City of Louisville roadways by 2040, traffic 
signal timing for study intersections 1, 3, 4, and 7 were optimized prior to generating the 
2040 LOS outputs. The optimization was conducted using Synchro 9 which takes into 
account a variety of factors and re-assigns timings to minimize delay. This was done 
because it was assumed that signal timings would be reasonably updated as traffic volumes 
increase over time. Although this would de-emphasize the priority of moving traffic along 
McCaslin Boulevard, this assumption is more reasonable than expecting very high levels of 
delay on cross-streets. 

Overall, minor increases in delay are produced by the addition of project trips. Intersections 
that are already operating below a LOS D due to forecasted traffic growth continue to 
degrade slightly with the addition of project trips. Seven of the nine study intersections 
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experience an increase in delay of less than one second and LOS remains stable when 
comparing the 2040 Existing Development with Sam’s Club Vacant or 2040 Existing 
Development with Sam’s Club Occupied to the 2040 Alternative 2 scenario.  

While the intersection of McCaslin Boulevard and US-36 westbound ramps consistently 
experiences high delay even without the addition of project trips from the 2040 Alternative 
2 scenario, the signals are already timed so as to permit maximum throughput from both 
directions of travel.  Therefore delay cannot be mitigated to conditions of LOS D or better 
through signal re-timing. 

The McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road intersection continues to operate at a LOS E or F 
under all future scenarios. Signal timing mitigations were explored for the intersection, 
however, proved ineffective in reducing delay to LOS D or better conditions. Two potential 
infrastructure mitigations were explored in the following Section 3.2.1.   

Table 10 illustrates the LOS and overall delay for each intersection in both the AM and PM 
peak hours under all future scenarios.  
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Table 10: Future (2040) Study Intersections Level of Service Summary 

ID Intersection Peak 
Hour 

2040 with Sam’s 
Club Vacant 

2040 with Sam’s 
Club Occupied 2040 Alternative 2 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS Delay LOS Delay 

1 McCaslin Blvd/Marshall Rd 
AM C 24.6 C 24.6 C 24.6 
PM D 51.4 D 51.4 D 51.4 

2 McCaslin Blvd/US 36 EB 
AM D 36.1 D 36.7 D 36.4 
PM D 37.9 D 38.2 D 38.1 

3 McCaslin Blvd/US 36 WB 
AM E 78.5 F 80.2 F 80.9 
PM E 60.9 F 80.0 E 71.4 

4 McCaslin Blvd/Dillon Rd 
AM E 58.0 E 59.7 E 66.5 
PM F 131.8 F 163.7 F 149.1 

5 Dahlia St/Dillon Rd 
AM B 19.5 B 19.5 B 19.8 
PM C 29.8 C 30.7 C 30.2 

6 Dahlia St/Cherry St 
AM B 16.6 B 16.8 B 17.0 
PM B 14.4 B 14.9 B 14.6 

7 McCaslin Blvd/Cherry St 
AM D 39.4 D 39.7 D 39.8 
PM D 47.5 E 55.5 D 51.5 

8 McCaslin Blvd/Century Dr 
AM B 14.7 B 14.7 B 14.8 
PM A 8.3 A 8.1 A 8.2 

9 McCaslin Blvd/Via Appia 
AM D 48.5 D 49.5 D 49.8 
PM C 28.2 C 31.2 C 30.1 

Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
Notes: 
1 LOS = Level of Service; LOS Calculations conducted using Synchro 9 
2  Overall intersection average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle 
Bold illustrates LOS E or F operations 

3.2.1 2040 Mitigation Recommendations 
Since the McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road intersection consistently exhibits high delay 
and signal re-timing could not produce conditions of LOS D or better, two potential 
mitigations were modeled in Synchro for the PM peak period: 

1. Add an additional westbound left-turn lane on Dillon Road. 
2. Add an additional westbound left-turn lane on Dillon Road and an additional 

northbound through lane on McCaslin Boulevard. 
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Each mitigation scenario would require reconfiguring the roadway because the existing two 
lane movement becomes a three lane movement. If a third westbound left-turn lane is 
added to Dillon Road then the delay is reduced by approximately 35 seconds, however, the 
intersection remains at LOS F. If a third northbound through lane is added on McCaslin 
Boulevard in addition to the third westbound left-turn lane, then the added capacity would 
reduce the delay even further to a LOS E. Potential right-of-way constraints may limit the 
feasibility of this mitigation. By adding the third northbound through lane, the delay would 
likely only be moved north to the Cherry Street intersection and not necessarily be resolved. 
It is recommended that additional study be conducted as a part of future permitting for 
Parcel O. 

Signal timing outputs are included in Appendix B. Table 11 illustrates the mitigated LOS 
and delay with the re-timing. 

Table 11: Future Study Intersection Mitigations 

ID Intersection Peak 
Hour 

2040 
Alternative 2 Mitigation 1 Mitigation 2 

LOS1 Delay2 LOS Delay LOS Delay 

4 McCaslin Blvd/Dillon Rd 
AM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
PM F 149.1 F 115.0 E 71.0 

Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2019 
Notes: 
1 LOS = Level of Service; LOS Calculations conducted using Synchro 9 
2  Overall intersection average control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle 
Bold illustrates LOS E or F operations 

Mitigation for other study intersections include optimizing green time for the major traffic 
movements at the following intersections which will accommodate the higher vehicle 
volumes anticipated for 2040: 

 McCaslin Boulevard and Marshall Road: Additional green-time for northbound and 
eastbound movements 

 McCaslin Boulevard and the US-36 westbound ramps: Additional green-time for 
southbound movements 

 McCaslin Boulevard and Centennial Parkway: Adding additional green-time to the 
southbound movements 
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4.0 SAFETY ANALYSIS  
A safety analysis of the four signalized intersections immediately adjacent to Parcel O 
(McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road, McCaslin Boulevard and Cherry Street, Cherry Street 
and Dahlia Street, and Dillon Road and Dahlia Street) and the seven driveway access points 
was conducted using four years and three months of crash data (January 1, 2015 to March 
31, 2019) provided by the City. Figure 4 shows the number of crashes per intersection, the 
intersections where bicycle-vehicle crashes occurred, and the locations where crashes 
resulted in serious bodily injury (SBI) or a fatality. This did not include field observations or 
consideration of near-misses. Additional safety concerns may exist though not indicated 
by the historic crash data review. 

During the analysis period 164 crashes occurred – three of which were vehicle-bicycle 
crashes. Of those, 18 crashes resulted in injury with one SBI which was a bicyclist at the 
McCaslin Boulevard and Dillon Road intersection and one fatality which was a motorcyclist 
at the driveway access immediately east of the McCaslin Boulevard and Cherry Street 
intersection.  

The following sections document crash trends per intersection which were developed by 
analyzing the crash reports, and each incident cause and outcome. The recommendations 
are high-level and require additional feasibility assessment and design.  

McCaslin Boulevard & Dillon Road  
A total of 96 crashes were recorded at this intersection.  

1. Northbound Through Crashes: Northbound vehicles in the far right lane attempt 
to switch to the middle lane after realizing that lane turns into right-turn only at 
Dillon Road. It is recommended that the existing striping and signage be reviewed 
to find potential solutions. One option is changing to a skip stripe for the far right 
lane after it departs the interchange to provide warning that the lane is ending.  
 

2. Eastbound & Westbound Through Crashes: Eastbound or westbound through 
vehicles mistake the left-turn signal indication as their time to proceed through the 
intersection and then crash into the left-turning vehicles who have the left-turn 
arrow indication. It is recommended that the City review both the number and 
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placement of signal heads to ensure that the existing traffic signals follow Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) guidance, as well as providing 
applicable signage to ensure confusion is limited. 

3. Bicyclist Safety: The bike lane ends west of the intersection which inhibits those 
continuing westbound on Dyer Road which connects to destinations west of 
McCaslin Boulevard and the US 36 Trail. This gap in connectivity creates potentially 
unsafe conditions for bicyclists as they travel westbound. A bicyclist was rear-
ended and seriously injured because they were in the travel lane immediately west 
of the intersection. Enhancements via a bike lane or multiuse path are 
recommended for consideration to fill this existing gap.  

McCaslin Boulevard & Cherry Street 
This intersection experienced a total of 31 crashes, of which 16 were attributed to 
northbound or southbound left-turning vehicles and vehicles traveling through the 
intersection colliding. Due to the existing permissive-protected signal control, left-turning 
vehicles may turn when the green ball is illuminated and no through vehicles are present. 
An analysis of changing the left-turn movements to protected-only was completed per the 
MUTCD and guidance followed by the City of Boulder. The warrant was met in the 
northbound direction during both peak hours, and either partially met or met in the 
southbound direction in the AM and PM peak hours respectively. Due to the crash history 
and high traffic volumes in all directions, it is recommended that the northbound and 
southbound left-turn movements become protected-only.  

An analysis of the operational and queuing effects was completed using Synchro 9 to 
determine how the intersection would operate with northbound and southbound 
protected-only left-turns. To be conservative, the two scenarios with the lowest LOS in the 
AM and PM peak hours were studied. In the AM peak hour the delay would increase ten 
seconds from 24 to 34 seconds of overall delay and remain at a LOS C. In the PM peak hour 
the delay would increase four seconds from 22 to 26 seconds of overall delay and remain 
at a LOS C. The left-turn queue is estimated to not spill out of the existing storage lane for 
both directions during the peak periods; however, it is recommended that additional traffic 
simulation analysis be conducted prior to implementation.  
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Driveway Access Intersection 
The driveway 400 feet east of the McCaslin Boulevard and Cherry Street intersection, which 
serves both Parcel O and the shopping center to the north, had four crashes in total and 
one resulted in a fatality. All four crashes were the result of a northbound vehicle exiting 
Parcel O and attempting to go straight into the shopping center north of Cherry Street, 
though the two storage lanes are currently marked for left- and right-turns only. It is 
recommended that this driveway be offset from the one to the north when the site is 
redeveloped to remove the possibility of vehicles attempting this movement.  

Additional Considerations 
A crash analysis of the McCaslin Boulevard and Century Drive intersection was not a part 
of this study’s scope; however, a volume analysis was done for the intersection as it also 
has northbound and southbound permissive-protected left-turning movements similar to 
Cherry Street. Using the same quantitative methods applied at Cherry Street, the 
northbound left-turn partially met or met the warrant in the AM and PM peak hours 
respectively. The southbound direction did not meet or partially met the warrant in the AM 
and PM peak hours respectively. 

An analysis of the operational and queuing effects was completed using Synchro 9 to 
determine how the intersection would operate with northbound and southbound 
protected-only left-turns. To be conservative, the two scenarios with the lowest LOS in the 
AM and PM peak hours were studied. In the AM peak hour the delay would increase two 
seconds from 8 to 10 seconds of overall delay and remain at a LOS A. In the PM peak hour 
the delay would increase six seconds from 15 to 21 seconds of overall delay and increase 
from a LOS B to a C. The left-turn queue is estimated to not spill out of the existing storage 
lane for both directions during the peak periods; however, it is recommended that 
additional traffic simulation analysis be conducted prior to implementation as well as 
analysis of the intersection’s crash history.  
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5.0 MULTIMODAL CONNECTIVITY 
ANALYSIS 
A high-level analysis of existing and potential multimodal connections was studied so the 
City may consider these improvements upon redevelopment of the Parcel O site.  

Existing transit access includes McCaslin Station approximately one-half mile away that 
serves the Flatiron Flyer and a bus stop north of Dillon Road serving the Route 228 bus. 
Existing bicycle (and some pedestrian) access is served by the US 36 Trail to the south and 
west, and the Power Line Trail located to the east of Dahlia Street. 

To ensure that people are able to access the site via multiple modes, it is recommended 
that pedestrian and bicycle connections be considered to those transit and regional trail 
connections. Figure 5 shows the locations of potential future multiuse trail connections to 
both regional trails. These possible connections include: 

- US 36 Trail via Dyer Road 
- Power Line Trail via bike lanes along Ridge Place 
- US 36 Trail and Power Line Trail via a connection adjacent to Coal Creek Circle 

Upon any reconstruction of McCaslin Boulevard, Cherry Street, or Dillon Road due to 
redevelopment of the site, multi-use paths should be considered along the site boundaries 
to facilitate additional low-stress connections.   

Pedestrian accessibility was also considered and could be achieved adjacent to Parcel O by 
implementing speed tables for the channelized right-turns at the McCaslin Boulevard and 
Cherry Street intersection (the same as what exists today at Dillon Road).  
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Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com355



www.idaxdata.com TMC3

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

0

2

0

0

0

1

2

1

6

101 2 3 1 0 0

0 2

Peak Hour 0 16 21 27 64 0 0

0 1 3 4 2 2Count Total 0 36 40 52 128 0

0 0 00 0 0 0 0 112:45 PM 0 3 3 4 10

0 0 0 1 0 1

0

12:30 PM 0 3 6 5 14 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0

12:15 PM 0 5 4 11 20 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 6 3 6 15 0

0 0 1 0 1 0

0 0 0

1

11:30 AM 0 3 8 3 14 0 0 0

0 1 1 0 1 06 10 26 0 0

6 14 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

11:45 AM 0 2 6 7 15

2 2 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

11:15 AM 0 10

0 0 0 0 0 0

West North South

11:00 AM 0 4 4

0 0 0

884 0 580 1,925 0 0

325 3,600 0283 1,001 0 0 0 1,2230 0 309 0 459 0

Count Total 0 0 0 0 0 558 0 0 2,245 633 6,825 0

912 3,590279 0 0 0 305 690 68 0 114 0 77

0 239 87 843 3,592

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0

123 0 83 248 0 0

946 3,600

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 63 0

240 0 0 0 354 830 74 0 110 0 85

0 302 68 889 3,404

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0

108 0 64 273 0 0

914 3,235

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 74 0

247 0 0 0 299 940 92 0 128 0 54

0 268 80 851 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0

113 0 80 241 0 0

750 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 69 0

214 0 0 0 232 70

0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0

90 0 73 183 0 011:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 46 0

Interval         

Start

US 36 WB RAMPS US 36 WB RAMPS MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 72 0 98 0 64

0 246 82 720

-

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 11:00 AM 1:00 PM

SB 1.7% 0.89

TOTAL 1.8% 0.95

TH RT

WB 2.1% 0.87

NB 1.6% 0.95

Peak Hour: 11:30 AM 12:30 PM

HV %: PHF
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com356



www.idaxdata.com TMC3

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

1

2

1

1

4

2

8

0

19

831 0 1 2 3 0

0 6

Peak Hour 0 4 8 17 29 0 0

0 1 2 3 7 6Count Total 0 14 21 29 64 0

0 0 00 0 0 0 0 05:45 PM 0 1 1 3 5

0 0 2 3 0 3

1

5:30 PM 0 3 1 0 4 0 0 0

1 0 1 0 1 0

0 2

5:15 PM 0 1 2 4 7 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 2

0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 1 2 5 8 0

0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0

0

4:30 PM 0 1 1 3 5 0 0 0

0 2 2 2 0 04 4 11 0 0

5 15 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

4:45 PM 0 1 3 5 9

0 0 1

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

4:15 PM 0 3

0 0 0 0 1 0

West North South

4:00 PM 0 3 7

0 0 0

1,100 0 612 2,116 0 0

407 4,356 0311 1,127 0 0 0 1,6220 0 314 0 575 0

Count Total 0 0 0 0 0 589 0 0 3,010 764 8,191 0

947 4,165226 0 0 0 365 910 66 0 137 0 62

0 319 103 989 4,320

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0

148 0 83 277 0 0

1,133 4,356

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 59 0

255 0 0 0 447 1030 79 0 164 0 85

0 376 104 1,096 4,172

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0

139 0 76 319 0 0

1,102 4,026

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 82 0

268 0 0 0 416 1110 77 0 166 0 64

0 383 89 1,025 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0

106 0 86 285 0 0

949 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 76 0

231 0 0 0 360 75

0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0

112 0 80 255 0 04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 71 0

Interval         

Start

US 36 WB RAMPS US 36 WB RAMPS MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 79 0 128 0 76

0 344 88 950

-

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

SB 0.8% 0.92

TOTAL 0.7% 0.96

TH RT

WB 0.4% 0.91

NB 0.6% 0.91

Peak Hour: 4:30 PM 5:30 PM

HV %: PHF
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com357



www.idaxdata.com TMC4

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

0

5

4

4

3

6

4

0

26

1722 0 4 4 5 6

8 4

Peak Hour 4 18 30 13 65 0 2

3 2 0 5 5 9Count Total 7 25 51 27 110 0

0 0 00 0 0 0 0 08:45 AM 0 0 5 5 10

0 0 0 2 2 0

0

8:30 AM 3 6 7 3 19 0 0 0

1 0 3 1 2 3

0 1

8:15 AM 0 4 8 4 16 0 2

0 1 0 1 1 1

0 1 1

8:00 AM 0 3 8 4 15 0

0 0 0 0 0 2

2 0 1

1

7:30 AM 1 2 8 1 12 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 2 21 3 8 0 0

5 15 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

7:45 AM 1 5 7 2 15

0 0 1

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

7:15 AM 0 4

1 0 0 1 0 0

West North South

7:00 AM 2 1 7

0 45 26

478 3 340 1,816 802 0

97 3,624 0198 1,029 402 0 137 80065 0 396 143 286 0

Count Total 0 82 51 110 0 743 237 248 1,455 185 6,550 0

900 3,565249 120 0 41 163 220 91 37 66 0 66

37 182 18 907 3,624

8:45 AM 0 15 8 22

87 0 56 257 95 0

861 3,537

8:30 AM 0 13 8 21 0 91 42

239 102 0 44 181 250 90 33 63 0 50

29 227 29 897 3,335

8:15 AM 0 9 5 20

59 0 34 253 96 0

959 2,985

8:00 AM 0 12 5 13 0 111 29

280 109 0 27 210 250 104 39 77 0 58

24 207 26 820 0

7:45 AM 0 11 8 11

64 1 34 216 97 0

659 0

7:30 AM 0 10 5 13 0 102 21

162 97 0 22 169 27

0

7:15 AM 0 8 6 4

29 1 21 160 86 07:00 AM 0 4 6 6 0 69 12

Interval         

Start

DILLON RD DILLON RD MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 85 24 33 1 21

24 116 13 547

0.81

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 7:00 AM 9:00 AM

SB 1.3% 0.91

TOTAL 1.8% 0.94

TH RT

WB 2.2% 0.94

NB 1.8% 0.91

Peak Hour: 7:45 AM 8:45 AM

HV %: PHF

EB 2.9%
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com358



www.idaxdata.com TMC4

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

0

2

1

5

14

9

4

5

40

3280 0 0 15 5 4

5 10

Peak Hour 12 15 24 12 63 0 0

1 0 3 4 16 9Count Total 17 31 52 27 127 0

2 1 10 0 0 0 0 112:45 PM 1 4 3 3 11

0 0 1 0 2 1

2

12:30 PM 2 4 7 0 13 0 0 0

0 0 0 3 2 2

0 5

12:15 PM 3 3 5 7 18 0 0

0 0 0 0 6 3

0 0 0

12:00 PM 2 4 5 3 14 0

0 0 0 0 0 5

0 0 1

0

11:30 AM 2 4 10 2 18 0 0 0

0 1 1 0 2 09 7 22 0 0

3 13 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

11:45 AM 5 4 7 2 18

2 2 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

11:15 AM 2 4

1 0 0 1 0 0

West North South

11:00 AM 0 4 6

1 99 131

369 7 448 1,469 807 1

126 3,766 0230 793 411 0 177 707211 0 548 133 196 3

Count Total 1 189 213 395 1 961 234 338 1,430 219 7,082 0

949 3,745196 116 1 44 204 321 120 33 40 0 63

50 159 30 925 3,766

12:45 PM 0 27 25 47

45 1 45 231 107 0

945 3,728

12:30 PM 0 21 38 42 0 118 38

186 93 0 43 193 240 164 35 46 1 55

41 186 38 926 3,531

12:15 PM 1 27 22 55

49 1 60 188 106 0

970 3,337

12:00 PM 0 21 43 55 0 116 22

188 105 0 43 169 340 150 38 56 0 70

50 184 22 887 0

11:45 AM 0 30 28 59

54 2 56 191 96 0

748 0

11:30 AM 0 23 17 63 0 102 27

149 94 0 34 156 19

0

11:15 AM 0 25 24 41

35 1 44 140 90 011:00 AM 0 15 16 33 0 109 17

Interval         

Start

DILLON RD DILLON RD MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 82 24 44 1 55

33 179 20 732

0.93

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 11:00 AM 1:00 PM

SB 1.2% 0.95

TOTAL 1.7% 0.97

TH RT

WB 1.7% 0.89

NB 1.7% 0.94

Peak Hour: 11:45 AM 12:45 PM

HV %: PHF
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com359



www.idaxdata.com TMC4

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

3

8

9

7

12

1

1

13

54

2160 1 2 5 7 3

14 9

Peak Hour 4 6 9 11 30 0 1

1 0 3 5 16 15Count Total 6 14 25 25 70 1

2 4 21 0 0 0 1 55:45 PM 1 0 1 3 5

1 1 0 0 0 1

1

5:30 PM 1 1 3 1 6 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0

2 2

5:15 PM 0 3 2 3 8 0 1

0 0 0 0 3 5

2 1 2

5:00 PM 1 1 3 3 8 0

0 0 0 0 0 2

4 1 0

1

4:30 PM 1 1 3 3 8 0 0 0

0 2 2 2 1 46 5 13 0 0

3 14 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

4:45 PM 2 1 1 4 8

0 0 4

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

2 0

4:15 PM 0 2

0 0 0 0 0 1

West North South

4:00 PM 0 5 6

1 144 188

342 5 340 1,916 883 0

103 4,633 0173 1,051 451 0 255 1,166260 0 532 118 189 2

Count Total 2 301 322 468 1 1,071 203 495 2,174 199 8,722 0

1,035 4,465214 115 0 74 242 261 143 18 46 0 43

55 270 28 1,090 4,633

5:45 PM 0 42 28 43

36 0 40 279 104 0

1,139 4,605

5:30 PM 0 41 40 55 0 116 26

240 102 0 62 292 290 146 32 55 0 43

76 302 18 1,201 4,437

5:15 PM 0 29 43 66

45 0 48 267 125 0

1,203 4,257

5:00 PM 0 32 55 78 0 129 26

265 120 0 62 302 280 141 34 53 2 42

56 269 26 1,062 0

4:45 PM 1 42 50 61

39 1 41 224 105 0

971 0

4:30 PM 0 47 38 48 0 149 19

211 118 0 44 248 23

0

4:15 PM 1 22 26 53

36 0 36 216 94 04:00 PM 0 46 42 64 0 125 26

Interval         

Start

DILLON RD DILLON RD MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 122 22 32 2 47

66 249 21 1,021

0.90

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

SB 0.7% 0.96

TOTAL 0.6% 0.96

TH RT

WB 0.7% 0.90

NB 0.5% 0.95

Peak Hour: 4:45 PM 5:45 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 0.7%
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com360



www.idaxdata.com TMC5

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

1

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

000 1 2 0 0 0

0 2

Peak Hour 14 14 0 10 38 1 0

0 1 2 4 0 1Count Total 20 22 1 14 57 1

0 0 00 0 0 0 0 08:45 AM 3 0 0 0 3

0 0 0 0 0 0

0

8:30 AM 1 8 0 0 9 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0

8:15 AM 6 4 0 7 17 1 0

0 0 1 1 0 0

0 0 0

8:00 AM 4 2 0 3 9 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0

1

7:30 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 1 00 2 6 0 0

0 6 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

7:45 AM 1 2 1 2 6

1 2 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 1

7:15 AM 0 4

0 0 0 0 0 0

West North South

7:00 AM 5 1 0

0 28 462

218 0 19 0 5 0

50 1,641 010 0 2 0 161 2395 0 8 685 117 0

Count Total 0 49 876 153 1 9 1,253 262 30 97 2,972 0

411 1,6410 1 0 42 4 120 2 152 31 0 0

33 4 11 445 1,621

8:45 AM 0 14 131 22

39 0 1 0 1 0

417 1,562

8:30 AM 0 5 113 19 0 1 218

0 0 0 53 6 100 2 162 28 0 5

33 9 17 368 1,455

8:15 AM 0 3 123 25

19 0 4 0 0 0

391 1,331

8:00 AM 0 6 95 29 0 3 153

0 1 0 31 1 130 1 172 38 0 2

26 3 14 386 0

7:45 AM 0 7 105 20

27 0 3 0 0 0

310 0

7:30 AM 0 5 105 12 1 0 190

0 1 0 30 2 16

0

7:15 AM 0 4 107 14

14 0 3 0 1 07:00 AM 0 5 97 12 0 0 93

Interval         

Start

DILLON RD DILLON RD COAL CREEK CIR DAHLIA ST  
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 0 113 22 0 1

14 1 4 244

0.88

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 7:00 AM 9:00 AM

SB 4.3% 0.85

TOTAL 2.3% 0.92

TH RT

WB 1.7% 0.78

NB 0.0% 0.60

Peak Hour: 8:00 AM 9:00 AM

HV %: PHF

EB 2.4%
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com361



www.idaxdata.com TMC5

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

0

0

1

0

1

60

3

48

113

62301 3 6 0 32 0

26 31

Peak Hour 12 12 2 8 34 0 2

2 2 6 10 22 34Count Total 21 21 3 11 56 0

1 26 00 0 1 0 1 2112:45 PM 1 1 0 1 3

1 1 1 1 0 1

30

12:30 PM 4 1 1 1 7 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 30 0

0 0

12:15 PM 1 2 1 2 6 0 1

1 1 0 2 0 1

0 0 0

12:00 PM 3 3 0 1 7 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0

0

11:30 AM 2 2 1 3 8 0 0 0

0 2 2 0 0 00 0 7 0 0

1 5 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

11:45 AM 6 5 0 2 13

3 3 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

11:15 AM 4 3

0 0 0 0 0 0

West North South

11:00 AM 0 4 0

0 61 477

184 0 96 21 10 0

59 1,582 069 13 4 0 133 919 0 2 639 97 0

Count Total 0 114 979 63 0 6 1,180 262 23 108 3,046 0

380 1,5492 0 0 30 3 90 1 141 24 0 7

29 6 13 401 1,581

12:45 PM 0 10 136 17

16 0 9 2 3 0

379 1,582

12:30 PM 0 12 151 18 0 0 142

3 0 0 25 3 120 0 159 32 0 17

32 1 10 389 1,555

12:15 PM 0 15 107 6

17 0 17 6 2 0

412 1,497

12:00 PM 0 20 121 4 0 0 159

1 2 0 37 2 190 1 162 24 0 17

39 3 18 402 0

11:45 AM 0 11 133 3

24 0 18 3 0 0

352 0

11:30 AM 0 15 116 6 0 1 159

1 1 0 36 3 10

0

11:15 AM 0 16 109 8

20 0 6 3 2 011:00 AM 0 15 106 1 0 1 124

Interval         

Start

DILLON RD DILLON RD COAL CREEK CIR DAHLIA ST  
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 2 134 27 0 5

34 2 17 331

0.95

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 11:00 AM 1:00 PM

SB 4.0% 0.84

TOTAL 2.1% 0.96

TH RT

WB 1.6% 0.97

NB 2.3% 0.86

Peak Hour: 11:30 AM 12:30 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 2.2%
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com362



www.idaxdata.com TMC5

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

1

0

3

5

2

2

3

2

18

1251 1 5 6 0 1

1 7

Peak Hour 2 4 0 0 6 1 2

2 3 3 9 8 2Count Total 11 10 2 5 28 1

1 0 10 0 0 1 1 05:45 PM 0 0 1 0 1

1 3 2 0 0 1

1

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

0 0 1 0 0 1

0 2

5:15 PM 1 3 0 0 4 0 1

1 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 1

5:00 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0

0 0 0 0 0 4

0 0 1

0

4:30 PM 1 2 0 1 4 0 0 1

1 0 1 0 0 00 2 8 0 0

2 9 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 2

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

4:15 PM 5 1

0 0 1 1 0 1

West North South

4:00 PM 3 3 1

0 91 754

262 0 149 26 13 0

69 2,010 088 13 8 0 179 86 0 3 651 140 0

Count Total 0 166 1,415 13 1 5 1,195 353 15 117 3,730 0

409 1,9175 1 0 49 1 170 0 113 25 0 9

45 3 16 488 2,010

5:45 PM 0 23 162 4

34 0 14 0 2 0

468 1,971

5:30 PM 0 24 182 1 0 1 166

3 4 0 43 3 160 1 166 33 0 22

46 1 18 552 1,925

5:15 PM 0 10 163 4

38 0 22 3 2 0

502 1,813

5:00 PM 0 29 228 0 0 0 165

7 0 0 45 1 190 1 154 35 0 30

44 1 10 449 0

4:45 PM 0 28 181 1

34 0 18 5 3 0

422 0

4:30 PM 0 16 170 0 0 0 148

1 0 0 47 2 10

0

4:15 PM 0 21 152 2

27 0 16 2 1 04:00 PM 0 15 177 1 1 0 152

Interval         

Start

DILLON RD DILLON RD COAL CREEK CIR DAHLIA ST  
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 2 131 36 0 18

34 3 11 440

0.83

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

SB 0.0% 0.98

TOTAL 0.3% 0.91

TH RT

WB 0.5% 0.98

NB 0.0% 0.74

Peak Hour: 4:45 PM 5:45 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 0.2%

1

1

1

2
1

5

0 6

N
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 C
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Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com363



www.idaxdata.com TMC6

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

2

2

0

2

0

3

3

4

16

820 5 11 0 4 2

6 3

Peak Hour 3 5 1 9 18 2 4

7 1 10 21 1 6Count Total 5 5 1 11 22 3

2 2 01 3 0 1 5 08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0

0 2 0 1 1 1

1

8:30 AM 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0

0 2 2 0 1 1

0 0

8:15 AM 1 3 0 2 6 0 0

3 0 2 6 0 0

2 0 0

8:00 AM 0 2 0 3 5 1

0 0 0 1 1 0

0 0 0

1

7:30 AM 2 0 0 2 4 0 0 1

0 1 1 0 0 10 0 0 0 0

0 0 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

7:45 AM 2 0 0 4 6

2 3 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

1 0

7:15 AM 0 0

0 0 1 1 1 0

West North South

7:00 AM 0 0 0

2 38 131

9 0 105 60 71 0

95 970 055 37 41 0 18 7548 0 95 327 8 0

Count Total 2 63 227 78 0 176 582 22 126 145 1,666 0

208 9317 14 0 1 14 160 30 60 0 0 12

2 13 14 235 970

8:45 AM 0 8 35 11

2 0 12 10 10 0

230 943

8:30 AM 1 8 52 16 0 26 69

5 8 0 1 23 160 29 79 1 0 16

6 16 39 258 878

8:15 AM 1 7 31 13

0 0 11 4 10 0

247 735

8:00 AM 0 9 21 9 0 23 110

18 13 0 9 23 260 17 69 5 0 16

0 14 13 208 0

7:45 AM 0 14 27 10

0 0 22 7 8 0

165 0

7:30 AM 0 7 25 9 0 17 86

7 6 0 2 14 11

0

7:15 AM 0 6 18 6

0 0 6 2 2 07:00 AM 0 4 18 4 0 15 44

Interval         

Start

CHERRY ST CHERRY ST DAHLIA ST DAHLIA ST
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 19 65 1 0 10

1 9 10 115

0.71

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 7:00 AM 9:00 AM

SB 4.8% 0.77

TOTAL 1.9% 0.94

TH RT

WB 1.2% 0.81

NB 0.8% 0.71

Peak Hour: 7:45 AM 8:45 AM

HV %: PHF

EB 1.4%
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www.idaxdata.com TMC6

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

5

7

1

1

7

4

1

4

30

1323 0 6 0 8 3

10 6

Peak Hour 6 6 3 4 19 0 3

5 6 4 20 2 12Count Total 8 6 4 6 24 5

1 1 23 0 1 0 4 012:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0

1 4 0 0 1 0

0

12:30 PM 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 0

1 0 1 0 3 1

2 1

12:15 PM 0 5 1 0 6 0 0

2 2 0 4 0 4

0 0 1

12:00 PM 3 1 1 1 6 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0

1

11:30 AM 0 0 1 3 4 0 1 0

1 2 4 0 3 31 0 1 0 1

2 3 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

11:45 AM 3 0 0 0 3

0 1 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

2 1

11:15 AM 0 0

0 1 1 2 2 0

West North South

11:00 AM 1 0 0

1 48 202

10 0 92 76 163 0

64 899 052 50 96 0 11 5255 0 78 186 4 0

Count Total 3 96 407 95 0 151 395 20 103 126 1,737 0

238 87710 17 0 3 10 190 20 58 1 0 14

1 13 13 190 854

12:45 PM 1 9 62 14

1 0 11 3 13 0

210 899

12:30 PM 0 12 56 6 0 12 49

10 24 0 3 8 160 11 48 0 0 11

1 13 18 239 891

12:15 PM 0 13 54 12

0 0 14 14 26 0

215 860

12:00 PM 0 15 53 13 0 19 53

11 27 0 2 9 160 26 39 0 0 14

5 22 14 235 0

11:45 AM 1 9 49 12

4 0 13 15 19 0

202 0

11:30 AM 0 11 46 18 0 22 46

6 20 0 1 13 12

0

11:15 AM 1 20 38 15

1 0 6 7 17 011:00 AM 0 7 49 5 0 28 51

Interval         

Start

CHERRY ST CHERRY ST DAHLIA ST DAHLIA ST
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 13 51 3 0 9

4 15 18 208

0.94

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 11:00 AM 1:00 PM

SB 3.1% 0.77

TOTAL 2.1% 0.94

TH RT

WB 2.2% 0.93

NB 1.5% 0.92

Peak Hour: 11:30 AM 12:30 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 2.0%

0
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www.idaxdata.com TMC6

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

4

8

3

5

9

2

9

2

42

2263 4 19 3 10 3

6 14

Peak Hour 2 1 0 0 3 10 2

6 5 6 31 7 15Count Total 5 1 0 2 8 14

2 0 03 1 1 4 9 05:45 PM 2 0 0 0 2

0 5 1 5 2 1

1

5:30 PM 0 1 0 0 1 4 0 1

0 0 3 1 0 0

1 4

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 1

0 1 0 2 1 3

1 0 3

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 3 0 0 3 1

3 0 0

3

4:30 PM 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 1

1 1 2 2 0 30 1 2 0 0

1 2 1

EB WB NB SB Total East

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0

1 6 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 2

4:15 PM 1 0

0 0 0 1 1 1

West North South

4:00 PM 1 0 0

3 84 367

26 0 96 133 249 0

69 1,250 058 71 126 0 11 8092 0 79 203 7 0

Count Total 3 150 668 168 0 167 401 27 149 118 2,355 0

318 1,25015 32 0 5 18 170 16 55 2 0 18

3 18 21 315 1,223

5:45 PM 3 25 88 24

3 0 15 14 31 0

300 1,195

5:30 PM 0 21 96 23 0 21 49

19 25 0 2 20 160 21 51 2 0 10

1 24 15 317 1,188

5:15 PM 0 18 91 25

0 0 15 23 38 0

291 1,105

5:00 PM 0 20 92 20 0 21 48

18 39 0 4 21 110 28 32 6 0 12

7 18 12 287 0

4:45 PM 0 17 80 23

3 0 6 16 25 0

293 0

4:30 PM 0 20 75 17 0 21 67

16 35 0 5 15 17

0

4:15 PM 0 18 73 20

5 0 11 12 24 04:00 PM 0 11 73 16 0 14 44

Interval         

Start

CHERRY ST CHERRY ST DAHLIA ST DAHLIA ST
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 25 55 5 0 9

0 15 9 234

0.98

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

SB 0.0% 0.95

TOTAL 0.2% 0.98

TH RT

WB 0.3% 0.98

NB 0.0% 0.84

Peak Hour: 5:00 PM 6:00 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 0.4%
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www.idaxdata.com TMC7

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

2

1

2

0

3

5

2

4

19

1061 0 9 1 1 2

4 7

Peak Hour 6 3 22 13 44 1 7

12 2 0 15 6 2Count Total 8 5 40 25 78 1

0 2 00 3 1 0 4 28:45 AM 1 1 2 3 7

0 2 0 0 1 1

4

8:30 AM 1 0 7 1 9 0 2 0

0 0 1 1 0 0

1 1

8:15 AM 1 0 3 4 8 0 1

4 1 0 6 0 1

0 0 0

8:00 AM 2 1 4 3 10 1

0 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0

0

7:30 AM 0 1 8 2 11 0 1 0

0 0 1 1 0 04 1 6 0 1

6 10 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

7:45 AM 2 2 8 5 17

0 1 1

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 1

7:15 AM 1 0

0 0 0 0 1 0

West North South

7:00 AM 0 0 4

0 61 34

249 4 448 1,608 253 0

47 2,824 0245 931 144 0 84 71479 0 259 86 138 2

Count Total 0 93 52 160 0 450 147 151 1,311 75 5,001 0

665 2,771206 34 0 30 176 150 36 16 35 0 71

26 152 9 703 2,824

8:45 AM 0 17 9 20

34 1 57 255 39 0

674 2,730

8:30 AM 0 24 8 24 0 54 20

218 28 0 17 181 180 60 26 29 1 53

20 190 12 729 2,539

8:15 AM 0 13 12 18

42 0 71 219 29 0

718 2,230

8:00 AM 0 17 4 18 0 82 25

239 48 0 21 191 80 63 15 33 0 64

16 141 2 609 0

7:45 AM 0 7 10 19

35 0 51 217 29 0

483 0

7:30 AM 0 6 1 21 0 67 23

119 29 0 7 169 3

0

7:15 AM 0 6 2 20

20 1 36 135 17 07:00 AM 0 3 6 20 0 37 12

Interval         

Start

CENTENNIAL PKWY CHERRY ST MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 51 10 21 1 45

14 111 8 420

0.78

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 7:00 AM 9:00 AM

SB 1.5% 0.95

TOTAL 1.6% 0.97

TH RT

WB 0.6% 0.81

NB 1.7% 0.94

Peak Hour: 7:45 AM 8:45 AM

HV %: PHF

EB 3.4%
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www.idaxdata.com TMC7

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

1

5

13

6

15

4

6

3

53

2840 1 13 10 3 11

16 11

Peak Hour 4 6 8 5 23 4 8

11 1 5 22 13 13Count Total 11 10 22 17 60 5

1 1 00 1 0 1 2 112:45 PM 1 1 1 2 5

0 5 4 0 2 0

2

12:30 PM 0 0 3 1 4 3 2 0

0 0 2 0 1 1

7 2

12:15 PM 0 3 1 2 6 0 2

3 0 0 4 5 1

2 1 2

12:00 PM 3 2 3 0 8 1

0 1 1 0 2 1

6 1 5

0

11:30 AM 3 0 5 1 9 1 0 0

0 2 4 1 2 22 5 11 0 2

3 8 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

11:45 AM 1 0 5 3 9

2 3 1

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

1 0

11:15 AM 2 2

0 0 0 0 0 0

West North South

11:00 AM 1 2 2

0 72 51

203 15 233 1,505 330 1

64 2,706 0143 770 181 1 113 781146 0 210 60 107 7

Count Total 0 117 97 276 0 394 100 226 1,481 121 5,099 0

677 2,706199 45 0 34 200 110 52 21 25 1 26

22 175 15 647 2,688

12:45 PM 0 16 13 34

33 3 44 197 43 0

672 2,674

12:30 PM 0 14 9 29 0 49 14

194 43 0 25 194 180 42 11 25 1 42

32 212 20 710 2,566

12:15 PM 0 22 16 39

24 2 31 180 50 1

659 2,393

12:00 PM 0 20 13 44 0 67 14

221 38 0 29 179 130 44 10 28 2 32

30 200 11 633 0

11:45 AM 0 15 10 38

18 2 22 203 36 0

564 0

11:30 AM 0 6 15 36 0 47 7

166 40 0 31 155 20

0

11:15 AM 0 15 11 25

27 2 15 145 35 011:00 AM 0 9 10 31 0 48 13

Interval         

Start

CENTENNIAL PKWY CHERRY ST MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 45 10 23 2 21

23 166 13 537

0.87

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 11:00 AM 1:00 PM

SB 0.5% 0.90

TOTAL 0.8% 0.95

TH RT

WB 1.6% 0.90

NB 0.7% 0.96

Peak Hour: 12:00 PM 1:00 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 1.5%
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www.idaxdata.com TMC7

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

1

6

6

6

4

3

2

12

40

1522 3 13 5 6 2

4 13

Peak Hour 2 1 9 9 21 5 3

7 3 9 27 15 8Count Total 4 3 19 26 52 8

2 2 41 2 0 2 5 45:45 PM 0 0 2 2 4

2 5 2 0 0 0

0

5:30 PM 1 1 2 1 5 3 0 0

2 0 5 1 1 1

0 2

5:15 PM 0 0 3 3 6 2 1

1 0 0 1 0 2

3 1 0

5:00 PM 0 0 2 3 5 0

0 1 0 1 2 2

0 0 3

3

4:30 PM 2 0 2 5 9 1 2 1

0 2 3 3 0 03 6 10 1 0

4 8 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

4:45 PM 1 0 2 2 5

1 5 3

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 1

4:15 PM 0 1

0 0 1 1 0 0

West North South

4:00 PM 0 1 3

0 83 72

205 16 92 1,877 496 1

59 3,434 051 1,026 250 1 184 1,144207 0 209 24 115 9

Count Total 0 156 141 385 0 416 65 327 2,186 106 6,469 0

802 3,393219 69 0 36 303 100 50 8 24 0 9

56 251 14 841 3,434

5:45 PM 0 23 18 33

34 2 11 268 60 1

867 3,426

5:30 PM 0 20 17 41 0 58 8

243 67 0 39 315 140 47 3 30 1 13

48 280 18 883 3,225

5:15 PM 0 24 20 51

30 2 15 267 56 0

843 3,076

5:00 PM 0 21 17 60 0 63 6

248 67 0 41 298 130 41 7 21 4 12

38 259 17 833 0

4:45 PM 0 18 18 55

26 1 12 237 63 0

666 0

4:30 PM 0 27 16 63 0 60 14

169 57 0 33 244 13

0

4:15 PM 0 12 15 29

17 3 9 226 57 04:00 PM 0 11 20 53 0 51 8

Interval         

Start

CENTENNIAL PKWY CHERRY ST MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 46 11 23 3 11

36 236 7 734

0.92

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

SB 0.6% 0.94

TOTAL 0.6% 0.97

TH RT

WB 0.3% 0.87

NB 0.7% 0.98

Peak Hour: 4:45 PM 5:45 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 0.6%
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www.idaxdata.com TMC8

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

1

2

3

0

2

3

3

1

15

831 0 2 3 1 1

3 5

Peak Hour 5 2 20 12 39 0 1

1 2 1 4 5 2Count Total 7 3 34 22 66 0

0 0 10 0 0 0 0 08:45 AM 1 0 2 1 4

0 0 0 1 0 2

0

8:30 AM 0 0 7 2 9 0 0 0

0 0 0 2 0 1

0 1

8:15 AM 2 1 1 2 6 0 0

1 1 0 2 1 0

0 0 0

8:00 AM 1 0 5 5 11 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 1

0

7:30 AM 0 0 5 2 7 0 0 1

0 0 0 1 0 13 1 5 0 0

6 11 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

7:45 AM 2 1 7 3 13

1 2 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

7:15 AM 1 0

0 0 0 0 1 0

West North South

7:00 AM 0 1 4

0 46 3

116 17 182 1,588 40 9

47 2,202 0107 912 29 6 40 84426 0 58 6 74 4

Count Total 0 73 6 46 0 98 11 56 1,520 79 3,841 0

496 2,146200 5 0 6 205 140 8 1 17 1 26

5 202 10 542 2,202

8:45 AM 0 4 1 8

11 1 31 246 10 2

528 2,118

8:30 AM 0 11 0 6 0 7 0

214 5 1 11 210 100 9 2 18 3 27

5 226 16 580 1,949

8:15 AM 0 11 0 7

30 0 24 223 9 2

552 1,695

8:00 AM 0 14 0 7 0 24 0

229 5 1 19 206 110 18 4 15 0 25

5 168 4 458 0

7:45 AM 0 10 3 6

4 4 15 224 5 1

359 0

7:30 AM 0 7 0 6 0 14 1

121 1 2 3 175 4

0

7:15 AM 0 10 1 3

10 2 21 131 0 07:00 AM 0 6 1 3 0 11 1

Interval         

Start

CENTURY DR CENTURY DR MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 7 2 11 6 13

2 128 10 326

0.89

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 7:00 AM 9:00 AM

SB 1.3% 0.94

TOTAL 1.8% 0.95

TH RT

WB 1.4% 0.64

NB 1.9% 0.91

Peak Hour: 7:45 AM 8:45 AM

HV %: PHF

EB 6.7%
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www.idaxdata.com TMC8

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

0

3

3

1

3

2

5

3

20

945 0 5 0 2 3

7 6

Peak Hour 1 0 8 8 17 0 0

0 5 2 7 0 7Count Total 5 3 15 18 41 0

2 1 00 0 0 0 0 012:45 PM 2 1 3 2 8

0 0 0 2 1 2

0

12:30 PM 2 0 1 2 5 0 0 0

2 0 2 0 1 1

1 2

12:15 PM 0 0 0 2 2 0 0

0 2 0 2 0 0

0 1 0

12:00 PM 0 0 2 1 3 0

0 0 1 0 1 0

1 0 2

0

11:30 AM 0 0 2 3 5 0 0 0

0 2 2 0 1 21 4 5 0 0

2 6 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

11:45 AM 1 0 4 2 7

0 0 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

11:15 AM 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

West North South

11:00 AM 0 2 2

0 63 12

47 21 201 1,316 68 13

22 1,888 0102 703 32 8 26 76988 0 28 8 22 5

Count Total 0 131 24 141 0 64 12 52 1,478 50 3,618 0

485 1,853176 9 2 10 189 100 10 1 6 3 31

6 157 5 431 1,830

12:45 PM 0 16 2 20

5 3 25 168 15 1

461 1,888

12:30 PM 0 19 4 13 0 10 0

191 11 2 9 179 30 6 1 1 0 24

8 198 6 476 1,843

12:15 PM 0 15 1 18

7 2 21 167 6 3

462 1,765

12:00 PM 0 17 3 24 0 13 1

178 9 0 1 179 90 5 5 6 0 28

8 213 4 489 0

11:45 AM 0 19 5 18

8 3 29 167 6 3

416 0

11:30 AM 0 12 3 28 0 4 1

138 7 1 7 184 2

0

11:15 AM 0 20 5 9

10 3 20 131 5 111:00 AM 0 13 1 11 0 9 1

Interval         

Start

CENTURY DR CENTURY DR MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 7 2 4 7 23

3 179 11 398

0.93

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 11:00 AM 1:00 PM

SB 1.0% 0.90

TOTAL 0.9% 0.97

TH RT

WB 0.0% 0.69

NB 1.0% 0.93

Peak Hour: 11:30 AM 12:30 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 0.6%
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www.idaxdata.com TMC8

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

0

2

4

3

0

1

5

4

19

934 1 10 2 0 4

5 6

Peak Hour 0 0 8 10 18 5 0

0 6 5 17 5 3Count Total 2 1 19 26 48 6

0 0 21 0 0 0 1 25:45 PM 0 0 0 2 2

1 3 2 0 1 2

0

5:30 PM 0 0 2 1 3 2 0 0

3 0 4 0 0 1

0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 2 2 4 1 0

0 1 0 1 0 0

0 2 1

5:00 PM 0 0 2 5 7 0

2 0 0 0 2 0

2 1 0

1

4:30 PM 1 0 3 5 9 0 0 1

0 2 2 0 1 05 5 11 0 0

4 8 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

4:45 PM 0 0 2 2 4

0 1 1

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

4:15 PM 1 0

0 1 2 3 0 0

West North South

4:00 PM 0 1 3

0 141 24

64 13 158 1,886 107 9

35 2,798 084 1,020 57 2 80 1,18389 0 30 9 38 6

Count Total 0 242 41 170 0 54 13 146 2,293 62 5,258 0

687 2,774224 18 2 24 331 100 8 1 3 1 25

28 277 5 671 2,798

5:45 PM 0 23 4 13

11 2 23 257 14 0

696 2,780

5:30 PM 0 30 4 12 0 5 3

248 13 1 29 292 70 11 3 10 2 22

11 290 9 720 2,612

5:15 PM 0 32 3 23

6 1 24 268 18 0

711 2,484

5:00 PM 0 41 9 33 0 10 0

247 12 1 12 324 140 4 3 11 1 15

17 259 9 653 0

4:45 PM 0 38 8 21

6 1 19 243 12 4

528 0

4:30 PM 0 42 7 27 0 4 3

169 11 1 12 262 5

0

4:15 PM 0 13 4 20

7 4 13 230 9 04:00 PM 0 23 2 21 0 9 0

Interval         

Start

CENTURY DR CENTURY DR MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 3 0 10 1 17

13 258 3 592

0.77

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

SB 0.8% 0.93

TOTAL 0.6% 0.97

TH RT

WB 0.0% 0.80

NB 0.7% 0.94

Peak Hour: 4:45 PM 5:45 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 0.0%
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www.idaxdata.com TMC9

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

1

0

4

2

2

3

0

1

13

7

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 7:00 AM 9:00 AM

SB 1.9% 0.87

TOTAL 1.6% 0.96

TH RT

WB 0.3% 0.88

NB 2.1% 0.97

Peak Hour: 7:45 AM 8:45 AM

HV %: PHF

EB 5.9% 0.75

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Interval         

Start

CENTENNIAL PWKY VIA APPIA WAY MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

1 61 16 32 0 1

4 70 3 325 0

7:15 AM 0 3 2 0

22 0 0 109 26 07:00 AM 0 3 0 1 0 69 18

11 99 7 520 0

7:45 AM 0 5 10 2

39 0 2 195 44 0

412 0

7:30 AM 0 6 3 6 0 78 30

119 32 0 11 126 8

585 1,842

8:00 AM 0 0 5 4 0 110 23

189 60 0 10 137 90 86 32 42 0 3

0 83 28 48 0 8

10 136 9 611 2,128

8:15 AM 0 6 6 2

54 0 4 210 46 0

12 123 9 559 2,358

8:45 AM 0 4 10 2

37 0 5 203 41 0

603 2,319

8:30 AM 0 5 3 3 0 90 28

179 59 0 14 153 17

534 2,307166 61 0 12 129 110 85 23 26 0 5

0 369 111 181 0

Count Total 0 32 39 20 1 662 198 84 973 73 4,149 0

0 0 1 1 1 0

West North South

7:00 AM 0 3 4

0 16 24

300 0 28 1,370 369 0

44 2,358 020 781 206 0 46 54911

3 10 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

7:45 AM 2 0 7 4 13

1 1 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

7:15 AM 0 0

2 1 1

0

7:30 AM 1 3 5 2 11 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 03 1 4 0 0

0 1

8:15 AM 0 0 3 3 6 0 2

1 1 0 4 1 0

0 0 2

8:00 AM 1 1 5 4 11 2

0 0 1 1 2 0

8:45 AM 1 0 2 3 6

1 3 0 0 0 0

1

8:30 AM 0 1 6 1 8 0 2 0

0 0 2 1 0 1

1 0 00 1 1 0 2 0

2 5

Peak Hour 3 2 21 12 38 2 5

6 3 4 15 3 3Count Total 5 8 35 21 69 2

42 2 11 2 0 1
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www.idaxdata.com TMC9

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

1

1

0

2

1

2

1

1

9

5

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 11:00 AM 1:00 PM

SB 0.9% 0.95

TOTAL 0.9% 0.98

TH RT

WB 0.7% 0.86

NB 0.9% 0.94

Peak Hour: 11:30 AM 12:30 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 1.5% 0.81

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Interval         

Start

CENTENNIAL PWKY VIA APPIA WAY MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 79 5 10 0 1

10 117 4 392 0

11:15 AM 0 3 9 2

13 0 2 87 65 011:00 AM 0 4 7 2 0 73 8

14 120 7 454 0

11:45 AM 0 2 10 2

20 0 2 96 80 0

399 0

11:30 AM 0 5 8 6 0 91 5

70 84 0 11 123 2

439 1,684

12:00 PM 0 2 14 4 0 88 7

113 91 0 8 112 10 82 9 8 0 1

0 64 12 6 0 0

14 112 7 452 1,744

12:15 PM 0 3 4 5

9 1 1 114 79 0

6 104 2 393 1,711

12:45 PM 0 2 10 0

15 0 2 108 87 0

427 1,772

12:30 PM 0 3 6 2 0 55 3

107 84 0 8 130 4

451 1,723106 83 0 17 122 50 81 8 13 0 4

0 325 33 43 1

Count Total 0 24 68 23 0 613 57 88 940 32 3,407 0

0 0 0 0 0 1

West North South

11:00 AM 2 2 5

0 12 36

94 1 13 801 653 0

19 1,772 04 430 334 0 44 47417

2 11 0

EB WB NB SB Total East

11:45 AM 0 0 2 2 4

0 2 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

11:15 AM 2 4

0 0 0

0

11:30 AM 0 2 2 2 6 0 2 0

0 1 4 0 1 01 1 8 1 2

0 0

12:15 PM 0 1 2 1 4 1 1

0 1 1 6 1 0

1 1 0

12:00 PM 1 0 1 0 2 4

0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 1 3 1 5

1 4 1 0 0 0

0

12:30 PM 0 0 2 1 3 2 0 1

3 0 5 1 0 1

1 0 00 0 0 0 0 0

2 0

Peak Hour 1 3 7 5 16 5 3

5 5 3 21 3 4Count Total 5 10 18 10 43 8
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www.idaxdata.com TMC9

to

to

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

2

0

0

1

1

3

2

0

9

7

Peak Hour

Date: Wed, Apr 24, 2019

Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

SB 0.3% 0.94

TOTAL 0.6% 0.94

TH RT

WB 1.5% 0.88

NB 0.6% 0.95

Peak Hour: 4:45 PM 5:45 PM

HV %: PHF

EB 1.1% 0.83

UT LT TH RT UT LT

Rolling 

One Hour
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT

Interval         

Start

CENTENNIAL PWKY VIA APPIA WAY MCCASLIN BLVD MCCASLIN BLVD 
15-min         

Total
UT LT TH RT

0 83 7 10 0 4

14 199 3 572 0

4:15 PM 0 6 14 2

13 0 1 126 110 04:00 PM 0 6 23 3 0 70 4

20 215 2 629 0

4:45 PM 0 11 23 6

15 0 2 123 148 0

580 0

4:30 PM 0 10 27 2 0 65 0

121 98 0 20 210 5

730 2,511

5:00 PM 0 14 34 5 0 62 6

162 133 0 34 244 60 94 8 6 0 3

0 87 2 23 0 3

34 227 6 715 2,654

5:15 PM 0 9 34 3

22 0 6 154 145 0

33 235 5 686 2,908

5:45 PM 0 11 16 1

15 0 6 150 138 0

777 2,851

5:30 PM 0 7 27 2 0 66 2

179 139 0 39 254 5

709 2,887133 102 0 53 261 60 99 6 15 0 6

0 309 18 66 0

Count Total 0 74 198 24 0 626 35 247 1,845 38 5,398 0

0 0 1 3 1 1

West North South

4:00 PM 0 0 3

0 41 118

119 0 31 1,148 1,013 0

22 2,908 018 645 555 0 140 96016

4 7 2

EB WB NB SB Total East

4:45 PM 0 1 2 1 4

0 0 0

Interval         

Start

Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB Total

0 0

4:15 PM 0 3

0 0 0

0

4:30 PM 0 1 3 2 6 0 0 0

0 2 4 0 0 04 3 10 0 2

0 1

5:15 PM 0 4 1 0 5 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1

5:00 PM 1 0 2 2 5 0

4 1 0 0 5 0

5:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2

2 4 0 0 1 1

1

5:30 PM 1 1 2 0 4 1 0 1

1 0 1 2 0 0

0 0 01 1 1 1 4 0

1 4

Peak Hour 2 6 7 3 18 5 1

4 3 6 21 3 1Count Total 2 12 17 12 43 8

42 2 10 2 0 1
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - AM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 344 12 68 36 13 51 243 825 68 109 420 329
Future Volume (veh/h) 344 12 68 36 13 51 243 825 68 109 420 329
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 364 0 70 37 13 53 251 851 0 112 433 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Cap, veh/h 479 0 139 95 100 83 1674 3364 1047 571 2014 627
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.29 0.67 0.00 0.06 0.67 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5270 0 1528 1757 1845 1526 3408 5036 1568 3408 5036 1568
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 364 0 70 37 13 53 251 851 0 112 433 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1757 0 1528 1757 1845 1526 1704 1679 1568 1704 1679 1568
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.1 0.0 5.2 2.4 0.8 4.1 0.0 8.1 0.0 2.5 4.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.1 0.0 5.2 2.4 0.8 4.1 0.0 8.1 0.0 2.5 4.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 479 0 139 95 100 83 1674 3364 1047 571 2014 627
V/C Ratio(X) 0.76 0.00 0.50 0.39 0.13 0.64 0.15 0.25 0.00 0.20 0.21 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1142 0 331 293 307 254 1674 3364 1047 644 2014 627
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.3 0.0 52.0 54.8 54.1 55.6 11.1 8.0 0.0 23.4 12.6 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 1.1 2.6 0.6 8.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.0 0.0 2.3 1.3 0.4 1.9 1.9 3.8 0.0 1.2 1.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 54.2 0.0 53.0 57.4 54.6 63.6 11.1 8.1 0.0 23.5 12.9 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D E B A C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 434 103 1102 545
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.0 60.3 8.8 15.0
Approach LOS D E A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.6 54.0 10.5 8.4 86.2 14.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 * 48 20.0 7.0 49.0 26.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 6.0 6.1 4.5 10.1 10.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.8 3.0 0.2 0.0 6.9 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 21.8
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing - AM
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 210 0 1110 0 0 0 0 670 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 210 0 1110 0 0 0 0 670 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3610 5085 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3610 5085 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 214 0 1133 0 0 0 0 684 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 54 0 1133 0 0 0 0 684 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.5 30.5 72.7
Effective Green, g (s) 30.5 30.5 72.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.61
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 917 1292 3023
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.22 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.06 0.88 0.23
Uniform Delay, d1 33.9 42.9 10.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.13 0.54
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 6.6 0.2
Delay (s) 34.0 55.1 6.0
Level of Service C E A
Approach Delay (s) 34.0 55.1 0.0 6.0
Approach LOS C E A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing - AM
3: US-36 W ramps & McCaslin Boulevard 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 928 0 0 671 977 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 928 0 0 671 977 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1611 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1611 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 987 0 0 714 1039 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 987 0 0 669 1039 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 42.8 42.8 60.7
Effective Green, g (s) 42.8 42.8 60.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.36 0.51
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1813 574 2524
v/s Ratio Prot 0.19 c0.42 c0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.54 1.17 0.41
Uniform Delay, d1 30.8 38.6 18.5
Progression Factor 1.23 1.00 0.23
Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 92.3 0.5
Delay (s) 38.9 130.9 4.6
Level of Service D F A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 38.9 130.9 4.6
Approach LOS A D F A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 49.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - AM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 45 26 65 396 143 286 198 1029 402 137 800 97
Future Volume (veh/h) 45 26 65 396 143 286 198 1029 402 137 800 97
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 28 0 421 152 0 211 1095 0 146 851 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 160 143 121 272 203 173 269 2147 960 201 2984 929
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.08 0.61 0.00 0.12 1.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 1863 1583 3442 1863 1583 3442 3539 1583 3442 5085 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 28 0 421 152 0 211 1095 0 146 851 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1863 1583 1721 1863 1583 1721 1770 1583 1721 1695 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.6 1.7 0.0 9.5 9.7 0.0 7.2 21.1 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.6 1.7 0.0 9.5 9.7 0.0 7.2 21.1 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 160 143 121 272 203 173 269 2147 960 201 2984 929
V/C Ratio(X) 0.30 0.20 0.00 1.55 0.75 0.00 0.78 0.51 0.00 0.73 0.29 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 875 528 449 272 203 173 373 2147 960 373 2984 929
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.3 51.9 0.0 58.4 56.2 0.0 54.3 13.4 0.0 52.1 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.7 0.0 262.1 13.5 0.0 6.2 0.9 0.0 3.3 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.9 0.0 14.4 5.8 0.0 3.7 10.6 0.0 2.4 0.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.1 52.6 0.0 320.6 69.7 0.0 60.5 14.3 0.0 55.4 0.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F E E B E A
Approach Vol, veh/h 76 573 1306 997
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.8 254.0 21.8 8.3
Approach LOS D F C A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.4 76.4 11.1 18.1 12.0 78.8 15.0 14.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.0 42.0 30.5 13.0 13.0 42.0 9.5 34.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.2 2.0 3.6 11.7 6.9 23.1 11.5 3.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 31.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 16.5 0.0 0.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 63.2
HCM 2010 LOS E
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - AM
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 28 462 95 8 685 117 10 0 2 161 23 50
Future Volume (veh/h) 28 462 95 8 685 117 10 0 2 161 23 50
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 30 502 103 9 745 127 11 0 2 175 25 54
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 482 2518 1103 556 2485 1112 199 0 236 268 77 167
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.23 0.23 0.01 0.70 0.70 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1551 1774 3539 1583 1314 0 1583 1409 521 1125
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 30 502 103 9 745 127 11 0 2 175 0 79
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1551 1774 1770 1583 1314 0 1583 1409 0 1646
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 13.7 6.2 0.2 9.5 3.1 0.9 0.0 0.1 14.5 0.0 5.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 13.7 6.2 0.2 9.5 3.1 6.1 0.0 0.1 14.6 0.0 5.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.68
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 482 2518 1103 556 2485 1112 199 0 236 268 0 245
V/C Ratio(X) 0.06 0.20 0.09 0.02 0.30 0.11 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.65 0.00 0.32
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 557 2518 1103 648 2485 1112 442 0 528 528 0 549
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.91 0.91 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.94 0.00 0.94
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 5.3 18.5 15.6 5.8 6.7 5.8 48.4 0.0 43.5 49.8 0.0 45.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 6.8 2.7 0.1 4.8 1.4 0.3 0.0 0.1 5.9 0.0 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 5.3 18.6 15.8 5.8 7.1 6.0 48.5 0.0 43.6 52.8 0.0 46.5
LnGrp LOS A B B A A A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 635 881 13 254
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.5 6.9 47.7 50.9
Approach LOS B A D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.8 91.4 22.9 6.9 90.3 22.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 7.0 57.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 15.7 16.6 2.6 11.5 8.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 11.6 1.2 0.0 11.8 1.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.2
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - AM
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 40 131 48 95 327 8 55 37 41 18 75 95
Future Volume (veh/h) 40 131 48 95 327 8 55 37 41 18 75 95
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 43 139 51 101 348 9 59 39 44 19 80 101
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 632 1692 739 781 1755 45 222 147 166 306 136 172
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.96 0.96 0.05 0.50 0.50 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1546 1774 3523 91 1194 797 900 1303 738 932
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 43 139 51 101 174 183 59 0 83 19 0 181
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1546 1774 1770 1844 1194 0 1697 1303 0 1671
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 0.1 0.1 1.7 3.3 3.3 2.9 0.0 2.5 0.8 0.0 5.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 0.1 0.1 1.7 3.3 3.3 8.8 0.0 2.5 3.3 0.0 5.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.53 1.00 0.56
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 632 1692 739 781 882 919 222 0 313 306 0 308
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.13 0.20 0.20 0.27 0.00 0.27 0.06 0.00 0.59
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 778 1692 739 892 882 919 240 0 339 326 0 334
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.1 0.7 0.7 7.0 8.4 8.4 26.4 0.0 21.0 22.4 0.0 22.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 2.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.8 1.7 1.8 1.0 0.0 1.2 0.3 0.0 2.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 7.1 0.8 0.9 7.0 8.9 8.9 27.0 0.0 21.4 22.5 0.0 24.7
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 233 458 142 200
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.0 8.5 23.8 24.5
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.3 34.7 17.1 7.0 35.9 17.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 24.0 12.0 7.0 24.0 12.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.7 2.1 7.9 2.7 5.3 10.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.2 0.7 0.0 3.9 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.2
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing - AM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 61 34 79 259 86 138 247 931 144 84 714 47
Future Volume (vph) 61 34 79 259 86 138 247 931 144 84 714 47
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1536 1769 3539 1561 1770 3539 1547
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 0.23 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1536 613 3539 1561 435 3539 1547
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 35 81 267 89 142 255 960 148 87 736 48
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 74 0 0 126 0 0 65 0 0 21
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 35 7 267 89 16 255 960 83 87 736 27
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 6 6 2 1 1 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7 1
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.1 10.1 10.1 13.8 13.8 13.8 74.7 67.7 67.7 75.5 68.1 68.1
Effective Green, g (s) 10.1 10.1 10.1 13.8 13.8 13.8 74.7 67.7 67.7 75.5 68.1 68.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.62 0.56 0.56 0.63 0.57 0.57
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 148 297 129 394 214 176 449 1996 880 356 2008 877
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.01 c0.08 0.05 c0.03 0.27 0.02 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.01 c0.32 0.05 0.14 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.43 0.12 0.05 0.68 0.42 0.09 0.57 0.48 0.09 0.24 0.37 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 52.2 50.8 50.5 51.0 49.4 47.5 10.8 15.6 12.0 9.8 14.2 11.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.96 2.12 0.90 0.55 0.50 0.55 1.16 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 0.2 0.2 4.1 0.9 0.2 1.4 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.1
Delay (s) 54.5 51.0 50.8 53.6 48.5 100.8 11.1 9.3 6.2 5.5 16.9 11.5
Level of Service D D D D D F B A A A B B
Approach Delay (s) 52.1 66.1 9.3 15.4
Approach LOS D E A B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 23.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.8% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - AM
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 46 3 26 58 6 74 111 912 29 46 844 47
Future Volume (veh/h) 46 3 26 58 6 74 111 912 29 46 844 47
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 3 27 61 6 78 117 960 31 48 888 49
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 150 11 96 202 8 110 524 3493 1063 397 3309 182
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.23 0.23 0.04 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 159 1429 1774 111 1449 1774 5085 1547 1774 4933 272
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 0 30 61 0 84 117 960 31 48 610 327
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 0 1588 1774 0 1561 1774 1695 1547 1774 1695 1814
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.0 0.0 2.2 3.8 0.0 6.3 2.4 18.7 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.0 0.0 2.2 3.8 0.0 6.3 2.4 18.7 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.15
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 150 0 107 202 0 119 524 3493 1063 397 2274 1217
V/C Ratio(X) 0.32 0.00 0.28 0.30 0.00 0.71 0.22 0.27 0.03 0.12 0.27 0.27
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 194 0 251 230 0 247 563 3493 1063 508 2274 1217
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.87
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 50.0 0.0 53.2 49.3 0.0 54.1 5.6 21.7 15.2 7.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 1.1 0.6 0.0 5.6 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.5 0.0 1.0 1.9 0.0 2.9 1.2 8.9 0.8 0.5 0.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 50.9 0.0 54.3 49.9 0.0 59.8 5.7 21.9 15.3 7.1 0.3 0.5
LnGrp LOS D D D E A C B A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 78 145 1108 985
Approach Delay, s/veh 52.2 55.6 20.0 0.7
Approach LOS D E C A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.4 86.5 9.0 15.1 7.4 88.4 10.1 14.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 65.0 7.0 19.0 10.0 62.0 7.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.4 2.0 5.0 8.3 3.0 20.7 5.8 4.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 49.8 0.0 0.3 0.0 35.1 0.0 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.1
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - AM
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 24 11 369 111 181 20 781 206 46 549 44
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 24 11 369 111 181 20 781 206 46 549 44
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 17 25 0 384 116 0 21 814 0 48 572 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 110 220 99 441 238 203 550 2201 984 513 2231 998
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.02 0.63 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1583 3442 1863 1583 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 17 25 0 384 116 0 21 814 0 48 572 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1583 1721 1863 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 0.8 0.0 13.1 6.9 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 8.5 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 0.8 0.0 13.1 6.9 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 8.5 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 110 220 99 441 238 203 550 2201 984 513 2231 998
V/C Ratio(X) 0.15 0.11 0.00 0.87 0.49 0.00 0.04 0.37 0.00 0.09 0.26 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 414 826 369 459 248 211 646 2201 984 594 2231 998
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.97 0.97 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.3 53.1 0.0 51.4 48.7 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 7.9 9.8 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.2 0.0 15.8 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.4 0.0 7.2 3.7 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.6 4.2 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.7 53.3 0.0 67.2 49.8 0.0 8.3 0.5 0.0 7.9 10.1 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 42 500 835 620
Approach Delay, s/veh 53.5 63.1 0.7 9.9
Approach LOS D E A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.5 81.7 20.4 6.6 80.6 12.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 48.0 16.0 8.0 48.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.5 10.5 15.1 3.2 2.0 3.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 16.8 0.2 0.0 18.3 0.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.3
HCM 2010 LOS C

386



Existing PM 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

387



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - PM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 787 45 350 67 26 35 166 566 36 125 901 696
Future Volume (veh/h) 787 45 350 67 26 35 166 566 36 125 901 696
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 844 0 361 69 27 36 171 584 0 129 929 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 1349 0 395 103 108 92 964 2652 826 632 1969 613
Arrive On Green 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.14 0.52 0.00 0.05 0.77 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5375 0 1575 1792 1881 1591 3476 5136 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 844 0 361 69 27 36 171 584 0 129 929 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1575 1792 1881 1591 1738 1712 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 16.7 0.0 26.7 4.5 1.6 2.6 0.0 7.4 0.0 3.0 7.9 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.7 0.0 26.7 4.5 1.6 2.6 0.0 7.4 0.0 3.0 7.9 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1349 0 395 103 108 92 964 2652 826 632 1969 613
V/C Ratio(X) 0.63 0.00 0.91 0.67 0.25 0.39 0.18 0.22 0.00 0.20 0.47 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1478 0 433 269 282 239 964 2652 826 632 1969 613
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.9 0.0 43.7 55.4 54.1 54.5 21.9 15.8 0.0 24.8 9.6 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.0 21.5 7.2 1.2 2.7 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.8 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 8.3 0.0 14.0 2.5 0.9 1.2 1.9 3.6 0.0 1.4 3.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 40.4 0.0 65.2 62.7 55.2 57.2 21.9 16.0 0.0 24.8 10.4 0.0
LnGrp LOS D E E E E C B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 1205 132 755 1058
Approach Delay, s/veh 47.8 59.7 17.4 12.1
Approach LOS D E B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 23.0 52.0 10.9 7.0 68.0 34.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.0 * 46 18.0 3.0 48.0 33.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 9.9 6.5 5.0 9.4 28.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.1 7.2 0.3 0.0 4.3 1.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 29.0
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing - PM
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 504 0 1146 0 0 0 0 1226 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 504 0 1146 0 0 0 0 1226 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3646 5136 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3646 5136 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 520 0 1181 0 0 0 0 1264 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 478 0 1181 0 0 0 0 1264 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 32.2 32.2 71.0
Effective Green, g (s) 32.2 32.2 71.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 978 1378 2982
v/s Ratio Prot 0.13 c0.23 c0.25
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.49 0.86 0.42
Uniform Delay, d1 37.0 41.7 13.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.28 1.75
Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 5.0 0.3
Delay (s) 38.6 58.4 23.6
Level of Service D E C
Approach Delay (s) 38.6 58.4 0.0 23.6
Approach LOS D E A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 40.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.56
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing - PM
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1622 0 0 575 1127 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1622 0 0 575 1127 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 1627 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 1627 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1690 0 0 599 1174 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1690 0 0 563 1174 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 2 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 44.8 44.8 58.7
Effective Green, g (s) 44.8 44.8 58.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.37 0.49
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1917 607 2465
v/s Ratio Prot 0.33 c0.35 c0.23
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.88 0.93 0.48
Uniform Delay, d1 35.1 36.1 20.4
Progression Factor 1.15 1.00 0.20
Incremental Delay, d2 4.3 22.5 0.6
Delay (s) 44.6 58.6 4.7
Level of Service D E A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 44.6 58.6 4.7
Approach LOS A D E A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 33.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - PM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 145 188 260 532 118 189 175 1051 451 255 1166 103
Future Volume (veh/h) 145 188 260 532 118 189 175 1051 451 255 1166 103
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 151 196 0 554 123 0 182 1095 0 266 1215 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 214 272 231 362 352 299 243 1747 781 290 2578 803
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.14 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.49 0.00 0.17 1.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 3476 1881 1599 3476 3574 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 151 196 0 554 123 0 182 1095 0 266 1215 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1738 1881 1599 1738 1787 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.1 11.9 0.0 12.5 7.5 0.0 6.2 27.1 0.0 9.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.1 11.9 0.0 12.5 7.5 0.0 6.2 27.1 0.0 9.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 214 272 231 362 352 299 243 1747 781 290 2578 803
V/C Ratio(X) 0.71 0.72 0.00 1.53 0.35 0.00 0.75 0.63 0.00 0.92 0.47 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 768 455 386 362 352 299 463 1747 781 290 2578 803
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.77 0.77 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.2 49.0 0.0 57.9 49.3 0.0 54.8 22.6 0.0 49.6 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.1 3.6 0.0 251.5 0.6 0.0 3.4 1.7 0.0 26.8 0.5 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.5 6.5 0.0 18.7 4.0 0.0 3.1 13.8 0.0 5.4 0.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 58.4 52.6 0.0 309.5 49.8 0.0 58.2 24.3 0.0 76.4 0.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F D E C E A
Approach Vol, veh/h 347 677 1277 1481
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.1 262.3 29.2 14.1
Approach LOS E F C B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.4 66.2 12.9 27.5 15.0 64.6 18.0 22.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 41.0 26.5 15.0 10.0 47.0 12.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.2 2.0 7.1 9.5 11.0 29.1 14.5 13.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 34.3 0.3 0.8 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 67.4
HCM 2010 LOS E
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - PM
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 91 754 6 3 651 140 88 13 8 179 8 69
Future Volume (veh/h) 91 754 6 3 651 140 88 13 8 179 8 69
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 100 829 7 3 715 154 97 14 9 197 9 76
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 468 2374 1036 374 2259 985 263 212 136 322 34 285
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.63 0.63 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1560 1792 3574 1559 1311 1061 682 1385 169 1424
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 100 829 7 3 715 154 97 0 23 197 0 85
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1560 1792 1787 1559 1311 0 1743 1385 0 1592
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.3 23.5 0.4 0.1 11.0 4.8 8.1 0.0 1.3 16.1 0.0 5.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.3 23.5 0.4 0.1 11.0 4.8 13.5 0.0 1.3 17.4 0.0 5.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.39 1.00 0.89
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 468 2374 1036 374 2259 985 263 0 349 322 0 319
V/C Ratio(X) 0.21 0.35 0.01 0.01 0.32 0.16 0.37 0.00 0.07 0.61 0.00 0.27
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 555 2374 1036 474 2259 985 438 0 581 507 0 531
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.72 0.72 0.72 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.97 0.00 0.97
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.6 24.9 15.9 9.7 10.2 9.0 46.3 0.0 38.9 46.0 0.0 40.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.3 1.0 0.0 0.1 2.2 0.0 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.1 11.8 0.2 0.0 5.6 2.1 3.0 0.0 0.6 6.4 0.0 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 7.7 25.2 15.9 9.7 10.5 9.4 47.3 0.0 39.0 48.2 0.0 41.1
LnGrp LOS A C B A B A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 936 872 120 282
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.3 10.3 45.7 46.0
Approach LOS C B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.3 85.7 29.0 9.2 81.8 29.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 10.0 54.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 25.5 19.4 4.3 13.0 15.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 13.7 1.9 0.0 15.0 1.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 22.3
HCM 2010 LOS C
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - PM
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 87 367 92 79 203 7 58 71 126 11 80 69
Future Volume (veh/h) 87 367 92 79 203 7 58 71 126 11 80 69
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 89 374 94 81 207 7 59 72 129 11 82 70
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 738 1731 748 654 1699 57 247 108 194 195 169 144
Arrive On Green 0.10 0.97 0.97 0.05 0.48 0.48 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.18 0.18 0.18
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1545 1792 3525 119 1229 592 1061 1178 923 788
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 89 374 94 81 105 109 59 0 201 11 0 152
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1545 1792 1787 1856 1229 0 1653 1178 0 1711
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.5 0.2 0.1 1.3 1.9 1.9 2.8 0.0 7.1 0.5 0.0 4.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.5 0.2 0.1 1.3 1.9 1.9 7.6 0.0 7.1 7.7 0.0 4.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.64 1.00 0.46
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 738 1731 748 654 862 895 247 0 302 195 0 313
V/C Ratio(X) 0.12 0.22 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.24 0.00 0.66 0.06 0.00 0.49
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 855 1731 748 774 862 895 329 0 413 274 0 428
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.93 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.00 0.99 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 6.5 0.5 0.5 6.9 8.5 8.5 29.0 0.0 26.4 26.5 0.0 22.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.0 2.5 0.1 0.0 1.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 3.5 0.2 0.0 2.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 6.5 0.8 0.8 6.9 8.8 8.8 29.4 0.0 28.9 26.7 0.0 23.1
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 557 295 260 163
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.7 8.3 29.0 23.4
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 35.1 17.0 8.1 34.9 17.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 21.0 15.0 7.0 21.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.3 2.2 9.7 3.5 3.9 9.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 5.1 1.1 0.0 4.8 1.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.6
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing - PM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 83 72 207 209 24 115 60 1026 250 185 1144 59
Future Volume (vph) 83 72 207 209 24 115 60 1026 250 185 1144 59
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1787 3574 1555 3467 1881 1561 1787 3574 1566 1787 3574 1537
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.21 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1787 3574 1555 3467 1881 1561 290 3574 1566 389 3574 1537
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 86 74 213 215 25 119 62 1058 258 191 1179 61
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 171 0 0 107 0 0 109 0 0 27
Lane Group Flow (vph) 86 74 42 215 25 12 62 1058 149 191 1179 34
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 6 5 5 6
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 3 2 3
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.9 11.9 11.9 12.3 12.3 12.3 76.6 67.8 67.8 73.0 66.0 66.0
Effective Green, g (s) 11.9 11.9 11.9 12.3 12.3 12.3 76.6 67.8 67.8 73.0 66.0 66.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.64 0.56 0.56 0.61 0.55 0.55
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 177 354 154 355 192 160 294 2019 884 318 1965 845
v/s Ratio Prot c0.05 0.02 c0.06 0.01 0.02 0.30 c0.04 0.33
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.01 0.12 0.10 c0.33 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.49 0.21 0.27 0.61 0.13 0.08 0.21 0.52 0.17 0.60 0.60 0.04
Uniform Delay, d1 51.2 49.7 50.0 51.5 49.0 48.7 11.0 16.1 12.5 11.9 18.1 12.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.97 3.23 0.53 0.39 0.12 1.40 0.59 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.5 0.3 1.1 2.4 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.8 0.3 2.1 1.3 0.1
Delay (s) 53.6 50.1 51.2 52.1 47.7 157.3 6.1 7.2 1.8 18.8 12.0 12.5
Level of Service D D D D D F A A A B B B
Approach Delay (s) 51.5 86.6 6.1 12.9
Approach LOS D F A B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.58
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - PM
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 141 24 89 30 9 38 90 1020 57 82 1183 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 141 24 89 30 9 38 90 1020 57 82 1183 35
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 145 25 92 31 9 39 93 1052 59 85 1220 36
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 251 42 154 165 18 78 404 3298 1002 423 3280 97
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.85 0.85 0.06 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 344 1266 1792 303 1314 1792 5136 1561 1792 5123 151
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 145 0 117 31 0 48 93 1052 59 85 815 441
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1611 1792 0 1617 1792 1712 1561 1792 1712 1850
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.9 0.0 8.3 1.9 0.0 3.5 2.2 4.9 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.9 0.0 8.3 1.9 0.0 3.5 2.2 4.9 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.79 1.00 0.81 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.08
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 251 0 196 165 0 96 404 3298 1002 423 2192 1185
V/C Ratio(X) 0.58 0.00 0.60 0.19 0.00 0.50 0.23 0.32 0.06 0.20 0.37 0.37
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 251 0 322 276 0 323 494 3298 1002 516 2192 1185
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.83 0.83 0.83
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 46.2 0.0 49.9 51.6 0.0 54.7 6.7 3.5 3.2 6.7 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.8 0.0 2.2 0.4 0.0 2.9 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.5 0.0 3.8 1.0 0.0 1.6 1.1 2.3 0.3 1.0 0.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 49.1 0.0 52.1 52.0 0.0 57.6 6.8 3.7 3.3 6.7 0.4 0.7
LnGrp LOS D D D E A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 262 79 1204 1341
Approach Delay, s/veh 50.4 55.4 3.9 0.9
Approach LOS D E A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.0 82.8 15.0 13.2 8.8 83.1 7.6 20.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.2 2.0 10.9 5.5 4.0 6.9 3.9 10.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 47.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 43.5 0.0 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.2
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing - PM
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 41 118 16 309 18 66 18 645 555 140 960 22
Future Volume (veh/h) 41 118 16 309 18 66 18 645 555 140 960 22
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 44 126 0 329 19 0 19 686 0 149 1021 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 136 271 121 396 214 182 350 2131 953 598 2259 1011
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.02 1.00 0.00 0.05 0.63 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1599 3476 1881 1599 1792 3574 1599 1792 3574 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 44 126 0 329 19 0 19 686 0 149 1021 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1599 1738 1881 1599 1792 1787 1599 1792 1787 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.8 4.1 0.0 11.1 1.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 3.7 17.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.8 4.1 0.0 11.1 1.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 3.7 17.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 136 271 121 396 214 182 350 2131 953 598 2259 1011
V/C Ratio(X) 0.32 0.47 0.00 0.83 0.09 0.00 0.05 0.32 0.00 0.25 0.45 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 373 745 333 492 267 227 494 2131 953 633 2259 1011
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.94 0.94 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.5 53.1 0.0 52.0 47.6 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 7.6 11.4 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.0 0.9 0.0 8.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.4 2.0 0.0 5.8 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 1.8 8.9 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.6 54.0 0.0 60.9 47.7 0.0 10.0 0.4 0.0 7.6 12.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 170 348 705 1170
Approach Delay, s/veh 53.9 60.2 0.6 11.5
Approach LOS D E A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.4 81.8 18.7 9.7 77.6 14.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 47.0 17.0 8.0 50.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.5 19.7 13.1 5.7 2.0 6.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 17.9 0.4 0.0 25.0 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 18.4
HCM 2010 LOS B

396



Existing plus Baseline (Fully Tenanted Sam’s Club) AM 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 346 12 68 36 13 51 243 832 68 109 423 330
Future Volume (veh/h) 346 12 68 36 13 51 243 832 68 109 423 330
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 366 0 70 37 13 53 251 858 0 112 436 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Cap, veh/h 481 0 139 95 100 83 1671 3362 1047 568 2014 627
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.29 0.67 0.00 0.06 0.67 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5270 0 1528 1757 1845 1526 3408 5036 1568 3408 5036 1568
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 366 0 70 37 13 53 251 858 0 112 436 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1757 0 1528 1757 1845 1526 1704 1679 1568 1704 1679 1568
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.1 0.0 5.2 2.4 0.8 4.1 0.0 8.2 0.0 2.5 4.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.1 0.0 5.2 2.4 0.8 4.1 0.0 8.2 0.0 2.5 4.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 481 0 139 95 100 83 1671 3362 1047 568 2014 627
V/C Ratio(X) 0.76 0.00 0.50 0.39 0.13 0.64 0.15 0.26 0.00 0.20 0.22 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1142 0 331 293 307 254 1671 3362 1047 641 2014 627
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.2 0.0 51.9 54.8 54.1 55.6 11.1 8.0 0.0 23.4 12.6 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 1.0 2.6 0.6 8.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.0 0.0 2.3 1.3 0.4 1.9 1.9 3.8 0.0 1.2 1.9 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 54.2 0.0 53.0 57.4 54.6 63.6 11.1 8.2 0.0 23.5 12.9 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D E B A C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 436 103 1109 548
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.0 60.3 8.8 15.0
Approach LOS D E A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.5 54.0 10.5 8.4 86.1 15.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 * 48 20.0 7.0 49.0 26.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 6.0 6.1 4.5 10.2 10.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.8 3.0 0.2 0.0 7.0 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 21.8
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 210 0 1119 0 0 0 0 674 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 210 0 1119 0 0 0 0 674 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3610 5085 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3610 5085 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 214 0 1142 0 0 0 0 688 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 159 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 55 0 1142 0 0 0 0 688 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.7 30.7 72.5
Effective Green, g (s) 30.7 30.7 72.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 923 1300 3014
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.22 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.06 0.88 0.23
Uniform Delay, d1 33.7 42.9 10.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.13 0.53
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 6.7 0.2
Delay (s) 33.9 55.1 6.0
Level of Service C E A
Approach Delay (s) 33.9 55.1 0.0 6.0
Approach LOS C E A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 936 0 0 680 995 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 936 0 0 680 995 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1611 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1611 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 996 0 0 723 1059 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 996 0 0 680 1059 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 42.8 42.8 60.7
Effective Green, g (s) 42.8 42.8 60.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.36 0.51
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1813 574 2524
v/s Ratio Prot 0.20 c0.42 c0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.55 1.18 0.42
Uniform Delay, d1 30.9 38.6 18.6
Progression Factor 1.24 1.00 0.23
Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 99.8 0.5
Delay (s) 39.1 138.4 4.7
Level of Service D F A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 39.1 138.4 4.7
Approach LOS A D F A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 51.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 45 26 65 404 143 288 198 1048 410 139 804 97
Future Volume (veh/h) 45 26 65 404 143 288 198 1048 410 139 804 97
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 28 0 430 152 0 211 1115 0 148 855 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 160 143 121 272 203 173 269 2145 960 203 2984 929
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.08 0.61 0.00 0.12 1.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 1863 1583 3442 1863 1583 3442 3539 1583 3442 5085 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 28 0 430 152 0 211 1115 0 148 855 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1863 1583 1721 1863 1583 1721 1770 1583 1721 1695 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.6 1.7 0.0 9.5 9.7 0.0 7.2 21.7 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.6 1.7 0.0 9.5 9.7 0.0 7.2 21.7 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 160 143 121 272 203 173 269 2145 960 203 2984 929
V/C Ratio(X) 0.30 0.20 0.00 1.58 0.75 0.00 0.78 0.52 0.00 0.73 0.29 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 875 528 449 272 203 173 373 2145 960 373 2984 929
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.3 51.9 0.0 58.4 56.2 0.0 54.3 13.6 0.0 52.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.7 0.0 276.5 13.5 0.0 6.2 0.9 0.0 3.3 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.9 0.0 15.0 5.8 0.0 3.7 10.8 0.0 2.4 0.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.1 52.6 0.0 334.9 69.7 0.0 60.5 14.5 0.0 55.3 0.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F E E B E A
Approach Vol, veh/h 76 582 1326 1003
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.8 265.6 21.8 8.3
Approach LOS D F C A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.4 76.4 11.1 18.1 12.1 78.7 15.0 14.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.0 42.0 30.5 13.0 13.0 42.0 9.5 34.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.2 2.0 3.6 11.7 7.0 23.7 11.5 3.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 31.8 0.1 0.1 0.2 16.2 0.0 0.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 65.6
HCM 2010 LOS E

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 29 463 95 8 689 118 10 0 2 162 23 51
Future Volume (veh/h) 29 463 95 8 689 118 10 0 2 162 23 51
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 32 503 103 9 749 128 11 0 2 176 25 55
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 480 2515 1102 555 2480 1109 199 0 237 269 77 169
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.23 0.23 0.01 0.70 0.70 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1551 1774 3539 1583 1313 0 1583 1409 514 1131
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 32 503 103 9 749 128 11 0 2 176 0 80
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1551 1774 1770 1583 1313 0 1583 1409 0 1645
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 13.7 6.2 0.2 9.6 3.2 0.9 0.0 0.1 14.6 0.0 5.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 13.7 6.2 0.2 9.6 3.2 6.1 0.0 0.1 14.7 0.0 5.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.69
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 480 2515 1102 555 2480 1109 199 0 237 269 0 246
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.20 0.09 0.02 0.30 0.12 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.65 0.00 0.33
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 554 2515 1102 647 2480 1109 441 0 528 528 0 548
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.91 0.91 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.94 0.00 0.94
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 5.4 18.5 15.7 5.8 6.8 5.8 48.4 0.0 43.5 49.7 0.0 45.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 6.8 2.7 0.1 4.8 1.5 0.3 0.0 0.1 5.9 0.0 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 5.4 18.7 15.8 5.8 7.1 6.1 48.5 0.0 43.5 52.8 0.0 46.5
LnGrp LOS A B B A A A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 638 886 13 256
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.6 7.0 47.7 50.8
Approach LOS B A D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.8 91.3 22.9 7.0 90.1 22.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 7.0 57.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 15.7 16.7 2.6 11.6 8.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 11.7 1.2 0.0 11.9 1.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.3
HCM 2010 LOS B

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM

402



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 41 132 49 96 328 8 55 37 41 18 76 96
Future Volume (veh/h) 41 132 49 96 328 8 55 37 41 18 76 96
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 44 140 52 102 349 9 59 39 44 19 81 102
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 631 1688 737 779 1750 45 221 148 167 307 137 173
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.95 0.95 0.05 0.50 0.50 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1546 1774 3523 91 1192 797 900 1303 740 931
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 44 140 52 102 175 183 59 0 83 19 0 183
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1546 1774 1770 1844 1192 0 1697 1303 0 1671
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 0.1 0.1 1.7 3.3 3.3 2.9 0.0 2.5 0.8 0.0 6.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 0.1 0.1 1.7 3.3 3.3 8.9 0.0 2.5 3.3 0.0 6.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.53 1.00 0.56
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 631 1688 737 779 879 916 221 0 314 307 0 310
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.13 0.20 0.20 0.27 0.00 0.26 0.06 0.00 0.59
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 776 1688 737 889 879 916 239 0 339 326 0 334
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.1 0.7 0.7 7.0 8.4 8.4 26.4 0.0 20.9 22.3 0.0 22.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 2.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.8 1.7 1.8 1.0 0.0 1.2 0.3 0.0 3.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 7.1 0.8 0.9 7.0 8.9 8.9 27.1 0.0 21.4 22.4 0.0 24.8
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 236 460 142 202
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.0 8.5 23.7 24.6
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.3 34.6 17.1 7.1 35.8 17.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 24.0 12.0 7.0 24.0 12.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.7 2.1 8.0 2.7 5.3 10.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.2 0.7 0.0 3.9 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.2
HCM 2010 LOS B

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 61 34 79 263 86 139 247 934 150 87 721 47
Future Volume (vph) 61 34 79 263 86 139 247 934 150 87 721 47
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1536 1769 3539 1561 1770 3539 1547
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 0.23 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1536 608 3539 1561 432 3539 1547
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 35 81 271 89 143 255 963 155 90 743 48
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 74 0 0 127 0 0 68 0 0 21
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 35 7 271 89 16 255 963 87 90 743 27
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 6 6 2 1 1 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7 1
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.1 10.1 10.1 13.8 13.8 13.8 74.6 67.6 67.6 75.6 68.1 68.1
Effective Green, g (s) 10.1 10.1 10.1 13.8 13.8 13.8 74.6 67.6 67.6 75.6 68.1 68.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.62 0.56 0.56 0.63 0.57 0.57
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 148 297 129 394 214 176 445 1993 879 355 2008 877
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.01 c0.08 0.05 c0.03 0.27 0.02 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.01 c0.32 0.06 0.14 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.43 0.12 0.05 0.69 0.42 0.09 0.57 0.48 0.10 0.25 0.37 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 52.2 50.8 50.5 51.0 49.4 47.5 10.9 15.7 12.1 9.8 14.2 11.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.96 2.10 0.89 0.56 0.56 0.55 1.16 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 0.2 0.2 4.5 0.9 0.2 1.5 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.1
Delay (s) 54.5 51.0 50.8 53.9 48.4 100.0 11.2 9.5 6.9 5.5 16.9 11.5
Level of Service D D D D D F B A A A B B
Approach Delay (s) 52.1 66.0 9.5 15.5
Approach LOS D E A B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 23.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.1% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 46 3 26 58 6 74 111 916 29 46 854 47
Future Volume (veh/h) 46 3 26 58 6 74 111 916 29 46 854 47
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 3 27 61 6 78 117 964 31 48 899 49
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 150 11 96 202 8 110 520 3493 1063 395 3312 180
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.23 0.23 0.04 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 159 1429 1774 111 1449 1774 5085 1547 1774 4936 268
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 0 30 61 0 84 117 964 31 48 617 331
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 0 1588 1774 0 1561 1774 1695 1547 1774 1695 1815
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.0 0.0 2.2 3.8 0.0 6.3 2.4 18.8 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.0 0.0 2.2 3.8 0.0 6.3 2.4 18.8 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.15
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 150 0 107 202 0 119 520 3493 1063 395 2274 1217
V/C Ratio(X) 0.32 0.00 0.28 0.30 0.00 0.71 0.23 0.28 0.03 0.12 0.27 0.27
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 194 0 251 230 0 247 559 3493 1063 507 2274 1217
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.86 0.86 0.86
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 50.0 0.0 53.2 49.3 0.0 54.1 5.6 21.8 15.2 7.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 1.1 0.6 0.0 5.6 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.5 0.0 1.0 1.9 0.0 2.9 1.2 8.9 0.8 0.5 0.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 50.9 0.0 54.3 49.9 0.0 59.8 5.7 22.0 15.3 7.1 0.3 0.5
LnGrp LOS D D D E A C B A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 78 145 1112 996
Approach Delay, s/veh 52.2 55.6 20.1 0.7
Approach LOS D E C A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.4 86.5 9.0 15.1 7.4 88.4 10.1 14.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 65.0 7.0 19.0 10.0 62.0 7.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.4 2.0 5.0 8.3 3.0 20.8 5.8 4.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 50.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 35.2 0.0 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.1
HCM 2010 LOS B

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 24 11 374 111 181 20 783 208 46 554 44
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 24 11 374 111 181 20 783 208 46 554 44
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 17 25 0 390 116 0 21 816 0 48 577 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 110 220 99 445 241 205 546 2196 982 511 2227 996
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.02 0.63 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1583 3442 1863 1583 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 17 25 0 390 116 0 21 816 0 48 577 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1583 1721 1863 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 0.8 0.0 13.4 6.9 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 8.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 0.8 0.0 13.4 6.9 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 8.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 110 220 99 445 241 205 546 2196 982 511 2227 996
V/C Ratio(X) 0.15 0.11 0.00 0.88 0.48 0.00 0.04 0.37 0.00 0.09 0.26 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 414 826 369 459 248 211 642 2196 982 592 2227 996
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.97 0.97 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.3 53.1 0.0 51.3 48.5 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 7.9 9.9 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.2 0.0 16.5 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.4 0.0 7.4 3.7 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.6 4.3 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.7 53.3 0.0 67.8 49.6 0.0 8.3 0.5 0.0 7.9 10.1 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 42 506 837 625
Approach Delay, s/veh 53.5 63.6 0.7 10.0
Approach LOS D E A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.5 81.5 20.5 6.6 80.4 12.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 48.0 16.0 8.0 48.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.5 10.7 15.4 3.2 2.0 3.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 16.9 0.1 0.0 18.4 0.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.5
HCM 2010 LOS C

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - AM

406



Existing plus Baseline (Fully Tenanted Sam’s Club) PM 

407



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 801 45 350 67 26 35 166 607 36 125 942 710
Future Volume (veh/h) 801 45 350 67 26 35 166 607 36 125 942 710
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 859 0 361 69 27 36 171 626 0 129 971 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 1349 0 395 103 108 92 945 2652 826 608 1969 613
Arrive On Green 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.14 0.52 0.00 0.05 0.77 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5375 0 1575 1792 1881 1591 3476 5136 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 859 0 361 69 27 36 171 626 0 129 971 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1575 1792 1881 1591 1738 1712 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 17.1 0.0 26.7 4.5 1.6 2.6 0.0 8.1 0.0 3.0 8.5 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.1 0.0 26.7 4.5 1.6 2.6 0.0 8.1 0.0 3.0 8.5 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1349 0 395 103 108 92 945 2652 826 608 1969 613
V/C Ratio(X) 0.64 0.00 0.91 0.67 0.25 0.39 0.18 0.24 0.00 0.21 0.49 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1478 0 433 269 282 239 945 2652 826 608 1969 613
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 40.1 0.0 43.7 55.4 54.1 54.5 22.4 16.0 0.0 24.8 9.6 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.0 21.4 7.2 1.2 2.7 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 8.5 0.0 14.0 2.5 0.9 1.2 1.9 3.9 0.0 1.4 3.9 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 40.6 0.0 65.1 62.7 55.2 57.2 22.4 16.2 0.0 24.9 10.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS D E E E E C B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 1220 132 797 1100
Approach Delay, s/veh 47.8 59.7 17.5 12.2
Approach LOS D E B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 23.0 52.0 10.9 7.0 68.0 34.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.0 * 46 18.0 3.0 48.0 33.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 10.5 6.5 5.0 10.1 28.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.1 7.6 0.3 0.0 4.7 1.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 28.8
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 504 0 1201 0 0 0 0 1281 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 504 0 1201 0 0 0 0 1281 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3646 5136 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3646 5136 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 520 0 1238 0 0 0 0 1321 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 479 0 1238 0 0 0 0 1321 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 33.9 33.9 69.3
Effective Green, g (s) 33.9 33.9 69.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.58
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1029 1450 2910
v/s Ratio Prot 0.13 c0.24 c0.26
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.47 0.85 0.45
Uniform Delay, d1 35.6 40.7 14.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.29 1.74
Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 4.6 0.3
Delay (s) 37.0 57.3 25.6
Level of Service D E C
Approach Delay (s) 37.0 57.3 0.0 25.6
Approach LOS D E A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 40.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.59
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.6% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

409



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1731 0 0 629 1236 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1731 0 0 629 1236 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 1627 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 1627 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1803 0 0 655 1288 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1803 0 0 619 1288 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 2 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 44.8 44.8 58.7
Effective Green, g (s) 44.8 44.8 58.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.37 0.49
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1917 607 2465
v/s Ratio Prot 0.35 c0.38 c0.26
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.94 1.02 0.52
Uniform Delay, d1 36.3 37.6 21.0
Progression Factor 1.14 1.00 0.21
Incremental Delay, d2 5.8 41.7 0.7
Delay (s) 47.2 79.3 5.2
Level of Service D E A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 47.2 79.3 5.2
Approach LOS A D E A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 145 188 260 646 118 207 175 1165 500 266 1215 103
Future Volume (veh/h) 145 188 260 646 118 207 175 1165 500 266 1215 103
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 151 196 0 673 123 0 182 1214 0 277 1266 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 214 272 231 362 352 299 243 1747 781 290 2578 803
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.14 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.49 0.00 0.17 1.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 3476 1881 1599 3476 3574 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 151 196 0 673 123 0 182 1214 0 277 1266 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1738 1881 1599 1738 1787 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.1 11.9 0.0 12.5 7.5 0.0 6.2 31.6 0.0 9.5 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.1 11.9 0.0 12.5 7.5 0.0 6.2 31.6 0.0 9.5 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 214 272 231 362 352 299 243 1747 781 290 2578 803
V/C Ratio(X) 0.71 0.72 0.00 1.86 0.35 0.00 0.75 0.70 0.00 0.96 0.49 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 768 455 386 362 352 299 463 1747 781 290 2578 803
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.72 0.72 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.2 49.0 0.0 57.9 49.3 0.0 54.8 23.8 0.0 49.8 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.1 3.6 0.0 396.4 0.6 0.0 3.4 2.3 0.0 33.5 0.5 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.5 6.5 0.0 26.0 4.0 0.0 3.1 16.1 0.0 5.9 0.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 58.4 52.6 0.0 454.3 49.8 0.0 58.2 26.1 0.0 83.3 0.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F D E C F A
Approach Vol, veh/h 347 796 1396 1543
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.1 391.8 30.3 15.4
Approach LOS E F C B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.4 66.2 12.9 27.5 15.0 64.6 18.0 22.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 41.0 26.5 15.0 10.0 47.0 12.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.2 2.0 7.1 9.5 11.5 33.6 14.5 13.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 35.5 0.3 0.8 0.0 12.9 0.0 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 97.2
HCM 2010 LOS F

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 101 769 6 3 674 144 88 13 8 191 8 87
Future Volume (veh/h) 101 769 6 3 674 144 88 13 8 191 8 87
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 111 845 7 3 741 158 97 14 9 210 9 96
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 452 2344 1023 360 2218 967 256 221 142 334 28 303
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.62 0.62 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1560 1792 3574 1559 1288 1061 682 1385 136 1451
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 111 845 7 3 741 158 97 0 23 210 0 105
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1560 1792 1787 1559 1288 0 1743 1385 0 1588
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.6 24.1 0.4 0.1 11.9 5.1 8.3 0.0 1.3 17.2 0.0 6.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.6 24.1 0.4 0.1 11.9 5.1 15.0 0.0 1.3 18.5 0.0 6.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.39 1.00 0.91
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 452 2344 1023 360 2218 967 256 0 363 334 0 331
V/C Ratio(X) 0.25 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.33 0.16 0.38 0.00 0.06 0.63 0.00 0.32
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 534 2344 1023 461 2218 967 417 0 581 507 0 529
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.68 0.68 0.68 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.96 0.00 0.96
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.1 25.6 16.3 10.2 10.9 9.6 46.6 0.0 38.1 45.5 0.0 40.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4 1.1 0.0 0.1 2.3 0.0 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 12.1 0.2 0.0 6.0 2.3 3.0 0.0 0.6 6.8 0.0 3.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.2 25.9 16.4 10.2 11.3 10.0 47.7 0.0 38.2 47.8 0.0 40.9
LnGrp LOS A C B B B A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 963 902 120 315
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.8 11.1 45.9 45.5
Approach LOS C B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.3 84.7 30.0 9.5 80.5 30.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 10.0 54.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 26.1 20.5 4.6 13.9 17.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 14.0 2.1 0.1 15.5 2.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 22.9
HCM 2010 LOS C

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 95 376 97 84 212 7 61 77 131 11 86 77
Future Volume (veh/h) 95 376 97 84 212 7 61 77 131 11 86 77
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 97 384 99 86 216 7 62 79 134 11 88 79
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 723 1696 733 639 1666 54 246 118 200 197 172 155
Arrive On Green 0.11 0.95 0.95 0.05 0.47 0.47 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.19 0.19 0.19
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1545 1792 3530 114 1214 615 1043 1166 900 808
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 97 384 99 86 109 114 62 0 213 11 0 167
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1545 1792 1787 1857 1214 0 1658 1166 0 1707
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.6 0.4 0.2 1.4 2.1 2.1 3.0 0.0 7.5 0.5 0.0 5.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.6 0.4 0.2 1.4 2.1 2.1 8.3 0.0 7.5 8.1 0.0 5.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.63 1.00 0.47
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 723 1696 733 639 843 876 246 0 317 197 0 327
V/C Ratio(X) 0.13 0.23 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.25 0.00 0.67 0.06 0.00 0.51
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 836 1696 733 757 843 876 317 0 415 265 0 427
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.90 0.90 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.00 0.99 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 6.8 0.8 0.8 7.2 8.9 8.9 29.2 0.0 26.3 26.4 0.0 21.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.0 2.7 0.1 0.0 1.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.7 1.1 1.1 1.0 0.0 3.7 0.2 0.0 2.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 6.8 1.1 1.2 7.2 9.2 9.2 29.7 0.0 28.9 26.6 0.0 23.0
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 580 309 275 178
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.1 8.7 29.1 23.2
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 34.5 17.5 8.2 34.3 17.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 21.0 15.0 7.0 21.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.4 2.4 10.1 3.6 4.1 10.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 5.2 1.2 0.0 5.0 1.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.9
HCM 2010 LOS B

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 83 72 207 264 24 131 60 1064 290 201 1182 59
Future Volume (vph) 83 72 207 264 24 131 60 1064 290 201 1182 59
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1787 3574 1556 3467 1881 1562 1787 3574 1566 1787 3574 1537
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.13 1.00 1.00 0.19 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1787 3574 1556 3467 1881 1562 253 3574 1566 350 3574 1537
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 86 74 213 272 25 135 62 1097 299 207 1219 61
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 151 0 0 119 0 0 128 0 0 29
Lane Group Flow (vph) 86 74 62 272 25 16 62 1097 171 207 1219 32
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 6 5 5 6
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 3 2 3
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.3 12.3 12.3 14.4 14.4 14.4 74.1 65.3 65.3 70.5 63.5 63.5
Effective Green, g (s) 12.3 12.3 12.3 14.4 14.4 14.4 74.1 65.3 65.3 70.5 63.5 63.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.62 0.54 0.54 0.59 0.53 0.53
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 183 366 159 416 225 187 268 1944 852 289 1891 813
v/s Ratio Prot c0.05 0.02 c0.08 0.01 0.02 0.31 c0.04 0.34
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.01 0.13 0.11 c0.38 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.47 0.20 0.39 0.65 0.11 0.09 0.23 0.56 0.20 0.72 0.64 0.04
Uniform Delay, d1 50.8 49.4 50.3 50.4 47.1 47.0 12.7 18.0 14.0 13.9 20.2 13.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.02 2.39 0.49 0.40 0.07 1.15 0.64 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 0.3 1.9 3.3 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.9 0.4 6.5 1.6 0.1
Delay (s) 53.0 49.7 52.2 53.6 48.4 112.3 6.6 8.0 1.4 22.4 14.5 13.7
Level of Service D D D D D F A A A C B B
Approach Delay (s) 51.9 71.7 6.6 15.5
Approach LOS D E A B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 141 24 89 30 9 38 90 1074 57 82 1237 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 141 24 89 30 9 38 90 1074 57 82 1237 35
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 145 25 92 31 9 39 93 1107 59 85 1275 36
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 251 42 154 165 18 78 390 3298 1002 406 3285 93
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.85 0.85 0.06 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 344 1266 1792 303 1314 1792 5136 1561 1792 5131 145
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 145 0 117 31 0 48 93 1107 59 85 851 460
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1611 1792 0 1617 1792 1712 1561 1792 1712 1852
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.9 0.0 8.3 1.9 0.0 3.5 2.2 5.3 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.9 0.0 8.3 1.9 0.0 3.5 2.2 5.3 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.79 1.00 0.81 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.08
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 251 0 196 165 0 96 390 3298 1002 406 2192 1186
V/C Ratio(X) 0.58 0.00 0.60 0.19 0.00 0.50 0.24 0.34 0.06 0.21 0.39 0.39
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 251 0 322 276 0 323 479 3298 1002 499 2192 1186
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.81 0.81 0.81
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 46.2 0.0 49.9 51.6 0.0 54.7 6.7 3.5 3.2 6.7 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.8 0.0 2.2 0.4 0.0 2.9 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.5 0.0 3.8 1.0 0.0 1.6 1.1 2.4 0.3 1.0 0.1 0.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 49.1 0.0 52.1 52.0 0.0 57.6 6.8 3.7 3.3 6.8 0.4 0.8
LnGrp LOS D D D E A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 262 79 1259 1396
Approach Delay, s/veh 50.4 55.4 3.9 0.9
Approach LOS D E A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.0 82.8 15.0 13.2 8.8 83.1 7.6 20.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.2 2.0 10.9 5.5 4.0 7.3 3.9 10.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 48.5 0.0 0.7 0.0 43.9 0.0 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.0
HCM 2010 LOS A

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 41 118 16 336 18 66 18 672 582 140 987 22
Future Volume (veh/h) 41 118 16 336 18 66 18 672 582 140 987 22
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 44 126 0 357 19 0 19 715 0 149 1050 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 136 271 121 420 228 193 334 2104 941 582 2234 999
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.02 1.00 0.00 0.05 0.62 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1599 3476 1881 1599 1792 3574 1599 1792 3574 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 44 126 0 357 19 0 19 715 0 149 1050 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1599 1738 1881 1599 1792 1787 1599 1792 1787 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.8 4.1 0.0 12.1 1.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 3.8 18.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.8 4.1 0.0 12.1 1.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 3.8 18.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 136 271 121 420 228 193 334 2104 941 582 2234 999
V/C Ratio(X) 0.32 0.47 0.00 0.85 0.08 0.00 0.06 0.34 0.00 0.26 0.47 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 373 745 333 492 267 227 478 2104 941 615 2234 999
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.94 0.94 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.5 53.1 0.0 51.7 46.8 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 7.9 12.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.0 0.9 0.0 11.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.4 2.0 0.0 6.5 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 1.8 9.4 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.6 54.0 0.0 62.8 47.0 0.0 10.5 0.4 0.0 8.0 12.7 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D B A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 170 376 734 1199
Approach Delay, s/veh 53.9 62.0 0.7 12.1
Approach LOS D E A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.4 81.0 19.5 9.8 76.6 14.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 47.0 17.0 8.0 50.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.5 20.7 14.1 5.8 2.0 6.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 18.0 0.3 0.0 26.2 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.1
HCM 2010 LOS B

Existing + Baseline (Fully Tenanted 
Sam's Club) - PM
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Existing plus Alternative 2 AM 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 347 12 68 36 13 51 243 835 68 109 438 335
Future Volume (veh/h) 347 12 68 36 13 51 243 835 68 109 438 335
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 367 0 70 37 13 53 251 861 0 112 452 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Cap, veh/h 482 0 140 95 100 83 1649 3362 1047 576 2056 640
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.28 0.67 0.00 0.06 0.68 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5270 0 1528 1757 1845 1526 3408 5036 1568 3408 5036 1568
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 367 0 70 37 13 53 251 861 0 112 452 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1757 0 1528 1757 1845 1526 1704 1679 1568 1704 1679 1568
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.2 0.0 5.2 2.4 0.8 4.1 0.0 8.2 0.0 2.5 4.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.2 0.0 5.2 2.4 0.8 4.1 0.0 8.2 0.0 2.5 4.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 482 0 140 95 100 83 1649 3362 1047 576 2056 640
V/C Ratio(X) 0.76 0.00 0.50 0.39 0.13 0.64 0.15 0.26 0.00 0.19 0.22 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1142 0 331 293 307 254 1649 3362 1047 650 2056 640
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.2 0.0 51.9 54.8 54.1 55.6 11.1 8.0 0.0 22.8 11.9 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 1.0 2.6 0.6 8.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.0 0.0 2.3 1.3 0.4 1.9 1.9 3.8 0.0 1.2 1.9 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 54.2 0.0 52.9 57.4 54.6 63.6 11.1 8.2 0.0 22.9 12.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D E B A C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 437 103 1112 564
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.0 60.3 8.8 14.3
Approach LOS D E A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 39.5 55.0 10.5 8.4 86.1 15.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 * 49 20.0 7.0 49.0 26.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 6.0 6.1 4.5 10.2 10.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.9 3.2 0.2 0.0 7.0 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 21.5
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 210 0 1123 0 0 0 0 694 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 210 0 1123 0 0 0 0 694 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3610 5085 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3610 5085 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 214 0 1146 0 0 0 0 708 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 159 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 55 0 1146 0 0 0 0 708 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.8 30.8 72.4
Effective Green, g (s) 30.8 30.8 72.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.26 0.60
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 926 1305 3010
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.23 c0.14
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.06 0.88 0.24
Uniform Delay, d1 33.7 42.8 11.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.14 0.55
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 6.6 0.2
Delay (s) 33.8 55.6 6.2
Level of Service C E A
Approach Delay (s) 33.8 55.6 0.0 6.2
Approach LOS C E A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.43
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

419



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 975 0 0 685 1004 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 975 0 0 685 1004 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1611 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1611 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1037 0 0 729 1068 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1037 0 0 687 1068 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 42.8 42.8 60.7
Effective Green, g (s) 42.8 42.8 60.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.36 0.51
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1813 574 2524
v/s Ratio Prot 0.20 c0.43 c0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.57 1.20 0.42
Uniform Delay, d1 31.2 38.6 18.6
Progression Factor 1.24 1.00 0.23
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 104.8 0.5
Delay (s) 39.6 143.4 4.7
Level of Service D F A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 39.6 143.4 4.7
Approach LOS A D F A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 53.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 45 26 65 444 143 293 198 1058 414 140 821 97
Future Volume (veh/h) 45 26 65 444 143 293 198 1058 414 140 821 97
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 28 0 472 152 0 211 1126 0 149 873 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 160 143 121 272 203 173 269 2144 959 204 2984 929
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.08 0.61 0.00 0.12 1.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 1863 1583 3442 1863 1583 3442 3539 1583 3442 5085 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 28 0 472 152 0 211 1126 0 149 873 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1863 1583 1721 1863 1583 1721 1770 1583 1721 1695 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.6 1.7 0.0 9.5 9.7 0.0 7.2 22.1 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.6 1.7 0.0 9.5 9.7 0.0 7.2 22.1 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 160 143 121 272 203 173 269 2144 959 204 2984 929
V/C Ratio(X) 0.30 0.20 0.00 1.73 0.75 0.00 0.78 0.53 0.00 0.73 0.29 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 875 528 449 272 203 173 373 2144 959 373 2984 929
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.89 0.89 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.3 51.9 0.0 58.4 56.2 0.0 54.3 13.7 0.0 52.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.7 0.0 343.9 13.5 0.0 6.2 0.9 0.0 3.3 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.9 0.0 17.5 5.8 0.0 3.7 11.1 0.0 2.5 0.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.1 52.6 0.0 402.3 69.7 0.0 60.5 14.6 0.0 55.3 0.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F E E B E A
Approach Vol, veh/h 76 624 1337 1022
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.8 321.3 21.8 8.2
Approach LOS D F C A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.4 76.4 11.1 18.1 12.1 78.7 15.0 14.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.0 42.0 30.5 13.0 13.0 42.0 9.5 34.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.2 2.0 3.6 11.7 7.0 24.1 11.5 3.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 32.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 16.0 0.0 0.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 79.2
HCM 2010 LOS E
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 469 95 8 691 118 10 0 2 166 23 57
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 469 95 8 691 118 10 0 2 166 23 57
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 510 103 9 751 128 11 0 2 180 25 62
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 477 2504 1097 548 2467 1103 197 0 242 274 72 178
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.23 0.23 0.01 0.70 0.70 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1551 1774 3539 1583 1305 0 1583 1409 471 1167
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 510 103 9 751 128 11 0 2 180 0 87
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1551 1774 1770 1583 1305 0 1583 1409 0 1638
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 13.9 6.2 0.2 9.8 3.2 0.9 0.0 0.1 14.9 0.0 5.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 13.9 6.2 0.2 9.8 3.2 6.6 0.0 0.1 15.0 0.0 5.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.71
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 477 2504 1097 548 2467 1103 197 0 242 274 0 250
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.20 0.09 0.02 0.30 0.12 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.66 0.00 0.35
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 550 2504 1097 640 2467 1103 433 0 528 528 0 546
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.90 0.90 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.94 0.00 0.94
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 5.5 18.8 15.9 6.0 7.0 6.0 48.4 0.0 43.1 49.5 0.0 45.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 6.9 2.7 0.1 4.8 1.5 0.3 0.0 0.1 6.0 0.0 2.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 5.5 19.0 16.0 6.0 7.3 6.2 48.6 0.0 43.1 52.5 0.0 46.4
LnGrp LOS A B B A A A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 647 888 13 267
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.8 7.1 47.7 50.5
Approach LOS B A D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.8 90.9 23.3 7.0 89.6 23.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 7.0 57.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 15.9 17.0 2.7 11.8 8.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 11.8 1.3 0.0 12.0 1.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.6
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 43 135 50 96 329 8 56 40 43 18 76 97
Future Volume (veh/h) 43 135 50 96 329 8 56 40 43 18 76 97
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 46 144 53 102 350 9 60 43 46 19 81 103
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 629 1684 735 775 1742 45 222 153 164 303 137 174
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.95 0.95 0.05 0.49 0.49 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1546 1774 3523 90 1191 822 879 1296 735 935
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 46 144 53 102 175 184 60 0 89 19 0 184
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1546 1774 1770 1844 1191 0 1701 1296 0 1670
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.8 0.1 0.1 1.7 3.3 3.4 2.9 0.0 2.7 0.8 0.0 6.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.8 0.1 0.1 1.7 3.3 3.4 9.0 0.0 2.7 3.5 0.0 6.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.52 1.00 0.56
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 629 1684 735 775 875 912 222 0 317 303 0 312
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.13 0.20 0.20 0.27 0.00 0.28 0.06 0.00 0.59
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 773 1684 735 885 875 912 238 0 340 321 0 334
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.1 0.8 0.8 7.0 8.5 8.5 26.4 0.0 21.0 22.4 0.0 22.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.0 2.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.8 1.7 1.8 1.0 0.0 1.3 0.3 0.0 3.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 7.1 0.9 1.0 7.1 9.0 9.0 27.0 0.0 21.4 22.5 0.0 24.7
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 243 461 149 203
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.1 8.6 23.7 24.5
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.3 34.5 17.2 7.1 35.7 17.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 24.0 12.0 7.0 24.0 12.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.7 2.1 8.0 2.8 5.4 11.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.2 0.7 0.0 4.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.3
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 61 34 79 281 86 145 247 948 155 88 724 47
Future Volume (vph) 61 34 79 281 86 145 247 948 155 88 724 47
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1537 1769 3539 1561 1770 3539 1547
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.32 1.00 1.00 0.23 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1537 604 3539 1561 420 3539 1547
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 35 81 290 89 149 255 977 160 91 746 48
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 74 0 0 131 0 0 70 0 0 21
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 35 7 290 89 18 255 977 90 91 746 27
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 6 6 2 1 1 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7 1
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.1 10.1 10.1 14.2 14.2 14.2 74.2 67.2 67.2 75.2 67.7 67.7
Effective Green, g (s) 10.1 10.1 10.1 14.2 14.2 14.2 74.2 67.2 67.2 75.2 67.7 67.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.62 0.56 0.56 0.63 0.56 0.56
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 148 297 129 406 220 181 441 1981 874 347 1996 872
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.01 c0.08 0.05 c0.03 0.28 0.02 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.01 c0.32 0.06 0.15 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.43 0.12 0.05 0.71 0.40 0.10 0.58 0.49 0.10 0.26 0.37 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 52.2 50.8 50.5 50.9 49.0 47.2 11.1 16.0 12.3 10.0 14.4 11.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.94 2.00 0.90 0.56 0.60 0.57 1.16 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 0.2 0.2 5.4 0.9 0.2 1.5 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.1
Delay (s) 54.5 51.0 50.8 53.6 47.0 94.6 11.5 9.7 7.6 5.8 17.3 11.7
Level of Service D D D D D F B A A A B B
Approach Delay (s) 52.1 64.1 9.8 15.8
Approach LOS D E A B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 23.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.58
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 46 3 26 58 6 74 111 936 29 46 858 47
Future Volume (veh/h) 46 3 26 58 6 74 111 936 29 46 858 47
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.97 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 3 27 61 6 78 117 985 31 48 903 49
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 150 11 96 202 8 110 518 3493 1063 387 3313 179
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.23 0.23 0.04 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 159 1429 1774 111 1449 1774 5085 1547 1774 4938 267
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 0 30 61 0 84 117 985 31 48 619 333
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 0 1588 1774 0 1561 1774 1695 1547 1774 1695 1815
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.0 0.0 2.2 3.8 0.0 6.3 2.4 19.2 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.0 0.0 2.2 3.8 0.0 6.3 2.4 19.2 1.9 1.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.15
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 150 0 107 202 0 119 518 3493 1063 387 2274 1218
V/C Ratio(X) 0.32 0.00 0.28 0.30 0.00 0.71 0.23 0.28 0.03 0.12 0.27 0.27
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 194 0 251 230 0 247 557 3493 1063 499 2274 1218
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.86 0.86 0.86
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 50.0 0.0 53.2 49.3 0.0 54.1 5.6 21.9 15.2 7.1 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 1.1 0.6 0.0 5.6 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.5 0.0 1.0 1.9 0.0 2.9 1.2 9.1 0.8 0.5 0.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 50.9 0.0 54.3 49.9 0.0 59.8 5.7 22.1 15.3 7.1 0.3 0.5
LnGrp LOS D D D E A C B A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 78 145 1133 1000
Approach Delay, s/veh 52.2 55.6 20.2 0.7
Approach LOS D E C A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.4 86.5 9.0 15.1 7.4 88.4 10.1 14.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 65.0 7.0 19.0 10.0 62.0 7.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.4 2.0 5.0 8.3 3.0 21.2 5.8 4.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 50.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 35.1 0.0 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.2
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - AM
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 24 11 376 111 181 20 793 218 46 556 44
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 24 11 376 111 181 20 793 218 46 556 44
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 17 25 0 392 116 0 21 826 0 48 579 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 110 220 99 447 242 206 545 2194 982 507 2225 995
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.02 0.63 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1583 3442 1863 1583 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 17 25 0 392 116 0 21 826 0 48 579 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1583 1721 1863 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 0.8 0.0 13.4 6.9 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 8.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 0.8 0.0 13.4 6.9 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 8.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 110 220 99 447 242 206 545 2194 982 507 2225 995
V/C Ratio(X) 0.15 0.11 0.00 0.88 0.48 0.00 0.04 0.38 0.00 0.09 0.26 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 414 826 369 459 248 211 640 2194 982 588 2225 995
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.97 0.97 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.3 53.1 0.0 51.3 48.5 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 7.9 9.9 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.2 0.0 16.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.4 0.0 7.4 3.7 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.6 4.3 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.7 53.3 0.0 68.0 49.5 0.0 8.4 0.5 0.0 8.0 10.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 42 508 847 627
Approach Delay, s/veh 53.5 63.8 0.7 10.0
Approach LOS D E A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.5 81.4 20.6 6.6 80.4 12.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 48.0 16.0 8.0 48.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.5 10.7 15.4 3.2 2.0 3.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 17.1 0.1 0.0 18.6 0.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.5
HCM 2010 LOS C
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Existing plus Alternative 2 AM (Mitigated) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

427



Timings Existing + Alternative 2 Mitigation - AM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/31/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 45 26 65 444 143 293 198 1058 414 140 821 97
Future Volume (vph) 45 26 65 444 143 293 198 1058 414 140 821 97
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 8 7 4 4 1 6 6 5 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 7.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.5 33.0 33.0 12.5 33.0 33.0 12.0 29.0 29.0 12.0 29.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 21.0 33.0 33.0 21.0 33.0 33.0 18.0 48.0 48.0 18.0 48.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 17.5% 27.5% 27.5% 17.5% 27.5% 27.5% 15.0% 40.0% 40.0% 15.0% 40.0% 40.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 7.3 11.8 11.8 15.5 20.1 20.1 11.5 63.5 63.5 10.1 62.0 62.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.17 0.17 0.10 0.53 0.53 0.08 0.52 0.52
v/c Ratio 0.23 0.15 0.26 1.07 0.49 0.60 0.64 0.60 0.44 0.52 0.33 0.12
Control Delay 56.3 47.4 2.8 104.1 41.9 15.8 49.9 27.4 10.1 69.4 9.2 2.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 56.3 47.4 2.8 104.1 41.9 15.8 49.9 27.4 10.1 69.4 9.2 2.2
LOS E D A F D B D C B E A A
Approach Delay 29.1 64.6 25.8 16.6
Approach LOS C E C B

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 68 (57%), Referenced to phase 2:SBT and 6:NBT, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 100
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.07
Intersection Signal Delay: 32.4 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 Mitigation - AM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/31/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 45 26 65 444 143 293 198 1058 414 140 821 97
Future Volume (veh/h) 45 26 65 444 143 293 198 1058 414 140 821 97
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 28 0 472 152 0 211 1126 0 149 873 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 160 150 128 445 304 258 269 1953 874 204 2710 844
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.08 0.55 0.00 0.12 1.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 1863 1583 3442 1863 1583 3442 3539 1583 3442 5085 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 28 0 472 152 0 211 1126 0 149 873 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1863 1583 1721 1863 1583 1721 1770 1583 1721 1695 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.6 1.7 0.0 15.5 9.5 0.0 7.2 25.1 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.6 1.7 0.0 15.5 9.5 0.0 7.2 25.1 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 160 150 128 445 304 258 269 1953 874 204 2710 844
V/C Ratio(X) 0.30 0.19 0.00 1.06 0.50 0.00 0.78 0.58 0.00 0.73 0.32 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 445 435 369 445 435 369 373 1953 874 373 2710 844
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.3 51.5 0.0 57.4 52.0 0.0 54.3 17.7 0.0 52.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.6 0.0 59.2 1.2 0.0 6.2 1.2 0.0 3.3 0.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.9 0.0 11.0 5.0 0.0 3.7 12.5 0.0 2.5 0.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.1 52.1 0.0 116.6 53.2 0.0 60.5 18.9 0.0 55.3 0.3 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F D E B E A
Approach Vol, veh/h 76 624 1337 1022
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.6 101.2 25.5 8.3
Approach LOS D F C A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.4 69.9 11.1 24.6 12.1 72.2 21.0 14.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.0 42.0 15.5 28.0 13.0 42.0 15.5 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.2 2.0 3.6 11.5 7.0 27.1 17.5 3.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 13.3 0.1 0.6 0.2 10.1 0.0 0.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 35.9
HCM 2010 LOS D
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Existing plus Alternative 2 PM 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - PM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 796 45 350 67 26 35 166 592 36 125 921 703
Future Volume (veh/h) 796 45 350 67 26 35 166 592 36 125 921 703
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 854 0 361 69 27 36 171 610 0 129 949 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 627 0 183 105 110 93 1392 3256 1014 686 2011 626
Arrive On Green 0.12 0.00 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.27 0.63 0.00 0.08 0.78 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5375 0 1570 1792 1881 1591 3476 5136 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 854 0 361 69 27 36 171 610 0 129 949 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1570 1792 1881 1591 1738 1712 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 14.0 0.0 14.0 4.5 1.6 2.6 0.0 5.9 0.0 2.9 7.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 14.0 0.0 14.0 4.5 1.6 2.6 0.0 5.9 0.0 2.9 7.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 627 0 183 105 110 93 1392 3256 1014 686 2011 626
V/C Ratio(X) 1.36 0.00 1.97 0.66 0.25 0.39 0.12 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.47 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 627 0 183 448 470 398 1392 3256 1014 862 2011 626
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.0 0.0 53.0 55.3 54.0 54.4 13.2 9.1 0.0 23.6 8.7 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 173.0 0.0 456.2 6.8 1.1 2.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 17.0 0.0 29.3 2.4 0.9 1.2 1.4 2.8 0.0 1.3 3.7 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 226.0 0.0 509.2 62.1 55.1 57.0 13.2 9.3 0.0 23.6 9.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS F F E E E B A C A
Approach Vol, veh/h 1215 132 781 1078
Approach Delay, s/veh 310.2 59.3 10.1 11.2
Approach LOS F E B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 38.0 53.0 11.0 8.9 82.1 18.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 * 47 30.0 11.0 47.0 14.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 9.6 6.5 4.9 7.9 16.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.3 7.4 0.4 0.1 4.6 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 126.2
HCM 2010 LOS F

Notes
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Existing + Alternative 2 - PMHCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis2: 
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 504 0 1181 0 0 0 0 1253 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 504 0 1181 0 0 0 0 1253 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3646 5136 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3646 5136 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 520 0 1218 0 0 0 0 1292 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 479 0 1218 0 0 0 0 1292 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 33.3 33.3 69.9
Effective Green, g (s) 33.3 33.3 69.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.58
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1011 1425 2935
v/s Ratio Prot 0.13 c0.24 c0.26
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.47 0.85 0.44
Uniform Delay, d1 36.1 41.1 14.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.32 1.43
Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 2.9 0.4
Delay (s) 37.6 57.3 20.5
Level of Service D E C
Approach Delay (s) 37.6 57.3 0.0 20.5
Approach LOS D E A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.6% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Existing + Alternative 2 - PMHCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis3: 
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1675 0 0 610 1197 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1675 0 0 610 1197 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 1627 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 1627 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1745 0 0 635 1247 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1745 0 0 599 1247 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 2 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 44.8 44.8 58.7
Effective Green, g (s) 44.8 44.8 58.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.37 0.49
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1917 607 2465
v/s Ratio Prot 0.34 c0.37 c0.25
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.91 0.99 0.51
Uniform Delay, d1 35.7 37.3 20.8
Progression Factor 1.14 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.9 33.5 0.7
Delay (s) 45.7 70.9 21.6
Level of Service D E C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 45.7 70.9 21.6
Approach LOS A D E C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 41.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - PM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 145 188 260 587 118 198 175 1125 483 262 1190 103
Future Volume (veh/h) 145 188 260 587 118 198 175 1125 483 262 1190 103
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 151 196 0 611 123 0 182 1172 0 273 1240 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 214 272 231 362 352 299 243 1747 781 290 2578 803
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.14 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.49 0.00 0.17 1.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 3476 1881 1599 3476 3574 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 151 196 0 611 123 0 182 1172 0 273 1240 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1738 1881 1599 1738 1787 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.1 11.9 0.0 12.5 7.5 0.0 6.2 29.9 0.0 9.3 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.1 11.9 0.0 12.5 7.5 0.0 6.2 29.9 0.0 9.3 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 214 272 231 362 352 299 243 1747 781 290 2578 803
V/C Ratio(X) 0.71 0.72 0.00 1.69 0.35 0.00 0.75 0.67 0.00 0.94 0.48 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 768 455 386 362 352 299 463 1747 781 290 2578 803
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.74 0.74 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.2 49.0 0.0 57.9 49.3 0.0 54.8 23.3 0.0 49.7 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.1 3.6 0.0 320.6 0.6 0.0 3.4 2.1 0.0 31.1 0.5 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.5 6.5 0.0 22.1 4.0 0.0 3.1 15.2 0.0 5.7 0.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 58.4 52.6 0.0 378.5 49.8 0.0 58.2 25.4 0.0 80.8 0.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F D E C F A
Approach Vol, veh/h 347 734 1354 1513
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.1 323.4 29.8 15.0
Approach LOS E F C B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.4 66.2 12.9 27.5 15.0 64.6 18.0 22.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 41.0 26.5 15.0 10.0 47.0 12.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.2 2.0 7.1 9.5 11.3 31.9 14.5 13.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 35.1 0.3 0.8 0.0 14.4 0.0 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 80.9
HCM 2010 LOS F
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - PM
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 97 761 6 3 665 143 88 13 8 185 8 78
Future Volume (veh/h) 97 761 6 3 665 143 88 13 8 185 8 78
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 107 836 7 3 731 157 97 14 9 203 9 86
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 459 2360 1030 368 2238 976 259 216 139 328 31 294
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.63 0.63 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1560 1792 3574 1559 1299 1061 682 1385 151 1439
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 107 836 7 3 731 157 97 0 23 203 0 95
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1560 1792 1787 1559 1299 0 1743 1385 0 1590
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.5 23.8 0.4 0.1 11.5 5.0 8.2 0.0 1.3 16.6 0.0 6.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.5 23.8 0.4 0.1 11.5 5.0 14.3 0.0 1.3 17.9 0.0 6.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.39 1.00 0.91
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 459 2360 1030 368 2238 976 259 0 356 328 0 324
V/C Ratio(X) 0.23 0.35 0.01 0.01 0.33 0.16 0.37 0.00 0.06 0.62 0.00 0.29
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 543 2360 1030 468 2238 976 427 0 581 507 0 530
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.69 0.69 0.69 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.96 0.00 0.96
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.9 25.2 16.1 9.9 10.5 9.3 46.5 0.0 38.5 45.8 0.0 40.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4 1.1 0.0 0.1 2.2 0.0 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.2 11.9 0.2 0.0 5.8 2.2 3.0 0.0 0.6 6.6 0.0 2.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 7.9 25.5 16.1 9.9 10.9 9.7 47.6 0.0 38.6 48.0 0.0 41.0
LnGrp LOS A C B A B A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 950 891 120 298
Approach Delay, s/veh 23.5 10.7 45.8 45.8
Approach LOS C B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.3 85.2 29.5 9.4 81.1 29.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 10.0 54.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 25.8 19.9 4.5 13.5 16.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 13.9 2.0 0.1 15.3 2.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 22.6
HCM 2010 LOS C
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - PM
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 91 372 95 82 209 7 59 74 128 11 84 74
Future Volume (veh/h) 91 372 95 82 209 7 59 74 128 11 84 74
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 93 380 97 84 213 7 60 76 131 11 86 76
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 729 1711 740 645 1681 55 245 114 197 197 170 150
Arrive On Green 0.11 0.96 0.96 0.05 0.48 0.48 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.19 0.19 0.19
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1545 1792 3529 116 1219 608 1048 1172 907 801
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 93 380 97 84 107 113 60 0 207 11 0 162
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1545 1792 1787 1857 1219 0 1657 1172 0 1708
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.5 0.3 0.2 1.4 2.0 2.0 2.9 0.0 7.3 0.5 0.0 5.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.5 0.3 0.2 1.4 2.0 2.0 8.0 0.0 7.3 7.9 0.0 5.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.63 1.00 0.47
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 729 1711 740 645 851 885 245 0 311 197 0 321
V/C Ratio(X) 0.13 0.22 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.24 0.00 0.67 0.06 0.00 0.51
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 844 1711 740 764 851 885 321 0 414 270 0 427
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.92 0.92 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.00 0.99 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 6.7 0.7 0.7 7.1 8.7 8.8 29.1 0.0 26.3 26.5 0.0 21.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.0 2.4 0.1 0.0 1.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.2 0.1 0.7 1.1 1.1 1.0 0.0 3.6 0.2 0.0 2.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 6.7 0.9 1.0 7.1 9.1 9.0 29.6 0.0 28.7 26.6 0.0 23.1
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 570 304 267 173
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.9 8.5 28.9 23.3
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 34.7 17.3 8.2 34.6 17.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 21.0 15.0 7.0 21.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.4 2.3 9.9 3.5 4.0 10.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 5.2 1.1 0.0 4.9 1.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.7
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing + Alternative 2 - PM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 83 72 207 236 24 123 60 1044 275 195 1168 59
Future Volume (vph) 83 72 207 236 24 123 60 1044 275 195 1168 59
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1787 3574 1556 3467 1881 1562 1787 3574 1566 1787 3574 1537
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.14 1.00 1.00 0.20 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1787 3574 1556 3467 1881 1562 269 3574 1566 370 3574 1537
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 86 74 213 243 25 127 62 1076 284 201 1204 61
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 160 0 0 113 0 0 121 0 0 28
Lane Group Flow (vph) 86 74 53 243 25 14 62 1076 163 201 1204 33
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 6 5 5 6
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 3 2 3
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.1 12.1 12.1 13.4 13.4 13.4 75.3 66.5 66.5 71.7 64.7 64.7
Effective Green, g (s) 12.1 12.1 12.1 13.4 13.4 13.4 75.3 66.5 66.5 71.7 64.7 64.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.63 0.55 0.55 0.60 0.54 0.54
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 180 360 156 387 210 174 280 1980 867 303 1926 828
v/s Ratio Prot c0.05 0.02 c0.07 0.01 0.02 0.30 c0.04 0.34
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.01 0.12 0.10 c0.36 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.21 0.34 0.63 0.12 0.08 0.22 0.54 0.19 0.66 0.63 0.04
Uniform Delay, d1 51.0 49.5 50.2 50.9 48.0 47.8 11.9 17.1 13.3 12.9 19.2 13.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 2.85 0.50 0.39 0.09 1.23 0.62 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.4 0.3 1.5 2.7 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.9 0.4 4.0 1.5 0.1
Delay (s) 53.3 49.9 51.8 52.8 48.2 136.1 6.3 7.4 1.6 19.9 13.3 13.1
Level of Service D D D D D F A A A B B B
Approach Delay (s) 51.7 79.3 6.2 14.2
Approach LOS D E A B

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - PM
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 141 24 89 30 9 38 90 1046 57 82 1217 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 141 24 89 30 9 38 90 1046 57 82 1217 35
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 145 25 92 31 9 39 93 1078 59 85 1255 36
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 251 42 154 165 18 78 395 3298 1002 415 3283 94
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.85 0.85 0.06 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 344 1266 1792 303 1314 1792 5136 1561 1792 5128 147
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 145 0 117 31 0 48 93 1078 59 85 838 453
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1611 1792 0 1617 1792 1712 1561 1792 1712 1851
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.9 0.0 8.3 1.9 0.0 3.5 2.2 5.1 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.9 0.0 8.3 1.9 0.0 3.5 2.2 5.1 0.7 2.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.79 1.00 0.81 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.08
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 251 0 196 165 0 96 395 3298 1002 415 2192 1185
V/C Ratio(X) 0.58 0.00 0.60 0.19 0.00 0.50 0.24 0.33 0.06 0.20 0.38 0.38
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 251 0 322 276 0 323 485 3298 1002 508 2192 1185
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.82
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 46.2 0.0 49.9 51.6 0.0 54.7 6.7 3.5 3.2 6.7 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.8 0.0 2.2 0.4 0.0 2.9 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.5 0.0 3.8 1.0 0.0 1.6 1.1 2.3 0.3 1.0 0.1 0.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 49.1 0.0 52.1 52.0 0.0 57.6 6.8 3.7 3.3 6.8 0.4 0.8
LnGrp LOS D D D E A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 262 79 1230 1376
Approach Delay, s/veh 50.4 55.4 3.9 0.9
Approach LOS D E A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.0 82.8 15.0 13.2 8.8 83.1 7.6 20.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.2 2.0 10.9 5.5 4.0 7.1 3.9 10.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 48.2 0.0 0.7 0.0 43.7 0.0 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.0
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 - PM
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 41 118 16 326 18 66 18 658 568 140 977 22
Future Volume (veh/h) 41 118 16 326 18 66 18 658 568 140 977 22
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 44 126 0 347 19 0 19 700 0 149 1039 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 136 271 121 412 223 189 340 2113 945 589 2243 1003
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.02 1.00 0.00 0.05 0.63 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1599 3476 1881 1599 1792 3574 1599 1792 3574 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 44 126 0 347 19 0 19 700 0 149 1039 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1599 1738 1881 1599 1792 1787 1599 1792 1787 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.8 4.1 0.0 11.7 1.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 3.7 18.3 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.8 4.1 0.0 11.7 1.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 3.7 18.3 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 136 271 121 412 223 189 340 2113 945 589 2243 1003
V/C Ratio(X) 0.32 0.47 0.00 0.84 0.09 0.00 0.06 0.33 0.00 0.25 0.46 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 373 745 333 492 267 227 483 2113 945 623 2243 1003
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.94 0.94 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.5 53.1 0.0 51.8 47.1 0.0 10.3 0.0 0.0 7.8 11.7 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.0 0.9 0.0 10.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.4 2.0 0.0 6.2 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 1.8 9.2 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.6 54.0 0.0 62.1 47.2 0.0 10.3 0.4 0.0 7.9 12.4 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D B A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 170 366 719 1188
Approach Delay, s/veh 53.9 61.4 0.7 11.9
Approach LOS D E A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.4 81.3 19.2 9.7 77.0 14.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 47.0 17.0 8.0 50.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.5 20.3 13.7 5.7 2.0 6.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 17.9 0.4 0.0 25.7 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 18.9
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Existing plus Alternative 2 PM (Mitigated) 
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Timings Existing + Alternative 2 Mitigation - PM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/31/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 145 188 260 587 118 198 175 1125 483 262 1190 103
Future Volume (vph) 145 188 260 587 118 198 175 1125 483 262 1190 103
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 8 7 4 4 1 6 6 5 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 7.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.5 33.0 33.0 12.5 33.0 33.0 12.0 29.0 29.0 12.0 29.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 19.0 33.0 33.0 19.0 33.0 33.0 21.0 53.0 53.0 15.0 47.0 47.0
Total Split (%) 15.8% 27.5% 27.5% 15.8% 27.5% 27.5% 17.5% 44.2% 44.2% 12.5% 39.2% 39.2%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 10.1 18.8 18.8 13.5 22.2 22.2 11.1 56.2 56.2 10.0 55.1 55.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.16 0.16 0.11 0.18 0.18 0.09 0.47 0.47 0.08 0.46 0.46
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.67 0.67 1.57 0.35 0.45 0.57 0.70 0.52 0.95 0.53 0.13
Control Delay 58.7 57.9 23.1 299.9 41.7 16.4 53.1 41.1 17.4 96.9 26.9 6.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 58.7 57.9 23.1 299.9 41.7 16.4 53.1 41.1 17.4 96.9 26.9 6.1
LOS E E C F D B D D B F C A
Approach Delay 42.8 204.0 35.9 37.3
Approach LOS D F D D

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 75 (63%), Referenced to phase 2:SBT and 6:NBT, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.57
Intersection Signal Delay: 68.6 Intersection LOS: E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.6% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Alternative 2 Mitigation - PM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/31/2019

   Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 145 188 260 587 118 198 175 1125 483 262 1190 103
Future Volume (veh/h) 145 188 260 587 118 198 175 1125 483 262 1190 103
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 151 196 0 611 123 0 182 1172 0 273 1240 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 210 270 230 391 368 313 243 1721 770 290 2541 791
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.14 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.48 0.00 0.17 0.99 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 3476 1881 1599 3476 3574 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 151 196 0 611 123 0 182 1172 0 273 1240 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1738 1881 1599 1738 1787 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.1 12.0 0.0 13.5 7.5 0.0 6.2 30.4 0.0 9.3 0.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.1 12.0 0.0 13.5 7.5 0.0 6.2 30.4 0.0 9.3 0.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 210 270 230 391 368 313 243 1721 770 290 2541 791
V/C Ratio(X) 0.72 0.73 0.00 1.56 0.33 0.00 0.75 0.68 0.00 0.94 0.49 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 391 439 373 391 439 373 463 1721 770 290 2541 791
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.77 0.77 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.4 49.1 0.0 57.8 48.6 0.0 54.8 24.0 0.0 49.7 0.3 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.4 3.7 0.0 264.8 0.5 0.0 3.4 2.2 0.0 31.7 0.5 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.6 6.5 0.0 20.9 4.0 0.0 3.1 15.5 0.0 5.8 0.3 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 58.8 52.8 0.0 322.6 49.2 0.0 58.2 26.2 0.0 81.4 0.8 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F D E C F A
Approach Vol, veh/h 347 734 1354 1513
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.4 276.8 30.5 15.4
Approach LOS E F C B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.4 65.4 12.7 28.5 15.0 63.8 19.0 22.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 41.0 13.5 28.0 10.0 47.0 13.5 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.2 2.6 7.1 9.5 11.3 32.4 15.5 14.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 20.1 0.2 0.5 0.0 10.2 0.0 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 72.7
HCM 2010 LOS E
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2040 AM – Signal Retiming 
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Timings 2040 AM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road - 2040 Signal Timing 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 535 20 110 60 25 80 380 1280 110 170 650 510
Future Volume (vph) 535 20 110 60 25 80 380 1280 110 170 650 510
Turn Type Split NA Perm Split NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 8 8 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 6 2 2
Detector Phase 8 8 8 4 4 4 1 6 6 5 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 10.0 10.0 3.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 15.0 15.0 15.0 22.0 22.0 22.0 7.0 28.0 28.0 7.0 28.0 28.0
Total Split (s) 30.0 30.0 30.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 12.0 55.0 55.0 11.0 54.0 54.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 10.0% 45.8% 45.8% 9.2% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 19.8 19.8 19.8 10.6 10.6 10.6 67.0 65.0 65.0 65.6 63.6 63.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.56 0.54 0.54 0.55 0.53 0.53
v/c Ratio 0.72 0.72 0.30 0.40 0.16 0.30 0.43 0.48 0.13 0.41 0.25 0.49
Control Delay 55.2 62.7 4.2 57.9 50.4 2.7 20.8 19.3 6.7 11.4 10.1 2.5
Queue Delay 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Total Delay 55.3 62.8 4.2 57.9 50.4 2.7 20.8 19.3 6.7 11.4 10.1 2.7
LOS E E A E D A C B A B B A
Approach Delay 49.0 30.1 18.9 7.4
Approach LOS D C B A

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 64 (53%), Referenced to phase 2:SBTL and 6:NBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.72
Intersection Signal Delay: 20.6 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.8% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road
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Timings 2040 AM
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps - 2040 Signal Timing 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Lane Group SBT NWR NEL
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1440 1040 1515
Future Volume (vph) 1440 1040 1515
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase 2 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 43.2 43.2 54.3
Total Split (s) 65.7 65.7 54.3
Total Split (%) 54.8% 54.8% 45.3%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 3.7 3.7 5.8
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max Max Max
Act Effct Green (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.38
v/c Ratio 0.62 1.36 0.86
Control Delay 39.8 196.5 28.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.8 0.0
Total Delay 39.8 197.4 28.4
LOS D F C
Approach Delay 39.8 28.4
Approach LOS D C

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 48 (40%), Referenced to phase 2:SBT, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 140
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.36
Intersection Signal Delay: 76.5 Intersection LOS: E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps
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Timings 2040 AM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road - 2040 Signal Timing 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 70 45 105 615 225 445 310 1595 625 215 1240 155
Future Volume (vph) 70 45 105 615 225 445 310 1595 625 215 1240 155
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 8 7 4 4 1 6 6 5 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 7.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.5 34.0 34.0 12.5 18.0 18.0 12.0 29.0 29.0 12.0 29.0 29.0
Total Split (s) 12.5 34.0 34.0 23.0 44.5 44.5 19.0 51.0 51.0 12.0 44.0 44.0
Total Split (%) 10.4% 28.3% 28.3% 19.2% 37.1% 37.1% 15.8% 42.5% 42.5% 10.0% 36.7% 36.7%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 7.0 20.5 20.5 17.5 33.5 33.5 13.7 53.5 53.5 7.0 46.9 46.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.28 0.28 0.11 0.45 0.45 0.06 0.39 0.39
v/c Ratio 0.37 0.15 0.25 1.31 0.46 0.85 0.84 1.08 0.73 1.15 0.66 0.23
Control Delay 59.9 39.5 1.4 185.9 26.8 33.2 51.9 75.9 22.7 140.4 30.2 5.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 59.9 39.5 1.4 185.9 26.8 33.2 51.9 75.9 22.7 140.4 30.2 5.7
LOS E D A F C C D E C F C A
Approach Delay 27.7 105.2 59.8 42.6
Approach LOS C F E D

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 68 (57%), Referenced to phase 2:SBT and 6:NBT, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.31
Intersection Signal Delay: 63.9 Intersection LOS: E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road
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Timings 2040 AM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street - 2040 Signal Timing 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 95 55 125 405 135 215 385 1445 225 130 1105 75
Future Volume (vph) 95 55 125 405 135 215 385 1445 225 130 1105 75
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Detector Phase 3 3 3 4 4 4 1 6 6 5 2 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 16.0 16.0 7.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 24.0 24.0 24.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 12.0 28.0 28.0 12.0 27.0 27.0
Total Split (s) 24.0 24.0 24.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 27.0 63.0 63.0 12.0 48.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 22.5% 52.5% 52.5% 10.0% 40.0% 40.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lead Lag Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 12.6 12.6 12.6 16.0 16.0 16.0 76.4 63.4 63.4 56.4 48.4 48.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.64 0.53 0.53 0.47 0.40 0.40
v/c Ratio 0.53 0.15 0.42 0.92 0.56 0.56 1.00 0.80 0.25 0.77 0.80 0.11
Control Delay 60.4 48.1 7.3 74.1 55.5 18.2 72.0 15.8 2.9 45.1 40.0 6.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 60.4 48.1 7.3 74.1 55.5 18.2 72.0 15.8 2.9 45.1 40.0 6.4
LOS E D A E E B E B A D D A
Approach Delay 33.8 54.8 24.9 38.6
Approach LOS C D C D

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 75 (63%), Referenced to phase 2:SBTL and 6:NBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 105
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.00
Intersection Signal Delay: 34.7 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 AM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 535 20 110 60 25 80 380 1280 110 170 650 510
Future Volume (veh/h) 535 20 110 60 25 80 380 1280 110 170 650 510
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 567 0 113 62 26 82 392 1320 0 175 670 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Cap, veh/h 694 0 202 131 138 114 1334 2989 931 428 2014 627
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.23 0.59 0.00 0.08 0.67 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5270 0 1534 1757 1845 1532 3408 5036 1568 3408 5036 1568
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 567 0 113 62 26 82 392 1320 0 175 670 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1757 0 1534 1757 1845 1532 1704 1679 1568 1704 1679 1568
Q Serve(g_s), s 12.6 0.0 8.3 4.1 1.6 6.3 0.0 17.3 0.0 4.0 6.8 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 12.6 0.0 8.3 4.1 1.6 6.3 0.0 17.3 0.0 4.0 6.8 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 694 0 202 131 138 114 1334 2989 931 428 2014 627
V/C Ratio(X) 0.82 0.00 0.56 0.47 0.19 0.72 0.29 0.44 0.00 0.41 0.33 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1142 0 332 293 307 255 1334 2989 931 456 2014 627
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 50.7 0.0 48.8 53.3 52.1 54.3 18.3 13.4 0.0 25.1 13.1 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 0.9 2.6 0.7 8.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 6.1 0.0 3.6 2.1 0.8 2.9 4.2 8.1 0.0 1.8 3.2 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 51.6 0.0 49.8 55.9 52.8 62.4 18.4 13.9 0.0 25.3 13.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D E B B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 680 170 1712 845
Approach Delay, s/veh 51.3 58.5 14.9 16.0
Approach LOS D E B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 33.3 54.0 13.0 10.0 77.2 19.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 * 48 20.0 7.0 49.0 26.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 8.8 8.3 6.0 19.3 14.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.3 4.9 0.4 0.0 11.9 1.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 24.6
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 AM
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 325 0 1720 0 0 0 0 1040 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 325 0 1720 0 0 0 0 1040 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3610 5085 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3610 5085 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 332 0 1755 0 0 0 0 1061 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 98 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 234 0 1755 0 0 0 0 1061 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 42.3 42.3 60.9
Effective Green, g (s) 42.3 42.3 60.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.51
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1272 1792 2532
v/s Ratio Prot 0.06 c0.35 c0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.98 0.42
Uniform Delay, d1 26.9 38.4 18.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.03 0.40
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 15.4 0.5
Delay (s) 27.2 54.9 7.9
Level of Service C D A
Approach Delay (s) 27.2 54.9 0.0 7.9
Approach LOS C D A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 AM
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1440 0 0 1040 1515 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1440 0 0 1040 1515 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1611 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1611 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1532 0 0 1106 1612 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1532 0 0 1077 1612 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Effective Green, g (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2478 785 1871
v/s Ratio Prot 0.30 c0.67 c0.32
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.62 1.37 0.86
Uniform Delay, d1 22.6 30.8 34.6
Progression Factor 1.72 1.00 0.70
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 175.3 3.9
Delay (s) 39.5 206.1 28.1
Level of Service D F C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 39.5 206.1 28.1
Approach LOS A D F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 78.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.15
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

451



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 AM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 70 45 105 615 225 445 310 1595 625 215 1240 155
Future Volume (veh/h) 70 45 105 615 225 445 310 1595 625 215 1240 155
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 74 48 0 654 239 0 330 1697 0 229 1319 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 184 152 129 502 324 276 384 1894 847 201 2450 763
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.11 0.54 0.00 0.12 0.96 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 1863 1583 3442 1863 1583 3442 3539 1583 3442 5085 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 74 48 0 654 239 0 330 1697 0 229 1319 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1863 1583 1721 1863 1583 1721 1770 1583 1721 1695 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.5 2.9 0.0 17.5 15.2 0.0 11.3 51.4 0.0 7.0 2.3 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.5 2.9 0.0 17.5 15.2 0.0 11.3 51.4 0.0 7.0 2.3 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 184 152 129 502 324 276 384 1894 847 201 2450 763
V/C Ratio(X) 0.40 0.32 0.00 1.30 0.74 0.00 0.86 0.90 0.00 1.14 0.54 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 201 450 383 502 613 521 402 1894 847 201 2450 763
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.82 0.82 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 54.9 51.9 0.0 57.1 53.8 0.0 52.4 24.9 0.0 53.0 1.2 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.1 1.2 0.0 148.0 2.7 0.0 16.1 7.1 0.0 89.2 0.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.2 1.6 0.0 18.7 8.1 0.0 6.2 26.9 0.0 5.8 0.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.0 53.1 0.0 205.2 56.6 0.0 68.5 32.0 0.0 142.2 1.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F E E C F A
Approach Vol, veh/h 122 893 2027 1548
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.9 165.4 38.0 22.4
Approach LOS D F D C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 18.4 63.8 11.9 25.9 12.0 70.2 23.0 14.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 14.0 38.0 7.0 39.5 7.0 45.0 17.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.3 4.3 4.5 17.2 9.0 53.4 19.5 4.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 32.7 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 58.0
HCM 2010 LOS E
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 AM
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 45 715 150 15 1060 185 20 0 5 250 40 80
Future Volume (veh/h) 45 715 150 15 1060 185 20 0 5 250 40 80
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 49 777 163 16 1152 201 22 0 5 272 43 87
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 275 2245 984 367 2205 987 255 0 351 368 121 245
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.43 0.43 0.01 0.62 0.62 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1551 1774 3539 1583 1255 0 1583 1405 546 1105
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 49 777 163 16 1152 201 22 0 5 272 0 130
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1551 1774 1770 1583 1255 0 1583 1405 0 1651
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 17.8 7.8 0.4 21.8 6.6 1.8 0.0 0.3 22.5 0.0 8.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 17.8 7.8 0.4 21.8 6.6 9.8 0.0 0.3 22.8 0.0 8.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 275 2245 984 367 2205 987 255 0 351 368 0 366
V/C Ratio(X) 0.18 0.35 0.17 0.04 0.52 0.20 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.74 0.00 0.35
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 341 2245 984 452 2205 987 395 0 528 525 0 550
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.67 0.67 0.67 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.86 0.00 0.86
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.1 17.7 14.9 9.3 12.6 9.8 43.6 0.0 36.4 45.3 0.0 39.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 8.8 3.4 0.2 10.8 3.0 0.6 0.0 0.1 9.0 0.0 3.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.2 17.9 15.0 9.3 13.5 10.2 43.7 0.0 36.5 48.6 0.0 40.0
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 989 1369 27 402
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.1 13.0 42.4 45.8
Approach LOS B B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.2 82.1 31.6 7.6 80.8 31.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 7.0 57.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 19.8 24.8 3.2 23.8 11.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 21.1 1.9 0.0 19.8 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.5
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 AM
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 65 205 75 150 510 15 90 60 65 30 120 150
Future Volume (veh/h) 65 205 75 150 510 15 90 60 65 30 120 150
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 69 218 80 160 543 16 96 64 69 32 128 160
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 517 1559 681 720 1653 49 156 164 176 295 149 186
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.88 0.88 0.08 0.47 0.47 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1545 1774 3508 103 1084 818 882 1246 743 929
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 69 218 80 160 274 285 96 0 133 32 0 288
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1545 1774 1770 1841 1084 0 1701 1246 0 1673
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 0.5 0.4 2.9 5.8 5.8 2.0 0.0 3.6 1.4 0.0 10.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 0.5 0.4 2.9 5.8 5.8 12.0 0.0 3.6 5.0 0.0 10.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.52 1.00 0.56
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 517 1559 681 720 834 867 156 0 340 295 0 335
V/C Ratio(X) 0.13 0.14 0.12 0.22 0.33 0.33 0.61 0.00 0.39 0.11 0.00 0.86
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 644 1559 681 792 834 867 156 0 340 295 0 335
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.92 0.92 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.00 0.99 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.0 2.0 2.0 7.7 9.9 9.9 25.6 0.0 17.2 22.8 0.0 23.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 1.1 1.0 6.9 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.0 19.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 0.3 0.2 1.4 3.1 3.2 1.9 0.0 1.7 0.5 0.0 6.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.0 2.2 2.3 7.8 11.0 10.9 32.5 0.0 17.9 22.9 0.0 43.0
LnGrp LOS A A A A B B C B C D
Approach Vol, veh/h 367 719 229 320
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.3 10.2 24.0 41.0
Approach LOS A B C D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.6 32.4 18.0 7.7 34.3 18.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 24.0 12.0 7.0 24.0 12.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.9 2.5 12.0 3.2 7.8 14.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.8 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 16.6
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 AM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 95 55 125 405 135 215 385 1445 225 130 1105 75
Future Volume (vph) 95 55 125 405 135 215 385 1445 225 130 1105 75
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1539 1770 3539 1561 1770 3539 1547
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1539 162 3539 1561 173 3539 1547
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 98 57 129 418 139 222 397 1490 232 134 1139 77
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 115 0 0 192 0 0 88 0 0 46
Lane Group Flow (vph) 98 57 14 418 139 30 397 1490 144 134 1139 31
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 6 6 2 1 1 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7 1
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.6 12.6 12.6 16.0 16.0 16.0 75.4 63.4 63.4 55.4 48.4 48.4
Effective Green, g (s) 12.6 12.6 12.6 16.0 16.0 16.0 75.4 63.4 63.4 55.4 48.4 48.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.63 0.53 0.53 0.46 0.40 0.40
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 185 371 162 457 248 205 396 1869 824 173 1427 623
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.02 c0.12 0.07 c0.18 0.42 0.05 0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.02 c0.44 0.09 0.31 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.53 0.15 0.08 0.91 0.56 0.14 1.00 0.80 0.18 0.77 0.80 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 50.9 48.8 48.5 51.3 48.7 46.0 37.1 23.1 14.7 22.5 31.5 21.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.96 2.03 1.54 0.61 0.68 0.78 1.10 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.1 0.2 0.3 21.4 2.2 0.2 23.5 1.0 0.1 16.3 4.3 0.1
Delay (s) 54.0 49.1 48.8 70.7 48.7 93.4 80.5 14.9 10.1 33.9 38.9 21.9
Level of Service D D D E D F F B B C D C
Approach Delay (s) 50.6 73.3 26.7 37.5
Approach LOS D E C D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 39.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 AM
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 75 5 45 90 10 115 175 1415 45 75 1310 75
Future Volume (veh/h) 75 5 45 90 10 115 175 1415 45 75 1310 75
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 79 5 47 95 11 121 184 1489 47 79 1379 79
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 180 15 141 254 14 150 377 3197 972 257 2977 171
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.04 0.42 0.42 0.06 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 153 1440 1774 131 1439 1774 5085 1547 1774 4920 282
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 79 0 52 95 0 132 184 1489 47 79 950 508
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 0 1593 1774 0 1570 1774 1695 1547 1774 1695 1812
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.8 0.0 3.7 5.7 0.0 9.9 4.6 25.3 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.8 0.0 3.7 5.7 0.0 9.9 4.6 25.3 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.16
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 180 0 156 254 0 163 377 3197 972 257 2051 1096
V/C Ratio(X) 0.44 0.00 0.33 0.37 0.00 0.81 0.49 0.47 0.05 0.31 0.46 0.46
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 191 0 252 254 0 249 383 3197 972 348 2051 1096
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 0.67 0.67 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.55 0.55 0.55
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 45.7 0.0 50.5 45.2 0.0 52.6 7.9 20.2 13.5 10.7 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.2 0.0 0.9 0.7 0.0 8.9 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.4 0.0 1.6 2.8 0.0 4.7 2.2 11.9 0.9 1.0 0.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 47.0 0.0 51.4 45.9 0.0 61.5 8.1 20.5 13.6 10.8 0.4 0.8
LnGrp LOS D D D E A C B B A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 131 227 1720 1537
Approach Delay, s/veh 48.7 54.9 19.0 1.1
Approach LOS D D B A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 11.6 78.6 11.3 18.5 8.8 81.4 12.0 17.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 65.0 7.0 19.0 10.0 62.0 7.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.6 2.0 6.8 11.9 4.1 27.3 7.7 5.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 61.3 0.0 0.5 0.0 34.2 0.0 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.7
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 AM
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 25 40 20 575 175 285 35 1210 320 75 850 70
Future Volume (veh/h) 25 40 20 575 175 285 35 1210 320 75 850 70
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 26 42 0 599 182 0 36 1260 0 78 885 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 126 252 113 459 248 211 392 2114 946 378 2164 968
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.03 0.61 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1583 3442 1863 1583 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 26 42 0 599 182 0 36 1260 0 78 885 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1583 1721 1863 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.7 1.3 0.0 16.0 11.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 15.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.7 1.3 0.0 16.0 11.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 15.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 126 252 113 459 248 211 392 2114 946 378 2164 968
V/C Ratio(X) 0.21 0.17 0.00 1.31 0.73 0.00 0.09 0.60 0.00 0.21 0.41 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 414 826 369 459 248 211 479 2114 946 440 2164 968
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.5 52.4 0.0 52.0 49.9 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0 8.6 12.1 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.6 0.2 0.0 152.5 10.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.7 0.0 17.3 6.5 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 1.0 7.7 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.1 52.6 0.0 204.5 60.1 0.0 9.8 1.1 0.0 8.7 12.7 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D F E A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 68 781 1296 963
Approach Delay, s/veh 52.8 170.8 1.4 12.3
Approach LOS D F A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.1 79.4 21.0 7.8 77.7 13.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 48.0 16.0 8.0 48.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.0 17.6 18.0 4.0 2.0 3.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 23.8 0.0 0.0 32.5 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 48.5
HCM 2010 LOS D
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 PM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1220 70 545 105 45 55 260 880 60 195 1395 1080
Future Volume (veh/h) 1220 70 545 105 45 55 260 880 60 195 1395 1080
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1309 0 562 108 46 57 268 907 0 201 1438 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 1523 0 446 144 151 128 546 2209 688 511 1926 600
Arrive On Green 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.43 0.00 0.07 0.50 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5375 0 1576 1792 1881 1593 3476 5136 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1309 0 562 108 46 57 268 907 0 201 1438 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1576 1792 1881 1593 1738 1712 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 27.7 0.0 34.0 7.1 2.8 4.1 0.9 14.7 0.0 4.7 26.8 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 27.7 0.0 34.0 7.1 2.8 4.1 0.9 14.7 0.0 4.7 26.8 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1523 0 446 144 151 128 546 2209 688 511 1926 600
V/C Ratio(X) 0.86 0.00 1.26 0.75 0.30 0.44 0.49 0.41 0.00 0.39 0.75 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1523 0 446 269 282 239 546 2209 688 519 1926 600
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 40.7 0.0 43.0 54.0 52.0 52.6 46.3 23.7 0.0 27.1 25.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 5.0 0.0 133.6 7.5 1.1 2.4 0.3 0.6 0.0 0.2 2.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 14.4 0.0 31.3 3.8 1.5 1.9 4.1 7.0 0.0 2.2 13.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 45.7 0.0 176.6 61.5 53.1 55.0 46.6 24.2 0.0 27.2 28.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS D F E D E D C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1871 211 1175 1639
Approach Delay, s/veh 85.0 57.9 29.3 28.1
Approach LOS F E C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 17.3 51.0 13.7 10.7 57.6 38.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.0 * 45 18.0 7.0 43.0 34.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.9 28.8 9.1 6.7 16.7 36.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.3 8.8 0.4 0.0 7.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 51.4
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 PM
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 780 0 1775 0 0 0 0 1900 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 780 0 1775 0 0 0 0 1900 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3646 5136 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3646 5136 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 804 0 1830 0 0 0 0 1959 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 770 0 1830 0 0 0 0 1959 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 47.6 47.6 55.6
Effective Green, g (s) 47.6 47.6 55.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1446 2037 2335
v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.36 c0.39
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.53 0.90 0.84
Uniform Delay, d1 27.7 33.9 28.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.33 1.01
Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 4.4 2.0
Delay (s) 29.0 49.6 30.7
Level of Service C D C
Approach Delay (s) 29.0 49.6 0.0 30.7
Approach LOS C D A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 37.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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2040 PMHCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis3: 
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 2510 0 0 890 1745 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 2510 0 0 890 1745 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 1627 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 1627 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2615 0 0 927 1818 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2615 0 0 898 1818 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 2 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Effective Green, g (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2503 793 1890
v/s Ratio Prot 0.51 c0.55 c0.36
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.04 1.13 0.96
Uniform Delay, d1 30.8 30.8 36.7
Progression Factor 1.55 1.00 0.40
Incremental Delay, d2 21.5 74.9 11.4
Delay (s) 69.2 105.7 26.1
Level of Service E F C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 69.2 105.7 26.1
Approach LOS A E F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 60.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.06
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 112.1% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 PM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 825 185 295 275 1630 700 395 1805 160
Future Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 825 185 295 275 1630 700 395 1805 160
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 234 307 0 859 193 0 286 1698 0 411 1880 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 294 373 317 536 504 428 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.09 0.00 0.08 0.39 0.00 0.11 0.52 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 3476 1881 1599 3476 3574 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 234 307 0 859 193 0 286 1698 0 411 1880 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1738 1881 1599 1738 1787 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 18.5 11.6 0.0 9.0 46.2 0.0 10.0 40.8 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 18.5 11.6 0.0 9.0 46.2 0.0 10.0 40.8 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 294 373 317 536 504 428 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
V/C Ratio(X) 0.80 0.82 0.00 1.60 0.38 0.00 1.10 1.23 0.00 1.42 0.93 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 397 455 386 536 530 450 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.79 0.79 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.9 46.1 0.0 56.9 45.3 0.0 55.5 36.9 0.0 53.4 27.1 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 6.9 9.9 0.0 278.3 0.4 0.0 84.2 111.5 0.0 190.4 1.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.1 10.7 0.0 29.6 6.1 0.0 7.4 44.1 0.0 12.4 19.2 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 60.9 56.0 0.0 335.2 45.7 0.0 139.7 148.4 0.0 243.8 28.1 0.0
LnGrp LOS E E F D F F F C
Approach Vol, veh/h 541 1052 1984 2291
Approach Delay, s/veh 58.1 282.1 147.1 66.8
Approach LOS E F F E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 53.2 15.6 37.1 15.0 52.2 24.0 28.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 42.0 13.7 33.8 10.0 41.0 18.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.0 42.8 9.9 13.6 12.0 48.2 20.5 20.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.2 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 131.8
HCM 2010 LOS F
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 PM
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 145 1170 10 5 1010 220 140 25 15 280 15 110
Future Volume (veh/h) 145 1170 10 5 1010 220 140 25 15 280 15 110
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 159 1286 11 5 1110 242 154 27 16 308 16 121
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 290 2095 914 177 1915 835 322 304 180 412 52 391
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.54 0.54 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1559 1792 3574 1558 1253 1100 652 1363 187 1413
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 159 1286 11 5 1110 242 154 0 43 308 0 137
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1559 1792 1787 1558 1253 0 1751 1363 0 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.5 39.5 0.7 0.2 25.1 10.2 13.3 0.0 2.2 26.0 0.0 8.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.5 39.5 0.7 0.2 25.1 10.2 21.4 0.0 2.2 28.2 0.0 8.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.88
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 290 2095 914 177 1915 835 322 0 484 412 0 442
V/C Ratio(X) 0.55 0.61 0.01 0.03 0.58 0.29 0.48 0.00 0.09 0.75 0.00 0.31
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 342 2095 914 274 1915 835 393 0 584 490 0 533
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.09 0.09 0.09 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.92 0.00 0.92
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 15.9 36.0 20.3 17.5 18.8 15.3 42.8 0.0 32.2 42.6 0.0 34.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.9 1.3 0.0 0.1 5.1 0.0 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.2 19.7 0.3 0.1 12.7 4.6 4.7 0.0 1.1 10.3 0.0 3.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 16.0 36.1 20.3 17.5 20.0 16.2 44.2 0.0 32.3 47.8 0.0 34.8
LnGrp LOS B D C B C B D C D C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1456 1357 197 445
Approach Delay, s/veh 33.8 19.3 41.6 43.8
Approach LOS C B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.5 76.4 38.2 11.5 70.3 38.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 10.0 54.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 41.5 30.2 6.5 27.1 23.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 13.0 2.4 0.1 20.6 3.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 29.8
HCM 2010 LOS C
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 PM
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 135 570 145 125 315 15 90 110 195 20 125 110
Future Volume (veh/h) 135 570 145 125 315 15 90 110 195 20 125 110
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 138 582 148 128 321 15 92 112 199 20 128 112
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 605 1460 630 503 1403 65 256 145 257 183 221 194
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.82 0.82 0.07 0.40 0.40 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.24 0.24 0.24
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1541 1792 3472 162 1141 598 1062 1073 914 800
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 138 582 148 128 165 171 92 0 311 20 0 240
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1541 1792 1787 1847 1141 0 1659 1073 0 1713
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.7 2.6 1.3 2.4 3.6 3.7 4.8 0.0 11.0 1.1 0.0 7.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.7 2.6 1.3 2.4 3.6 3.7 12.2 0.0 11.0 12.1 0.0 7.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 0.64 1.00 0.47
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 605 1460 630 503 722 746 256 0 402 183 0 415
V/C Ratio(X) 0.23 0.40 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.23 0.36 0.00 0.77 0.11 0.00 0.58
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 688 1460 630 594 722 746 264 0 415 191 0 428
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.70 0.70 0.70 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.00 0.95 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.4 3.5 3.4 9.1 11.7 11.7 30.2 0.0 26.0 27.1 0.0 20.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.0 8.2 0.3 0.0 1.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 1.2 0.6 1.2 1.9 2.0 1.6 0.0 6.0 0.3 0.0 3.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.5 4.1 4.0 9.2 12.5 12.5 31.0 0.0 34.1 27.4 0.0 21.9
LnGrp LOS A A A A B B C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 868 464 403 260
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.7 11.6 33.4 22.3
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.0 30.5 20.5 9.2 30.2 20.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 21.0 15.0 7.0 21.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.4 4.6 14.1 4.7 5.7 14.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 7.5 0.4 0.0 7.3 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.4
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 PM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 130 115 325 325 40 180 95 1590 390 290 1770 95
Future Volume (vph) 130 115 325 325 40 180 95 1590 390 290 1770 95
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1787 3574 1560 3467 1881 1561 1787 3574 1565 1787 3574 1537
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.07 1.00 1.00 0.07 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1787 3574 1560 3467 1881 1561 136 3574 1565 129 3574 1537
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 134 119 335 335 41 186 98 1639 402 299 1825 98
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 136 0 0 166 0 0 153 0 0 50
Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 119 199 335 41 20 98 1639 249 299 1825 48
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 6 5 5 6
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 3 2 3
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.6 16.6 16.6 13.0 13.0 13.0 66.4 55.4 55.4 72.4 58.4 58.4
Effective Green, g (s) 16.6 16.6 16.6 13.0 13.0 13.0 66.4 55.4 55.4 72.4 58.4 58.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.55 0.46 0.46 0.60 0.49 0.49
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 247 494 215 375 203 169 226 1649 722 271 1739 748
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.03 c0.10 0.02 0.04 0.46 c0.13 0.51
v/s Ratio Perm c0.13 0.01 0.20 0.16 c0.54 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.54 0.24 0.92 0.89 0.20 0.12 0.43 0.99 0.35 1.10 1.05 0.06
Uniform Delay, d1 48.2 46.1 51.1 52.8 48.8 48.3 24.3 32.1 20.7 39.9 30.8 16.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.94 1.76 1.91 0.46 0.08 1.32 0.64 0.28
Incremental Delay, d2 2.7 0.3 41.2 22.1 0.3 0.2 0.1 5.4 0.1 80.4 34.1 0.1
Delay (s) 50.9 46.4 92.3 72.7 46.2 85.5 46.5 20.1 1.8 133.2 53.7 4.7
Level of Service D D F E D F D C A F D A
Approach Delay (s) 73.6 75.0 17.9 62.2
Approach LOS E E B E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 47.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.07
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.9% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 PM
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 220 40 140 50 15 60 140 1580 90 130 1835 55
Future Volume (veh/h) 220 40 140 50 15 60 140 1580 90 130 1835 55
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 227 41 144 52 15 62 144 1629 93 134 1892 57
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 269 49 174 155 29 118 283 3064 931 312 3041 92
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.14 0.14 0.04 0.09 0.09 0.10 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 358 1258 1792 317 1312 1792 5136 1560 1792 5120 154
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 227 0 185 52 0 77 144 1629 93 134 1265 684
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1616 1792 0 1629 1792 1712 1560 1792 1712 1850
Q Serve(g_s), s 10.0 0.0 13.4 3.1 0.0 5.4 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 10.0 0.0 13.4 3.1 0.0 5.4 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.78 1.00 0.81 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.08
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 269 0 223 155 0 147 283 3064 931 312 2034 1099
V/C Ratio(X) 0.85 0.00 0.83 0.34 0.00 0.52 0.51 0.53 0.10 0.43 0.62 0.62
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 269 0 323 241 0 326 345 3064 931 378 2034 1099
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.43 0.43 0.43
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 47.6 0.0 50.3 47.5 0.0 52.1 7.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 20.8 0.0 9.8 0.9 0.0 2.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.6 1.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 8.2 0.0 6.6 1.6 0.0 2.5 1.8 0.1 0.0 1.7 0.2 0.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 68.4 0.0 60.2 48.4 0.0 54.3 8.0 0.2 0.1 8.1 0.6 1.2
LnGrp LOS E E D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 412 129 1866 2083
Approach Delay, s/veh 64.7 51.9 0.8 1.3
Approach LOS E D A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.9 77.3 15.0 16.8 10.6 77.6 9.2 22.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.9 2.0 12.0 7.4 5.6 2.0 5.1 15.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 51.7 0.0 1.2 0.1 51.7 0.0 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.3
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 PM
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 65 185 25 480 30 105 30 1000 860 220 1490 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 65 185 25 480 30 105 30 1000 860 220 1490 35
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 69 197 0 511 32 0 32 1064 0 234 1585 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 155 309 138 492 267 227 174 1925 861 467 2105 941
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.07 0.59 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1599 3476 1881 1599 1792 3574 1599 1792 3574 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 69 197 0 511 32 0 32 1064 0 234 1585 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1599 1738 1881 1599 1792 1787 1599 1792 1787 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.4 6.4 0.0 17.0 1.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 39.3 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.4 6.4 0.0 17.0 1.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 39.3 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 155 309 138 492 267 227 174 1925 861 467 2105 941
V/C Ratio(X) 0.45 0.64 0.00 1.04 0.12 0.00 0.18 0.55 0.00 0.50 0.75 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 373 745 333 492 267 227 309 1925 861 467 2105 941
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.79 0.79 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.1 53.0 0.0 51.5 45.0 0.0 16.9 0.0 0.0 9.9 18.2 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.5 1.6 0.0 50.7 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.0 0.3 2.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.2 3.2 0.0 11.6 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.0 3.4 19.9 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.6 54.6 0.0 102.2 45.1 0.0 17.1 0.9 0.0 10.2 20.8 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D F D B A B C
Approach Vol, veh/h 266 543 1096 1819
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.3 98.8 1.4 19.4
Approach LOS D F A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.0 76.7 22.0 12.0 70.6 15.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 47.0 17.0 8.0 50.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.0 41.3 19.0 8.8 2.0 8.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 5.5 0.0 0.0 40.7 1.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 28.2
HCM 2010 LOS C
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2040 plus Baseline (Fully Tenanted Sam’s Club) AM 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM

1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 537 20 110 60 25 80 380 1287 110 170 653 511
Future Volume (veh/h) 537 20 110 60 25 80 380 1287 110 170 653 511
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 569 0 113 62 26 82 392 1327 0 175 673 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Cap, veh/h 696 0 203 131 138 114 1331 2987 930 426 2014 627
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.23 0.59 0.00 0.08 0.67 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5270 0 1534 1757 1845 1532 3408 5036 1568 3408 5036 1568
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 569 0 113 62 26 82 392 1327 0 175 673 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1757 0 1534 1757 1845 1532 1704 1679 1568 1704 1679 1568
Q Serve(g_s), s 12.6 0.0 8.3 4.1 1.6 6.3 0.0 17.5 0.0 4.0 6.9 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 12.6 0.0 8.3 4.1 1.6 6.3 0.0 17.5 0.0 4.0 6.9 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 696 0 203 131 138 114 1331 2987 930 426 2014 627
V/C Ratio(X) 0.82 0.00 0.56 0.47 0.19 0.72 0.29 0.44 0.00 0.41 0.33 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1142 0 332 293 307 255 1331 2987 930 454 2014 627
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 50.7 0.0 48.8 53.3 52.1 54.3 18.4 13.5 0.0 25.1 13.1 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 0.9 2.6 0.7 8.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 6.2 0.0 3.6 2.1 0.8 2.9 4.2 8.2 0.0 1.8 3.2 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 51.6 0.0 49.7 55.9 52.8 62.4 18.4 14.0 0.0 25.4 13.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D E B B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 682 170 1719 848
Approach Delay, s/veh 51.3 58.5 15.0 16.0
Approach LOS D E B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 33.2 54.0 13.0 10.0 77.2 19.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 * 48 20.0 7.0 49.0 26.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 8.9 8.3 6.0 19.5 14.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.3 4.9 0.4 0.0 11.9 1.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 24.6
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 325 0 1729 0 0 0 0 1044 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 325 0 1729 0 0 0 0 1044 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3610 5085 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3610 5085 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 332 0 1764 0 0 0 0 1065 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 236 0 1764 0 0 0 0 1065 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 42.3 42.3 60.9
Effective Green, g (s) 42.3 42.3 60.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.51
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1272 1792 2532
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 c0.35 c0.21
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.19 0.98 0.42
Uniform Delay, d1 26.9 38.5 18.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.02 0.40
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 16.6 0.5
Delay (s) 27.2 55.9 7.9
Level of Service C E A
Approach Delay (s) 27.2 55.9 0.0 7.9
Approach LOS C E A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1448 0 0 1049 1533 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1448 0 0 1049 1533 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1611 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1611 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1540 0 0 1116 1631 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1540 0 0 1087 1631 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Effective Green, g (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2478 785 1871
v/s Ratio Prot 0.30 c0.67 c0.33
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.62 1.38 0.87
Uniform Delay, d1 22.6 30.8 34.8
Progression Factor 1.73 1.00 0.70
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 180.9 4.2
Delay (s) 39.7 211.6 28.6
Level of Service D F C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 39.7 211.6 28.6
Approach LOS A D F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 80.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.16
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 70 45 105 623 225 447 310 1614 633 217 1244 155
Future Volume (veh/h) 70 45 105 623 225 447 310 1614 633 217 1244 155
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 74 48 0 663 239 0 330 1717 0 231 1323 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 184 152 129 502 324 276 384 1894 847 201 2450 763
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.11 0.54 0.00 0.12 0.96 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 1863 1583 3442 1863 1583 3442 3539 1583 3442 5085 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 74 48 0 663 239 0 330 1717 0 231 1323 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1863 1583 1721 1863 1583 1721 1770 1583 1721 1695 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.5 2.9 0.0 17.5 15.2 0.0 11.3 52.6 0.0 7.0 2.4 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.5 2.9 0.0 17.5 15.2 0.0 11.3 52.6 0.0 7.0 2.4 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 184 152 129 502 324 276 384 1894 847 201 2450 763
V/C Ratio(X) 0.40 0.32 0.00 1.32 0.74 0.00 0.86 0.91 0.00 1.15 0.54 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 201 450 383 502 613 521 402 1894 847 201 2450 763
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.82 0.82 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.49 0.49 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 54.9 51.9 0.0 57.1 53.8 0.0 52.4 25.2 0.0 53.0 1.2 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.1 1.2 0.0 155.7 2.7 0.0 16.1 7.8 0.0 92.5 0.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.2 1.6 0.0 19.2 8.1 0.0 6.2 27.6 0.0 5.9 0.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.0 53.1 0.0 212.8 56.5 0.0 68.5 33.0 0.0 145.5 1.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F E E C F A
Approach Vol, veh/h 122 902 2047 1554
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.9 171.4 38.7 23.0
Approach LOS D F D C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 18.4 63.8 11.9 25.9 12.0 70.2 23.0 14.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 14.0 38.0 7.0 39.5 7.0 45.0 17.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.3 4.4 4.5 17.2 9.0 54.6 19.5 4.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 32.8 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 59.7
HCM 2010 LOS E

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 46 716 150 15 1064 186 20 0 5 251 40 81
Future Volume (veh/h) 46 716 150 15 1064 186 20 0 5 251 40 81
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 50 778 163 16 1157 202 22 0 5 273 43 88
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 274 2243 983 366 2201 985 255 0 353 370 121 247
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.42 0.42 0.01 0.62 0.62 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1551 1774 3539 1583 1254 0 1583 1405 542 1108
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 50 778 163 16 1157 202 22 0 5 273 0 131
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1551 1774 1770 1583 1254 0 1583 1405 0 1650
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 17.8 7.8 0.4 22.0 6.6 1.8 0.0 0.3 22.6 0.0 8.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 17.8 7.8 0.4 22.0 6.6 9.9 0.0 0.3 22.9 0.0 8.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 274 2243 983 366 2201 985 255 0 353 370 0 367
V/C Ratio(X) 0.18 0.35 0.17 0.04 0.53 0.21 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.74 0.00 0.36
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 338 2243 983 451 2201 985 394 0 528 525 0 550
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.67 0.67 0.67 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.48 0.48 0.48 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.86 0.00 0.86
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.2 17.8 14.9 9.3 12.7 9.8 43.5 0.0 36.4 45.3 0.0 39.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 8.8 3.4 0.2 10.9 3.0 0.6 0.0 0.1 9.1 0.0 3.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.3 18.0 15.1 9.4 13.6 10.3 43.7 0.0 36.4 48.6 0.0 40.0
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 991 1375 27 404
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.1 13.1 42.4 45.8
Approach LOS B B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.2 82.0 31.7 7.6 80.6 31.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 7.0 57.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 19.8 24.9 3.2 24.0 11.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 21.2 1.9 0.0 19.8 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.5
HCM 2010 LOS B

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 66 206 76 151 511 15 90 60 65 30 121 151
Future Volume (veh/h) 66 206 76 151 511 15 90 60 65 30 121 151
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 70 219 81 161 544 16 96 64 69 32 129 161
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 517 1557 680 719 1651 49 155 164 176 295 149 186
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.88 0.88 0.08 0.47 0.47 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1545 1774 3508 103 1082 818 882 1246 744 929
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 70 219 81 161 274 286 96 0 133 32 0 290
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1545 1774 1770 1841 1082 0 1701 1246 0 1673
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 0.5 0.4 2.9 5.8 5.8 1.9 0.0 3.6 1.4 0.0 10.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 0.5 0.4 2.9 5.8 5.8 12.0 0.0 3.6 5.0 0.0 10.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.52 1.00 0.56
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 517 1557 680 719 833 867 155 0 340 295 0 335
V/C Ratio(X) 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.22 0.33 0.33 0.62 0.00 0.39 0.11 0.00 0.87
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 643 1557 680 790 833 867 155 0 340 295 0 335
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.91 0.91 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.00 0.99 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.0 2.0 2.0 7.7 9.9 9.9 25.6 0.0 17.2 22.8 0.0 23.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 1.1 1.0 7.3 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.0 20.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 0.3 0.2 1.4 3.1 3.2 1.9 0.0 1.7 0.5 0.0 6.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.0 2.2 2.4 7.8 11.0 11.0 32.9 0.0 17.9 22.9 0.0 43.8
LnGrp LOS A A A A B B C B C D
Approach Vol, veh/h 370 721 229 322
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.4 10.3 24.2 41.8
Approach LOS A B C D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.6 32.4 18.0 7.8 34.2 18.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 24.0 12.0 7.0 24.0 12.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.9 2.5 12.1 3.3 7.8 14.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.9 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 16.8
HCM 2010 LOS B

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 95 55 125 409 135 216 385 1448 231 133 1112 75
Future Volume (vph) 95 55 125 409 135 216 385 1448 231 133 1112 75
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1539 1770 3539 1561 1770 3539 1547
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.08 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1539 158 3539 1561 172 3539 1547
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 98 57 129 422 139 223 397 1493 238 137 1146 77
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 115 0 0 193 0 0 90 0 0 46
Lane Group Flow (vph) 98 57 14 422 139 30 397 1493 148 137 1146 31
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 6 6 2 1 1 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7 1
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.6 12.6 12.6 16.0 16.0 16.0 75.4 63.4 63.4 55.4 48.4 48.4
Effective Green, g (s) 12.6 12.6 12.6 16.0 16.0 16.0 75.4 63.4 63.4 55.4 48.4 48.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.63 0.53 0.53 0.46 0.40 0.40
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 185 371 162 457 248 205 394 1869 824 172 1427 623
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.02 c0.12 0.07 c0.18 0.42 0.05 0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.02 c0.45 0.10 0.32 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.53 0.15 0.08 0.92 0.56 0.15 1.01 0.80 0.18 0.80 0.80 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 50.9 48.8 48.5 51.4 48.7 46.0 37.4 23.1 14.8 22.6 31.6 21.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.96 2.03 1.53 0.61 0.67 0.78 1.10 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.1 0.2 0.3 22.9 2.2 0.2 23.5 0.9 0.1 19.1 4.5 0.1
Delay (s) 54.0 49.1 48.8 72.3 48.7 93.6 80.6 15.0 10.0 36.8 39.1 21.9
Level of Service D D D E D F F B B D D C
Approach Delay (s) 50.6 74.2 26.7 37.9
Approach LOS D E C D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 39.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 75 5 45 90 10 115 175 1419 45 75 1320 75
Future Volume (veh/h) 75 5 45 90 10 115 175 1419 45 75 1320 75
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 79 5 47 95 11 121 184 1494 47 79 1389 79
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 180 15 141 254 14 150 375 3197 972 256 2979 169
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.04 0.42 0.42 0.06 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 153 1440 1774 131 1439 1774 5085 1547 1774 4923 280
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 79 0 52 95 0 132 184 1494 47 79 957 511
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 0 1593 1774 0 1570 1774 1695 1547 1774 1695 1813
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.8 0.0 3.7 5.7 0.0 9.9 4.6 25.4 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.8 0.0 3.7 5.7 0.0 9.9 4.6 25.4 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.15
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 180 0 156 254 0 163 375 3197 972 256 2051 1097
V/C Ratio(X) 0.44 0.00 0.33 0.37 0.00 0.81 0.49 0.47 0.05 0.31 0.47 0.47
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 191 0 252 254 0 249 381 3197 972 347 2051 1097
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 0.67 0.67 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.54 0.54 0.54
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 45.7 0.0 50.5 45.2 0.0 52.6 7.9 20.3 13.5 10.7 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.2 0.0 0.9 0.7 0.0 8.9 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.4 0.0 1.6 2.8 0.0 4.7 2.3 12.0 0.9 1.0 0.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 47.0 0.0 51.4 45.9 0.0 61.5 8.1 20.5 13.6 10.8 0.4 0.8
LnGrp LOS D D D E A C B B A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 131 227 1725 1547
Approach Delay, s/veh 48.7 54.9 19.0 1.1
Approach LOS D D B A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 11.6 78.6 11.3 18.5 8.8 81.4 12.0 17.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 65.0 7.0 19.0 10.0 62.0 7.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.6 2.0 6.8 11.9 4.1 27.4 7.7 5.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 61.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 34.1 0.0 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 25 40 20 580 175 285 35 1212 322 75 855 70
Future Volume (veh/h) 25 40 20 580 175 285 35 1212 322 75 855 70
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 26 42 0 604 182 0 36 1262 0 78 891 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 126 252 113 459 248 211 390 2114 946 377 2164 968
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.03 0.61 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1583 3442 1863 1583 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 26 42 0 604 182 0 36 1262 0 78 891 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1583 1721 1863 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.7 1.3 0.0 16.0 11.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 15.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.7 1.3 0.0 16.0 11.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 15.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 126 252 113 459 248 211 390 2114 946 377 2164 968
V/C Ratio(X) 0.21 0.17 0.00 1.32 0.73 0.00 0.09 0.60 0.00 0.21 0.41 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 414 826 369 459 248 211 477 2114 946 440 2164 968
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.5 52.4 0.0 52.0 49.9 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0 8.6 12.1 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.6 0.2 0.0 157.1 10.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.7 0.0 17.6 6.5 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 1.0 7.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.1 52.6 0.0 209.1 60.1 0.0 9.8 1.1 0.0 8.7 12.7 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D F E A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 68 786 1298 969
Approach Delay, s/veh 52.8 174.6 1.4 12.4
Approach LOS D F A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.1 79.4 21.0 7.8 77.7 13.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 48.0 16.0 8.0 48.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.0 17.7 18.0 4.0 2.0 3.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 23.8 0.0 0.0 32.6 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 49.5
HCM 2010 LOS D

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - AM
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2040 plus Baseline (Fully Tenanted Sam’s Club) PM 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM

1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1234 70 545 105 45 55 260 921 60 195 1436 1094
Future Volume (veh/h) 1234 70 545 105 45 55 260 921 60 195 1436 1094
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1323 0 562 108 46 57 268 949 0 201 1480 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 1523 0 446 144 151 128 535 2209 688 495 1926 600
Arrive On Green 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.43 0.00 0.07 0.50 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5375 0 1576 1792 1881 1593 3476 5136 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1323 0 562 108 46 57 268 949 0 201 1480 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1576 1792 1881 1593 1738 1712 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 28.1 0.0 34.0 7.1 2.8 4.1 1.4 15.5 0.0 4.7 28.1 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 28.1 0.0 34.0 7.1 2.8 4.1 1.4 15.5 0.0 4.7 28.1 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1523 0 446 144 151 128 535 2209 688 495 1926 600
V/C Ratio(X) 0.87 0.00 1.26 0.75 0.30 0.44 0.50 0.43 0.00 0.41 0.77 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1523 0 446 269 282 239 535 2209 688 503 1926 600
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 40.9 0.0 43.0 54.0 52.0 52.6 46.9 23.9 0.0 27.2 25.8 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 5.4 0.0 133.6 7.5 1.1 2.4 0.3 0.6 0.0 0.2 3.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 14.6 0.0 31.3 3.8 1.5 1.9 4.1 7.4 0.0 2.2 13.7 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 46.3 0.0 176.6 61.5 53.1 55.0 47.2 24.5 0.0 27.4 28.9 0.0
LnGrp LOS D F E D E D C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1885 211 1217 1681
Approach Delay, s/veh 85.2 57.9 29.5 28.7
Approach LOS F E C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 17.3 51.0 13.7 10.7 57.6 38.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.0 * 45 18.0 7.0 43.0 34.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.4 30.1 9.1 6.7 17.5 36.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 8.6 0.4 0.0 7.3 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 51.4
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 780 0 1830 0 0 0 0 1955 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 780 0 1830 0 0 0 0 1955 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3646 5136 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3646 5136 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 804 0 1887 0 0 0 0 2015 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 770 0 1887 0 0 0 0 2015 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 48.5 48.5 54.7
Effective Green, g (s) 48.5 48.5 54.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1473 2075 2297
v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.37 c0.40
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.52 0.91 0.88
Uniform Delay, d1 27.0 33.7 29.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.30 1.01
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 4.9 2.4
Delay (s) 28.3 48.8 32.3
Level of Service C D C
Approach Delay (s) 28.3 48.8 0.0 32.3
Approach LOS C D A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 2619 0 0 944 1854 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 2619 0 0 944 1854 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 1627 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 1627 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2728 0 0 983 1931 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2728 0 0 954 1931 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 2 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Effective Green, g (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2503 793 1890
v/s Ratio Prot 0.53 c0.59 c0.38
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.09 1.20 1.02
Uniform Delay, d1 30.8 30.8 37.5
Progression Factor 1.54 1.00 0.44
Incremental Delay, d2 41.2 103.2 24.0
Delay (s) 88.4 133.9 40.7
Level of Service F F D
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 88.4 133.9 40.7
Approach LOS A F F D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 80.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.12
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 116.3% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 939 185 313 275 1744 749 406 1854 160
Future Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 939 185 313 275 1744 749 406 1854 160
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 234 307 0 978 193 0 286 1817 0 423 1931 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 294 373 317 536 504 428 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.09 0.00 0.08 0.39 0.00 0.11 0.52 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 3476 1881 1599 3476 3574 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 234 307 0 978 193 0 286 1817 0 423 1931 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1738 1881 1599 1738 1787 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 18.5 11.6 0.0 9.0 46.2 0.0 10.0 43.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 18.5 11.6 0.0 9.0 46.2 0.0 10.0 43.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 294 373 317 536 504 428 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
V/C Ratio(X) 0.80 0.82 0.00 1.83 0.38 0.00 1.10 1.32 0.00 1.46 0.96 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 397 455 386 536 530 450 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.77 0.77 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.9 46.1 0.0 56.9 45.3 0.0 55.5 36.9 0.0 53.4 27.6 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 6.9 9.9 0.0 377.0 0.4 0.0 84.2 149.1 0.0 208.9 1.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.1 10.7 0.0 37.0 6.1 0.0 7.4 51.3 0.0 13.2 20.3 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 60.9 56.0 0.0 433.9 45.7 0.0 139.7 186.0 0.0 262.3 29.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS E E F D F F F C
Approach Vol, veh/h 541 1171 2103 2354
Approach Delay, s/veh 58.1 369.9 179.7 71.1
Approach LOS E F F E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 53.2 15.6 37.1 15.0 52.2 24.0 28.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 42.0 13.7 33.8 10.0 41.0 18.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.0 45.0 9.9 13.6 12.0 48.2 20.5 20.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.2 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 163.7
HCM 2010 LOS F

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 155 1185 10 5 1033 224 140 25 15 292 15 128
Future Volume (veh/h) 155 1185 10 5 1033 224 140 25 15 292 15 128
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 170 1302 11 5 1135 246 154 27 16 321 16 141
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 283 2068 902 169 1875 817 314 312 185 423 46 407
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1559 1792 3574 1557 1231 1100 652 1363 163 1433
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 170 1302 11 5 1135 246 154 0 43 321 0 157
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1559 1792 1787 1557 1231 0 1751 1363 0 1596
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.9 40.2 0.7 0.2 26.5 10.7 13.6 0.0 2.2 27.1 0.0 9.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.9 40.2 0.7 0.2 26.5 10.7 23.0 0.0 2.2 29.3 0.0 9.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.90
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 283 2068 902 169 1875 817 314 0 498 423 0 453
V/C Ratio(X) 0.60 0.63 0.01 0.03 0.61 0.30 0.49 0.00 0.09 0.76 0.00 0.35
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 329 2068 902 267 1875 817 374 0 584 490 0 532
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.09 0.09 0.09 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.91 0.00 0.91
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.5 36.7 20.7 18.2 19.9 16.1 43.2 0.0 31.5 42.3 0.0 34.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.9 1.4 0.0 0.1 5.7 0.0 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.5 20.0 0.3 0.1 13.5 4.8 4.7 0.0 1.1 10.8 0.0 4.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 17.6 36.8 20.7 18.2 21.3 17.0 44.7 0.0 31.6 48.0 0.0 34.6
LnGrp LOS B D C B C B D C D C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1483 1386 197 478
Approach Delay, s/veh 34.5 20.6 41.8 43.6
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.5 75.4 39.1 11.9 69.0 39.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 10.0 54.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 42.2 31.3 6.9 28.5 25.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 12.6 2.4 0.1 20.0 3.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 30.7
HCM 2010 LOS C

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 143 579 150 130 324 15 93 116 200 20 131 118
Future Volume (veh/h) 143 579 150 130 324 15 93 116 200 20 131 118
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 146 591 153 133 331 15 95 118 204 20 134 120
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 595 1427 615 494 1369 62 253 151 262 182 225 201
Arrive On Green 0.15 0.80 0.80 0.07 0.39 0.39 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.25 0.25 0.25
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1541 1792 3478 157 1127 609 1053 1063 903 809
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 146 591 153 133 169 177 95 0 322 20 0 254
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1541 1792 1787 1848 1127 0 1662 1063 0 1712
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.9 3.0 1.5 2.6 3.8 3.8 5.0 0.0 11.4 1.1 0.0 7.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.9 3.0 1.5 2.6 3.8 3.8 12.9 0.0 11.4 12.5 0.0 7.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.63 1.00 0.47
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 595 1427 615 494 703 727 253 0 413 182 0 426
V/C Ratio(X) 0.25 0.41 0.25 0.27 0.24 0.24 0.38 0.00 0.78 0.11 0.00 0.60
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 671 1427 615 580 703 727 254 0 415 184 0 428
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.65 0.65 0.65 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.00 0.93 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.6 3.9 3.8 9.4 12.2 12.2 30.5 0.0 25.9 27.1 0.0 19.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.0 8.6 0.3 0.0 2.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.4 1.4 0.7 1.3 2.0 2.1 1.6 0.0 6.2 0.3 0.0 3.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.7 4.5 4.4 9.6 13.0 13.0 31.3 0.0 34.5 27.4 0.0 22.1
LnGrp LOS A A A A B B C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 890 479 417 274
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.2 12.0 33.8 22.5
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.1 30.0 20.9 9.5 29.6 20.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 21.0 15.0 7.0 21.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.6 5.0 14.5 4.9 5.8 14.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 7.6 0.2 0.0 7.4 0.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.9
HCM 2010 LOS B

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 130 115 325 380 40 196 95 1628 430 306 1808 95
Future Volume (vph) 130 115 325 380 40 196 95 1628 430 306 1808 95
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1787 3574 1560 3467 1881 1561 1787 3574 1565 1787 3574 1537
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.07 1.00 1.00 0.07 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1787 3574 1560 3467 1881 1561 136 3574 1565 129 3574 1537
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 134 119 335 392 41 202 98 1678 443 315 1864 98
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 135 0 0 180 0 0 165 0 0 50
Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 119 200 392 41 22 98 1678 278 315 1864 48
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 6 5 5 6
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 3 2 3
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.6 16.6 16.6 13.0 13.0 13.0 66.4 55.4 55.4 72.4 58.4 58.4
Effective Green, g (s) 16.6 16.6 16.6 13.0 13.0 13.0 66.4 55.4 55.4 72.4 58.4 58.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.55 0.46 0.46 0.60 0.49 0.49
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 247 494 215 375 203 169 226 1649 722 271 1739 748
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.03 c0.11 0.02 0.04 0.47 c0.14 0.52
v/s Ratio Perm c0.13 0.01 0.20 0.18 c0.57 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.54 0.24 0.93 1.05 0.20 0.13 0.43 1.02 0.39 1.16 1.07 0.06
Uniform Delay, d1 48.2 46.1 51.1 53.5 48.8 48.4 24.3 32.3 21.2 39.9 30.8 16.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.95 1.71 1.93 0.44 0.06 1.32 0.63 0.27
Incremental Delay, d2 2.7 0.3 42.0 58.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 11.7 0.1 101.0 42.0 0.1
Delay (s) 50.9 46.4 93.1 109.6 46.5 83.0 46.9 26.0 1.4 153.7 61.4 4.5
Level of Service D D F F D F D C A F E A
Approach Delay (s) 74.0 97.1 22.0 71.8
Approach LOS E F C E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 55.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.5% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 220 40 140 50 15 60 140 1634 90 130 1889 55
Future Volume (veh/h) 220 40 140 50 15 60 140 1634 90 130 1889 55
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 227 41 144 52 15 62 144 1685 93 134 1947 57
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 269 49 174 155 29 118 276 3064 931 303 3045 89
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.14 0.14 0.04 0.09 0.09 0.10 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 358 1258 1792 317 1312 1792 5136 1560 1792 5125 150
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 227 0 185 52 0 77 144 1685 93 134 1300 704
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1616 1792 0 1629 1792 1712 1560 1792 1712 1851
Q Serve(g_s), s 10.0 0.0 13.4 3.1 0.0 5.4 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 10.0 0.0 13.4 3.1 0.0 5.4 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.78 1.00 0.81 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.08
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 269 0 223 155 0 147 276 3064 931 303 2034 1099
V/C Ratio(X) 0.85 0.00 0.83 0.34 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.55 0.10 0.44 0.64 0.64
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 269 0 323 241 0 326 337 3064 931 369 2034 1099
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.38 0.38 0.38
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 47.6 0.0 50.3 47.5 0.0 52.1 7.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 20.8 0.0 9.8 0.9 0.0 2.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.6 1.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 8.2 0.0 6.6 1.6 0.0 2.5 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.2 0.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 68.4 0.0 60.2 48.4 0.0 54.3 8.0 0.2 0.0 8.1 0.6 1.1
LnGrp LOS E E D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 412 129 1922 2138
Approach Delay, s/veh 64.7 51.9 0.7 1.2
Approach LOS E D A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.9 77.3 15.0 16.8 10.6 77.6 9.2 22.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.9 2.0 12.0 7.4 5.6 2.0 5.1 15.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 51.8 0.0 1.2 0.1 51.8 0.0 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.1
HCM 2010 LOS A

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 65 185 25 507 30 105 30 1027 887 220 1517 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 65 185 25 507 30 105 30 1027 887 220 1517 35
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 69 197 0 539 32 0 32 1093 0 234 1614 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 155 309 138 492 267 227 168 1925 861 459 2105 941
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.07 0.59 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1599 3476 1881 1599 1792 3574 1599 1792 3574 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 69 197 0 539 32 0 32 1093 0 234 1614 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1599 1738 1881 1599 1792 1787 1599 1792 1787 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.4 6.4 0.0 17.0 1.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 40.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.4 6.4 0.0 17.0 1.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 40.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 155 309 138 492 267 227 168 1925 861 459 2105 941
V/C Ratio(X) 0.45 0.64 0.00 1.09 0.12 0.00 0.19 0.57 0.00 0.51 0.77 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 373 745 333 492 267 227 303 1925 861 459 2105 941
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.78 0.78 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.1 53.0 0.0 51.5 45.0 0.0 17.3 0.0 0.0 9.9 18.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.5 1.6 0.0 68.8 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.4 2.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.2 3.2 0.0 12.8 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 3.4 20.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.6 54.6 0.0 120.3 45.1 0.0 17.5 0.9 0.0 10.3 21.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D F D B A B C
Approach Vol, veh/h 266 571 1125 1848
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.3 116.1 1.4 19.9
Approach LOS D F A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.0 76.7 22.0 12.0 70.6 15.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 47.0 17.0 8.0 50.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.0 42.6 19.0 8.8 2.0 8.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 41.3 1.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 31.2
HCM 2010 LOS C

2040 + Baseline (Fully 
Tenanted Sam's Club) - PM
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2040 plus Alternative 2 AM 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 538 20 110 60 25 80 380 1290 110 170 668 516
Future Volume (veh/h) 538 20 110 60 25 80 380 1290 110 170 668 516
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845 1845
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 570 0 113 62 26 82 392 1330 0 175 689 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Cap, veh/h 697 0 203 131 138 114 1324 2986 930 425 2014 627
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.23 0.59 0.00 0.08 0.67 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5270 0 1534 1757 1845 1532 3408 5036 1568 3408 5036 1568
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 570 0 113 62 26 82 392 1330 0 175 689 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1757 0 1534 1757 1845 1532 1704 1679 1568 1704 1679 1568
Q Serve(g_s), s 12.6 0.0 8.3 4.1 1.6 6.3 0.0 17.5 0.0 4.0 7.1 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 12.6 0.0 8.3 4.1 1.6 6.3 0.0 17.5 0.0 4.0 7.1 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 697 0 203 131 138 114 1324 2986 930 425 2014 627
V/C Ratio(X) 0.82 0.00 0.56 0.47 0.19 0.72 0.30 0.45 0.00 0.41 0.34 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1142 0 332 293 307 255 1324 2986 930 453 2014 627
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 50.7 0.0 48.8 53.3 52.1 54.3 18.5 13.5 0.0 25.2 13.1 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.0 0.9 2.6 0.7 8.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 6.2 0.0 3.6 2.1 0.8 2.9 4.2 8.3 0.0 1.8 3.3 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 51.6 0.0 49.7 55.9 52.8 62.4 18.5 14.0 0.0 25.4 13.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D E D E B B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 683 170 1722 864
Approach Delay, s/veh 51.3 58.5 15.0 16.0
Approach LOS D E B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 33.2 54.0 13.0 10.0 77.2 19.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 * 48 20.0 7.0 49.0 26.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 9.1 8.3 6.0 19.5 14.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.3 5.1 0.4 0.0 11.9 1.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 24.6
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 325 0 1733 0 0 0 0 1064 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 325 0 1733 0 0 0 0 1064 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3610 5085 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3610 5085 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 332 0 1768 0 0 0 0 1086 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 91 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 241 0 1768 0 0 0 0 1086 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 2
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 42.4 42.4 60.8
Effective Green, g (s) 42.4 42.4 60.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.51
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1275 1796 2528
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 c0.35 c0.22
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.19 0.98 0.43
Uniform Delay, d1 26.9 38.5 18.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.02 0.39
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 16.5 0.5
Delay (s) 27.2 55.7 7.8
Level of Service C E A
Approach Delay (s) 27.2 55.7 0.0 7.8
Approach LOS C E A A

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 36.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.7% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1487 0 0 1054 1542 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1487 0 0 1054 1542 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1611 4990
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5085 1611 4990
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1582 0 0 1121 1640 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1582 0 0 1092 1640 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Effective Green, g (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2478 785 1871
v/s Ratio Prot 0.31 c0.68 c0.33
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.64 1.39 0.88
Uniform Delay, d1 22.9 30.8 34.9
Progression Factor 1.74 1.00 0.70
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 183.7 4.3
Delay (s) 40.3 214.4 28.9
Level of Service D F C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 40.3 214.4 28.9
Approach LOS A D F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 80.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service F
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.17
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 70 45 105 663 225 452 310 1624 637 218 1261 155
Future Volume (veh/h) 70 45 105 663 225 452 310 1624 637 218 1261 155
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 74 48 0 705 239 0 330 1728 0 232 1341 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 184 152 129 502 324 276 384 1894 847 201 2450 763
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.11 0.54 0.00 0.12 0.96 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 1863 1583 3442 1863 1583 3442 3539 1583 3442 5085 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 74 48 0 705 239 0 330 1728 0 232 1341 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1863 1583 1721 1863 1583 1721 1770 1583 1721 1695 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.5 2.9 0.0 17.5 15.2 0.0 11.3 53.2 0.0 7.0 2.4 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.5 2.9 0.0 17.5 15.2 0.0 11.3 53.2 0.0 7.0 2.4 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 184 152 129 502 324 276 384 1894 847 201 2450 763
V/C Ratio(X) 0.40 0.32 0.00 1.40 0.74 0.00 0.86 0.91 0.00 1.16 0.55 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 201 450 383 502 613 521 402 1894 847 201 2450 763
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.82 0.82 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.47 0.47 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 54.9 51.9 0.0 57.1 53.8 0.0 52.4 25.3 0.0 53.0 1.2 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.1 1.2 0.0 191.8 2.7 0.0 16.1 8.2 0.0 93.5 0.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.2 1.6 0.0 21.7 8.1 0.0 6.2 28.1 0.0 5.9 0.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.0 53.1 0.0 248.9 56.5 0.0 68.5 33.6 0.0 146.5 1.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D F E E C F A
Approach Vol, veh/h 122 944 2058 1573
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.9 200.2 39.2 23.0
Approach LOS D F D C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 18.4 63.8 11.9 25.9 12.0 70.2 23.0 14.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 14.0 38.0 7.0 39.5 7.0 45.0 17.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.3 4.4 4.5 17.2 9.0 55.2 19.5 4.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 32.8 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 66.5
HCM 2010 LOS E
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 48 722 150 15 1066 186 20 0 5 255 40 87
Future Volume (veh/h) 48 722 150 15 1066 186 20 0 5 255 40 87
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 52 785 163 16 1159 202 22 0 5 277 43 95
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 272 2232 978 361 2188 979 253 0 358 374 116 256
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.42 0.42 0.01 0.62 0.62 0.23 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1551 1774 3539 1583 1246 0 1583 1405 513 1133
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 52 785 163 16 1159 202 22 0 5 277 0 138
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1551 1774 1770 1583 1246 0 1583 1405 0 1645
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 18.1 7.8 0.4 22.3 6.7 1.8 0.0 0.3 22.9 0.0 8.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 18.1 7.8 0.4 22.3 6.7 10.3 0.0 0.3 23.2 0.0 8.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.69
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 272 2232 978 361 2188 979 253 0 358 374 0 372
V/C Ratio(X) 0.19 0.35 0.17 0.04 0.53 0.21 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.74 0.00 0.37
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 336 2232 978 446 2188 979 387 0 528 525 0 548
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.67 0.67 0.67 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.47 0.47 0.47 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.85 0.00 0.85
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.4 18.0 15.1 9.5 13.0 10.0 43.6 0.0 36.1 45.1 0.0 39.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 8.9 3.4 0.2 11.1 3.0 0.6 0.0 0.1 9.2 0.0 3.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.5 18.2 15.2 9.6 13.9 10.5 43.8 0.0 36.1 48.5 0.0 39.9
LnGrp LOS B B B A B B D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1000 1377 27 415
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.3 13.4 42.4 45.7
Approach LOS B B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.2 81.7 32.1 7.7 80.2 32.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 7.0 57.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 20.1 25.2 3.3 24.3 12.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 21.3 1.9 0.0 19.8 2.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.8
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 68 209 77 151 512 15 91 63 67 30 121 152
Future Volume (veh/h) 68 209 77 151 512 15 91 63 67 30 121 152
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 72 222 82 161 545 16 97 67 71 32 129 162
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 517 1557 680 717 1649 48 154 165 175 291 148 186
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.88 0.88 0.08 0.47 0.47 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1545 1774 3508 103 1081 826 876 1241 741 931
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 72 222 82 161 275 286 97 0 138 32 0 291
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1545 1774 1770 1841 1081 0 1702 1241 0 1672
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 0.5 0.4 2.9 5.8 5.9 1.9 0.0 3.7 1.4 0.0 10.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 0.5 0.4 2.9 5.8 5.9 12.0 0.0 3.7 5.1 0.0 10.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.51 1.00 0.56
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 517 1557 680 717 832 866 154 0 340 291 0 334
V/C Ratio(X) 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.22 0.33 0.33 0.63 0.00 0.41 0.11 0.00 0.87
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 642 1557 680 788 832 866 154 0 340 291 0 334
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.91 0.91 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.00 0.99 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.0 2.0 2.0 7.7 10.0 10.0 25.6 0.0 17.2 22.9 0.0 23.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 1.1 1.0 7.9 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.0 21.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 0.3 0.2 1.4 3.1 3.2 1.9 0.0 1.8 0.5 0.0 6.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.0 2.2 2.4 7.8 11.0 11.0 33.5 0.0 18.0 23.1 0.0 44.3
LnGrp LOS A A A A B B C B C D
Approach Vol, veh/h 376 722 235 323
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.4 10.3 24.4 42.2
Approach LOS A B C D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.6 32.4 18.0 7.8 34.2 18.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 24.0 12.0 7.0 24.0 12.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.9 2.5 12.1 3.3 7.9 14.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 6.9 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.0
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 95 55 125 427 135 222 385 1462 236 134 1115 75
Future Volume (vph) 95 55 125 427 135 222 385 1462 236 134 1115 75
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1539 1770 3539 1561 1770 3539 1547
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.08 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3539 1543 3433 1863 1539 157 3539 1561 164 3539 1547
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 98 57 129 440 139 229 397 1507 243 138 1149 77
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 115 0 0 197 0 0 91 0 0 46
Lane Group Flow (vph) 98 57 14 440 139 32 397 1507 152 138 1149 31
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 6 6 2 1 1 1 1
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 7 1
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.6 12.6 12.6 16.0 16.0 16.0 75.4 63.4 63.4 55.4 48.4 48.4
Effective Green, g (s) 12.6 12.6 12.6 16.0 16.0 16.0 75.4 63.4 63.4 55.4 48.4 48.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.63 0.53 0.53 0.46 0.40 0.40
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 185 371 162 457 248 205 394 1869 824 169 1427 623
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.02 c0.13 0.07 c0.18 0.43 0.05 0.32
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.02 c0.45 0.10 0.33 0.02
v/c Ratio 0.53 0.15 0.08 0.96 0.56 0.16 1.01 0.81 0.18 0.82 0.81 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 50.9 48.8 48.5 51.7 48.7 46.0 37.6 23.3 14.8 22.9 31.6 21.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.96 1.99 1.52 0.62 0.68 0.77 1.10 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.1 0.2 0.3 30.8 2.2 0.2 15.5 0.4 0.0 22.4 4.5 0.1
Delay (s) 54.0 49.1 48.8 80.6 48.7 91.8 72.5 14.7 10.1 40.1 39.2 21.9
Level of Service D D D F D F E B B D D C
Approach Delay (s) 50.6 78.3 24.9 38.3
Approach LOS D E C D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 39.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.8% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 75 5 45 90 10 115 175 1439 45 75 1324 75
Future Volume (veh/h) 75 5 45 90 10 115 175 1439 45 75 1324 75
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 79 5 47 95 11 121 184 1515 47 79 1394 79
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 180 15 141 254 14 150 374 3197 972 252 2979 169
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.04 0.42 0.42 0.06 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 153 1440 1774 131 1439 1774 5085 1547 1774 4924 279
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 79 0 52 95 0 132 184 1515 47 79 960 513
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 0 1593 1774 0 1570 1774 1695 1547 1774 1695 1813
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.8 0.0 3.7 5.7 0.0 9.9 4.6 25.9 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.8 0.0 3.7 5.7 0.0 9.9 4.6 25.9 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.15
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 180 0 156 254 0 163 374 3197 972 252 2051 1097
V/C Ratio(X) 0.44 0.00 0.33 0.37 0.00 0.81 0.49 0.47 0.05 0.31 0.47 0.47
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 191 0 252 254 0 249 380 3197 972 343 2051 1097
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 0.67 0.67 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.54 0.54 0.54
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 45.7 0.0 50.5 45.2 0.0 52.6 7.9 20.4 13.5 10.8 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.2 0.0 0.9 0.7 0.0 8.9 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.4 0.0 1.6 2.8 0.0 4.7 2.2 12.2 0.9 1.0 0.1 0.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 47.0 0.0 51.4 45.9 0.0 61.5 8.1 20.7 13.6 10.9 0.4 0.8
LnGrp LOS D D D E A C B B A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 131 227 1746 1552
Approach Delay, s/veh 48.7 54.9 19.1 1.1
Approach LOS D D B A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 11.6 78.6 11.3 18.5 8.8 81.4 12.0 17.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 65.0 7.0 19.0 10.0 62.0 7.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.6 2.0 6.8 11.9 4.1 27.9 7.7 5.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 61.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 33.7 0.0 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.8
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - AM
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 25 40 20 582 175 285 35 1222 332 75 857 70
Future Volume (veh/h) 25 40 20 582 175 285 35 1222 332 75 857 70
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 26 42 0 606 182 0 36 1273 0 78 893 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 126 252 113 459 248 211 389 2114 946 374 2164 968
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.03 0.61 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1583 3442 1863 1583 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 26 42 0 606 182 0 36 1273 0 78 893 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1583 1721 1863 1583 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.7 1.3 0.0 16.0 11.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 15.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.7 1.3 0.0 16.0 11.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 15.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 126 252 113 459 248 211 389 2114 946 374 2164 968
V/C Ratio(X) 0.21 0.17 0.00 1.32 0.73 0.00 0.09 0.60 0.00 0.21 0.41 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 414 826 369 459 248 211 476 2114 946 437 2164 968
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.5 52.4 0.0 52.0 49.9 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0 8.6 12.1 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.6 0.2 0.0 158.9 10.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.7 0.0 17.7 6.5 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 1.0 7.9 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.1 52.6 0.0 210.9 60.1 0.0 9.8 1.1 0.0 8.7 12.7 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D F E A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 68 788 1309 971
Approach Delay, s/veh 52.8 176.1 1.4 12.4
Approach LOS D F A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.1 79.4 21.0 7.8 77.7 13.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 48.0 16.0 8.0 48.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.0 17.7 18.0 4.0 2.0 3.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 23.9 0.0 0.0 32.8 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 49.8
HCM 2010 LOS D
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
1: McCaslin Blvd & Marshall Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1229 70 545 105 45 55 260 906 60 195 1415 1087
Future Volume (veh/h) 1229 70 545 105 45 55 260 906 60 195 1415 1087
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1318 0 562 108 46 57 268 934 0 201 1459 0
Adj No. of Lanes 3 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 1523 0 446 144 151 128 540 2209 688 501 1926 600
Arrive On Green 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.43 0.00 0.07 0.50 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 5375 0 1576 1792 1881 1593 3476 5136 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1318 0 562 108 46 57 268 934 0 201 1459 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1576 1792 1881 1593 1738 1712 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 27.9 0.0 34.0 7.1 2.8 4.1 1.2 15.2 0.0 4.7 27.5 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 27.9 0.0 34.0 7.1 2.8 4.1 1.2 15.2 0.0 4.7 27.5 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1523 0 446 144 151 128 540 2209 688 501 1926 600
V/C Ratio(X) 0.87 0.00 1.26 0.75 0.30 0.44 0.50 0.42 0.00 0.40 0.76 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1523 0 446 269 282 239 540 2209 688 508 1926 600
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 40.8 0.0 43.0 54.0 52.0 52.6 46.6 23.8 0.0 27.2 25.7 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 5.3 0.0 133.6 7.5 1.1 2.4 0.3 0.6 0.0 0.2 2.8 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 14.5 0.0 31.3 3.8 1.5 1.9 4.1 7.3 0.0 2.2 13.3 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 46.1 0.0 176.6 61.5 53.1 55.0 46.9 24.4 0.0 27.4 28.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS D F E D E D C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1880 211 1202 1660
Approach Delay, s/veh 85.1 57.9 29.4 28.4
Approach LOS F E C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 17.3 51.0 13.7 10.7 57.6 38.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 5.0 * 45 18.0 7.0 43.0 34.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.2 29.5 9.1 6.7 17.2 36.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.3 8.7 0.4 0.0 7.2 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 51.4
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
2: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 E ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR SWL SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 780 0 1810 0 0 0 0 1927 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 780 0 1810 0 0 0 0 1927 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.76 0.91 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.85 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 3646 5136 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 3646 5136 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 804 0 1866 0 0 0 0 1987 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 770 0 1866 0 0 0 0 1987 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 5
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot
Protected Phases 4 8 2
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 48.2 48.2 55.0
Effective Green, g (s) 48.2 48.2 55.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 0.40 0.46
Clearance Time (s) 7.5 7.5 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 0.2 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1464 2062 2310
v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.36 c0.39
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.53 0.90 0.86
Uniform Delay, d1 27.2 33.7 29.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.31 1.01
Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 4.7 2.2
Delay (s) 28.5 49.0 31.6
Level of Service C D C
Approach Delay (s) 28.5 49.0 0.0 31.6
Approach LOS C D A C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.6% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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2040 + Alternative 2 - PMHCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis3: 
3: McCaslin Boulevard & US-36 W ramps 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR NWL NWR NEL NER
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 2563 0 0 925 1815 0
Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 2563 0 0 925 1815 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.94
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.86 1.00
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (prot) 5136 1627 5040
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95
Satd. Flow (perm) 5136 1627 5040
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2670 0 0 964 1891 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 2670 0 0 935 1891 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 2 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type NA Prot Prot
Protected Phases 2 6 8
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Effective Green, g (s) 58.5 58.5 45.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.49 0.49 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 7.2 7.2 9.3
Vehicle Extension (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2503 793 1890
v/s Ratio Prot 0.52 c0.57 c0.38
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 1.07 1.18 1.00
Uniform Delay, d1 30.8 30.8 37.5
Progression Factor 1.54 1.00 0.43
Incremental Delay, d2 31.0 93.4 18.5
Delay (s) 78.5 124.1 34.6
Level of Service E F C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 78.5 124.1 34.6
Approach LOS A E F C

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 71.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.10
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 16.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 114.5% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
4: McCaslin Blvd & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 880 185 304 275 1704 732 402 1829 160
Future Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 880 185 304 275 1704 732 402 1829 160
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 234 307 0 917 193 0 286 1775 0 419 1905 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 294 373 317 536 504 428 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.09 0.00 0.08 0.39 0.00 0.11 0.52 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 3476 1881 1599 3476 3574 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 234 307 0 917 193 0 286 1775 0 419 1905 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1738 1881 1599 1738 1787 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 18.5 11.6 0.0 9.0 46.2 0.0 10.0 41.9 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 18.5 11.6 0.0 9.0 46.2 0.0 10.0 41.9 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 294 373 317 536 504 428 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
V/C Ratio(X) 0.80 0.82 0.00 1.71 0.38 0.00 1.10 1.29 0.00 1.45 0.94 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 397 455 386 536 530 450 261 1377 616 290 2021 629
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.78 0.78 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.9 46.1 0.0 56.9 45.3 0.0 55.5 36.9 0.0 53.4 27.3 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 6.9 9.9 0.0 326.3 0.4 0.0 84.2 135.7 0.0 202.8 1.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.1 10.7 0.0 33.2 6.1 0.0 7.4 48.7 0.0 12.9 19.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 60.9 56.0 0.0 383.2 45.7 0.0 139.7 172.6 0.0 256.1 28.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS E E F D F F F C
Approach Vol, veh/h 541 1110 2061 2324
Approach Delay, s/veh 58.1 324.5 168.1 69.6
Approach LOS E F F E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 53.2 15.6 37.1 15.0 52.2 24.0 28.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 42.0 13.7 33.8 10.0 41.0 18.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.0 43.9 9.9 13.6 12.0 48.2 20.5 20.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.2 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 149.1
HCM 2010 LOS F
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
5: Coal Creek Ci/Dahlia Street & Dillon Road 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 151 1177 10 5 1024 223 140 25 15 286 15 119
Future Volume (veh/h) 151 1177 10 5 1024 223 140 25 15 286 15 119
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.98 0.99 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 166 1293 11 5 1125 245 154 27 16 314 16 131
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 286 2083 909 173 1895 826 317 308 183 417 49 399
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.53 0.53 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1559 1792 3574 1557 1242 1100 652 1363 174 1424
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 166 1293 11 5 1125 245 154 0 43 314 0 147
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1559 1792 1787 1557 1242 0 1751 1363 0 1597
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.7 39.8 0.7 0.2 25.9 10.5 13.5 0.0 2.2 26.5 0.0 8.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.7 39.8 0.7 0.2 25.9 10.5 22.2 0.0 2.2 28.7 0.0 8.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.89
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 286 2083 909 173 1895 826 317 0 491 417 0 447
V/C Ratio(X) 0.58 0.62 0.01 0.03 0.59 0.30 0.49 0.00 0.09 0.75 0.00 0.33
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 335 2083 909 271 1895 826 383 0 584 490 0 532
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.09 0.09 0.09 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.91 0.00 0.91
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 16.8 36.3 20.5 17.8 19.3 15.7 43.1 0.0 31.9 42.5 0.0 34.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.9 1.4 0.0 0.1 5.4 0.0 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.3 19.8 0.3 0.1 13.0 4.7 4.7 0.0 1.1 10.6 0.0 3.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 16.8 36.4 20.5 17.8 20.7 16.6 44.4 0.0 32.0 47.8 0.0 34.7
LnGrp LOS B D C B C B D C D C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1470 1375 197 461
Approach Delay, s/veh 34.1 20.0 41.7 43.6
Approach LOS C B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.5 75.9 38.6 11.8 69.6 38.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 57.0 40.0 10.0 54.0 40.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 41.8 30.7 6.7 27.9 24.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 12.9 2.4 0.1 20.2 3.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 30.2
HCM 2010 LOS C
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
6: Dahlia St/Dahlia Street & Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 139 575 148 128 321 15 91 113 197 20 129 115
Future Volume (veh/h) 139 575 148 128 321 15 91 113 197 20 129 115
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 142 587 151 131 328 15 93 115 201 20 132 117
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 598 1441 621 498 1384 63 253 149 260 184 223 198
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.81 0.81 0.07 0.40 0.40 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.25 0.25 0.25
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1541 1792 3476 158 1132 604 1056 1068 908 805
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 142 587 151 131 168 175 93 0 316 20 0 249
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1541 1792 1787 1848 1132 0 1661 1068 0 1712
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.8 2.8 1.4 2.5 3.7 3.8 4.9 0.0 11.2 1.1 0.0 7.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.8 2.8 1.4 2.5 3.7 3.8 12.6 0.0 11.2 12.3 0.0 7.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 0.64 1.00 0.47
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 598 1441 621 498 712 736 253 0 409 184 0 421
V/C Ratio(X) 0.24 0.41 0.24 0.26 0.24 0.24 0.37 0.00 0.77 0.11 0.00 0.59
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 677 1441 621 586 712 736 258 0 415 188 0 428
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.67 0.67 0.67 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 0.00 0.94 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.5 3.7 3.6 9.3 12.0 12.0 30.4 0.0 25.9 27.0 0.0 20.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.0 8.2 0.3 0.0 2.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 1.4 0.7 1.3 2.0 2.1 1.6 0.0 6.1 0.3 0.0 3.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.6 4.3 4.2 9.4 12.8 12.8 31.2 0.0 34.1 27.3 0.0 22.1
LnGrp LOS A A A A B B C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 880 474 409 269
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.0 11.8 33.4 22.4
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.0 30.2 20.8 9.3 29.9 20.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 21.0 15.0 7.0 21.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.5 4.8 14.3 4.8 5.8 14.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 7.6 0.3 0.0 7.3 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.6
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
7: McCaslin Boulevard & Centennial Parkway/Cherry Street 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 130 115 325 352 40 188 95 1608 415 300 1794 95
Future Volume (vph) 130 115 325 352 40 188 95 1608 415 300 1794 95
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1787 3574 1560 3467 1881 1561 1787 3574 1565 1787 3574 1537
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.07 1.00 1.00 0.07 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1787 3574 1560 3467 1881 1561 136 3574 1565 129 3574 1537
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 134 119 335 363 41 194 98 1658 428 309 1849 98
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 135 0 0 173 0 0 161 0 0 50
Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 119 200 363 41 21 98 1658 267 309 1849 48
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 6 5 5 6
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 5 3 2 3
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Turn Type custom NA Perm custom NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 1 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 3 3 4 4 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.6 16.6 16.6 13.0 13.0 13.0 66.4 55.4 55.4 72.4 58.4 58.4
Effective Green, g (s) 16.6 16.6 16.6 13.0 13.0 13.0 66.4 55.4 55.4 72.4 58.4 58.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.55 0.46 0.46 0.60 0.49 0.49
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 247 494 215 375 203 169 226 1649 722 271 1739 748
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.03 c0.10 0.02 0.04 0.46 c0.13 0.52
v/s Ratio Perm c0.13 0.01 0.20 0.17 c0.56 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.54 0.24 0.93 0.97 0.20 0.12 0.43 1.01 0.37 1.14 1.06 0.06
Uniform Delay, d1 48.2 46.1 51.1 53.3 48.8 48.4 24.3 32.3 21.0 39.9 30.8 16.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.95 1.74 1.93 0.45 0.07 1.32 0.63 0.27
Incremental Delay, d2 2.7 0.3 42.0 37.1 0.3 0.2 0.1 8.0 0.1 93.0 38.9 0.1
Delay (s) 50.9 46.4 93.1 88.2 46.6 84.4 47.0 22.4 1.5 145.8 58.4 4.6
Level of Service D D F F D F D C A F E A
Approach Delay (s) 74.0 84.1 19.4 68.0
Approach LOS E F B E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 51.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 1.11
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 21.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.3% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
8: McCaslin Boulevard & Century Drive 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 220 40 140 50 15 60 140 1606 90 130 1869 55
Future Volume (veh/h) 220 40 140 50 15 60 140 1606 90 130 1869 55
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 227 41 144 52 15 62 144 1656 93 134 1927 57
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 269 49 174 155 29 118 279 3064 931 308 3043 90
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.14 0.14 0.04 0.09 0.09 0.10 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 358 1258 1792 317 1312 1792 5136 1560 1792 5123 151
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 227 0 185 52 0 77 144 1656 93 134 1287 697
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 0 1616 1792 0 1629 1792 1712 1560 1792 1712 1850
Q Serve(g_s), s 10.0 0.0 13.4 3.1 0.0 5.4 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 10.0 0.0 13.4 3.1 0.0 5.4 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.78 1.00 0.81 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.08
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 269 0 223 155 0 147 279 3064 931 308 2034 1099
V/C Ratio(X) 0.85 0.00 0.83 0.34 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.54 0.10 0.44 0.63 0.63
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 269 0 323 241 0 326 340 3064 931 374 2034 1099
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.40 0.40 0.40
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 47.6 0.0 50.3 47.5 0.0 52.1 7.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 20.8 0.0 9.8 0.9 0.0 2.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.6 1.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 8.2 0.0 6.6 1.6 0.0 2.5 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.2 0.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 68.4 0.0 60.2 48.4 0.0 54.3 8.0 0.2 0.1 8.1 0.6 1.1
LnGrp LOS E E D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 412 129 1893 2118
Approach Delay, s/veh 64.7 51.9 0.8 1.3
Approach LOS E D A A

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.9 77.3 15.0 16.8 10.6 77.6 9.2 22.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0 10.0 54.0 10.0 24.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.9 2.0 12.0 7.4 5.6 2.0 5.1 15.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 51.8 0.0 1.2 0.1 51.8 0.0 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.2
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
9: McCaslin Boulevard & Via Appia Way/Via Appia Way 05/21/2019

Synchro 9 Report
Page 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 65 185 25 497 30 105 30 1013 873 220 1507 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 65 185 25 497 30 105 30 1013 873 220 1507 35
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 69 197 0 529 32 0 32 1078 0 234 1603 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 155 309 138 492 267 227 170 1925 861 463 2105 941
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.07 0.59 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1792 3574 1599 3476 1881 1599 1792 3574 1599 1792 3574 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 69 197 0 529 32 0 32 1078 0 234 1603 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1792 1787 1599 1738 1881 1599 1792 1787 1599 1792 1787 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.4 6.4 0.0 17.0 1.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 40.1 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.4 6.4 0.0 17.0 1.8 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 40.1 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 155 309 138 492 267 227 170 1925 861 463 2105 941
V/C Ratio(X) 0.45 0.64 0.00 1.07 0.12 0.00 0.19 0.56 0.00 0.51 0.76 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 373 745 333 492 267 227 305 1925 861 463 2105 941
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.78 0.78 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 52.1 53.0 0.0 51.5 45.0 0.0 17.2 0.0 0.0 9.9 18.4 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.5 1.6 0.0 62.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.4 2.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.2 3.2 0.0 12.4 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.0 3.4 20.4 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 53.6 54.6 0.0 113.5 45.1 0.0 17.3 0.9 0.0 10.3 21.1 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D F D B A B C
Approach Vol, veh/h 266 561 1110 1837
Approach Delay, s/veh 54.3 109.6 1.4 19.7
Approach LOS D F A B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.0 76.7 22.0 12.0 70.6 15.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 47.0 17.0 8.0 50.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.0 42.1 19.0 8.8 2.0 8.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.7 0.0 0.0 41.1 1.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 30.1
HCM 2010 LOS C
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2040 plus Alternative 2 PM - Mitigations 
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 4: McCaslin 
Blvd & Dillon Road - Mitigation Scenario: Adding a 
westbound left turn lane 05/20/2019

Parcel O_2040 + Alternative 2_PM_mitigated.syn Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 880 185 304 275 1704 732 402 1829 160
Future Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 880 185 304 275 1704 732 402 1829 160
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 234 307 0 917 193 0 286 1775 0 419 1905 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 3 1 1 2 2 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 294 373 317 653 457 388 290 1466 656 290 2107 656
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.20 0.00 0.04 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.41 0.00 0.11 0.55 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 5052 1881 1599 3476 3574 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 234 307 0 917 193 0 286 1775 0 419 1905 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1684 1881 1599 1738 1787 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 15.5 11.7 0.0 9.9 49.2 0.0 10.0 39.9 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 15.5 11.7 0.0 9.9 49.2 0.0 10.0 39.9 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 294 373 317 653 457 388 290 1466 656 290 2107 656
V/C Ratio(X) 0.80 0.82 0.00 1.41 0.42 0.00 0.99 1.21 0.00 1.45 0.90 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 397 455 386 653 483 410 290 1466 656 290 2107 656
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.78 0.78 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.9 46.1 0.0 57.4 47.2 0.0 54.9 35.4 0.0 53.4 25.2 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 6.9 9.9 0.0 189.5 0.5 0.0 49.2 101.4 0.0 202.8 0.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.1 10.7 0.0 18.7 6.2 0.0 6.7 44.9 0.0 12.9 18.7 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 60.9 56.0 0.0 246.9 47.7 0.0 104.2 136.8 0.0 256.1 25.9 0.0
LnGrp LOS E E F D F F F C
Approach Vol, veh/h 541 1110 2061 2324
Approach Delay, s/veh 58.1 212.3 132.2 67.4
Approach LOS E F F E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 15.0 55.2 15.6 34.1 15.0 55.2 21.0 28.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 44.0 13.7 30.8 10.0 44.0 15.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.9 41.9 9.9 13.7 12.0 51.2 17.5 20.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.1 0.2 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 115.3
HCM 2010 LOS F

2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
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05/20/2019

Parcel O_2040 + Alternative 2_PM_mitigated.syn Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 880 185 304 275 1704 732 402 1829 160
Future Volume (veh/h) 225 295 405 880 185 304 275 1704 732 402 1829 160
Number 3 8 18 7 4 14 1 6 16 5 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 234 307 0 917 193 0 286 1775 0 419 1905 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 3 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 294 373 317 779 504 428 232 1893 589 348 2064 643
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.09 0.00 0.07 0.37 0.00 0.13 0.53 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 3476 1881 1599 5052 1881 1599 3476 5136 1599 3476 5136 1599
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 234 307 0 917 193 0 286 1775 0 419 1905 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1738 1881 1599 1684 1881 1599 1738 1712 1599 1738 1712 1599
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 18.5 11.6 0.0 8.0 40.0 0.0 12.0 40.9 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.9 18.8 0.0 18.5 11.6 0.0 8.0 40.0 0.0 12.0 40.9 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 294 373 317 779 504 428 232 1893 589 348 2064 643
V/C Ratio(X) 0.80 0.82 0.00 1.18 0.38 0.00 1.23 0.94 0.00 1.21 0.92 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 397 455 386 779 530 450 232 1893 589 348 2064 643
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.78 0.78 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 53.9 46.1 0.0 56.9 45.3 0.0 56.0 36.6 0.0 52.0 26.2 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 6.9 9.9 0.0 90.3 0.4 0.0 136.9 10.4 0.0 95.1 0.9 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.1 10.7 0.0 15.1 6.1 0.0 8.2 20.7 0.0 10.3 19.2 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 60.9 56.0 0.0 147.3 45.7 0.0 192.9 47.0 0.0 147.2 27.1 0.0
LnGrp LOS E E F D F D F C
Approach Vol, veh/h 541 1110 2061 2324
Approach Delay, s/veh 58.1 129.6 67.3 48.8
Approach LOS E F E D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.0 54.2 15.6 37.1 17.0 50.2 24.0 28.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 43.0 13.7 33.8 12.0 39.0 18.5 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.0 42.9 9.9 13.6 14.0 42.0 20.5 20.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.1 0.2 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 70.8
HCM 2010 LOS E

HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 4: McCaslin 
Blvd & Dillon Road - Mitigation Scenario: Adding a 
westbound left turn lane and a northbound through lane

2040 + Alternative 2 - PM
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MXD+ Tool Explanation 
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Subject: MainStreet - Trip Generation 
 

 

 
 

This memo provides you some background information on the trip generation MXD tool we utilized 

for the 4120 Brighton Boulevard traffic impact study. This memorandum provides a brief 

description of the proposed trip generation methodology.  

 

Trip Generation Methodology 
 
Current accepted methodologies, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 

Generation methodology, are primarily based on data collected at suburban, single-use, 

freestanding sites. These defining characteristics limit their applicability to mixed-use or multi- 

use development projects, such as the proposed Transit-Oriented-Development, which is in a 

high-density walkable setting with frequent and nearby local and regional transit service. The 

land use mix, design features, and setting of the proposed development would include 

characteristics that influence travel behavior differently from typical single-use suburban 

developments. Thus, traditional data and methodologies, such as ITE, would not accurately 

estimate the project vehicle trip generation. In response to the limitations in the ITE methodology, 

and to provide a straightforward and empirically validated method of estimating vehicle trip 

generation at mixed-use developments, the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

sponsored a national study of the trip generation characteristics of multi-use sites. Travel survey 

data was gathered from 239 mixed-use developments (MXDs) in six major metropolitan regions, 

and correlated with the characteristics of the sites and their surroundings. The findings indicate 

that the amount of external traffic generated is affected by a wide variety of factors, each pertaining 

to one or more of the following characteristics: 

 
• The relative numbers of residents and jobs on the site – the better the site jobs/ 

housing balance, the greater the proportion of commute trips that remain internal. 

• The amount of retail and service use on the site relative to the number of residences 

– the greater the degree to which retail and service opportunities match the needs 

generated by site residents, the greater the internalization of household-generated 

shopping, personal services and entertainment travel. 

• The amount of retail and service use relative to the number of employees – the 

better the balance of employee-oriented retail and service opportunities, the greater the 512



 

 

internal capture of lunchtime and after-work dining, shopping and errands by site 

employees. 

• The overall size of the development – the larger the scale of the development in terms 

of acreage and total amounts of residential and commercial use, the greater the likelihood 

that travel destinations can be satisfied within the site as a whole 

• The density of development – the greater the concentration of dwellings and 

commercial space per acre, the greater the likelihood that the interacting land uses will 

be near enough together to encourage walking or short-distance internal driving. 

• The internal connectivity for walking or driving among different activities – 

measured in terms of the ratio of intersections to total land area within the site directly 

influences trip internalization and the number of trips made by walking instead of driving. 

• The availability of transit – the greater the number of jobs within a reasonable travel 

time via transit, the greater the share of travel likely to occur by transit, and the lower the 

traffic generation. 

• The number of convenient trip destinations within the immediate area – the number 

of retail and other jobs in neighborhoods immediately surrounding the multi-use site 

reduces the amount of walking to/from the site and reduce traffic generation. 

 

These characteristics were related statistically to the trip behavior observed at the study 

development sites using Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) techniques. This quantified 

relationships between characteristics of the MXDs and the likelihood that trips generated by 

those MXDs will stay internal and/or use modes of transportation other than the private vehicle. 

These statistical relationships produced equations, known as the EPA MXD model, that allows 

predicting external vehicle trip reduction as a function of the MXD characteristics. Applying the 

external vehicle trip reduction percentage to “raw trips”, as predicted by ITE, produces an estimate 

for the number of vehicle trips traveling in or out of the site. 
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Validation of MXD model 
 

Since the conclusion of the EPA sponsored study, Fehr & Peers has been actively enhancing the 

MXD model to improve sensitivity to various site characteristics, improve peak hour performance, and 

continue to validate the model against MXDs where data is available. 

 
A set of 28 independent MXD sites across the country that were not included in the initial model 

development have been tested to validate the model. These sites represent locations where it is 

expected that traditional data and methodologies, such as ITE, would not accurately estimate the 

Project vehicle trip generation. Table 2 presents the performance of the MXD model against ITE and 

ITE internalization procedures. 

TABLE 2 
MXD MODEL 

VALIDATION STATISTICS COMPARISON 
 

 
 

 
 

Average Model Error1
 30% 17% 4% 

% RMSE2
 42% 28% 17% 

R-Squared3
 0.72 0.87 0.95 

AM Peak Hour    

Average Model Error 57% 53% 3% 

% RMSE 58% 76% 34% 

R-Squared 0.56 0.56 0.91 

PM Peak Hour    

Average Model Error 56% 41% 22% 

% RMSE 96% 81% 59% 

R-Squared -0.56 -0.11 0.41 

1. Average model error measures the difference between the estimated trip generation and the counted trip generation 
of the 28 survey sites. 

2. RMSE stands for percent root mean squared error is a demand assessment of performance of transportation models  
in that it does not apply average that would allow over-estimates and under-estimates to cancel one another out and 
it penalizes proportionally more for large errors. A % RMSE of less than 40% is generally considered acceptable in 
transportation modeling. 

3. R-squared is a statistical measure that indicates, in this case, the degree to which each method explains the variation  
in trip generation among the 28 survey sites. A R-Squared value closer to 1.0 indicates that the method fully explains 
the variation in trip generation amongst the survey sites and would be suitable to be used for that set of site types. 

 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2012. 

Validation Statistic ITE raw ITE with internalization MXD model 

Daily 
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Based on all statistical measures, the MXD model performs better than the ITE recommended 

procedures for these types of sites. 
 

The MXD model has been approved for use by the EPA1. It has also been peer-reviewed in the 

ASCE Journal of Urban Planning and Development2, peer-reviewed in a 2012 TRB paper 

evaluating various smart growth trip generation methodologies3, recommended by SANDAG for 

use on mixed-use smart growth developments4, and has been used successfully in multiple 

certified EIRs in California. 
 
 
 

 

1 Trip Generation Tool for Mixed-Use Developments (2012). www.epa.gov/dced/mxd_tripgeneration.html 
2 ”Traffic Generated by Mixed-Use Developments—Six-Region Study Using Consistent Built Environmental 

Measures.” Journal of Urban Planning and Development, 137(3), 248–261. 
3  Shafizadeh, Kevan et al. “Evaluation of the Operation and Accuracy of Available Smart Growth Trip 

Generation Methodologies for Use in California”. Presented at 91st Annual Meeting of the Transportation 

Research Board, Washington, D.C., 2012. 
4 SANDAG Smart Growth Trip Generation and Parking Study. 

http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=378&fuseaction=projects.detail
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Existing Parcel O Driveway Tube Counts 
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Location: WEST DRIVEWAY E/O MCCASLIN BLVD
Date Range: 5/7/2019 - 5/13/2019

Site Code: 01

Time EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total

12:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

1:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

2:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

3:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

4:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

5:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

6:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 AM 94 70 164 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 94 70 164

8:00 AM 118 87 205 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 118 87 205

9:00 AM 111 97 208 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 111 97 208

10:00 AM 115 73 188 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 115 73 188

11:00 AM 131 72 203 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 131 72 203

12:00 PM 130 121 251 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 130 121 251

1:00 PM 134 93 227 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 134 93 227

2:00 PM 117 89 206 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 117 89 206

3:00 PM 120 76 196 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 120 76 196

4:00 PM 160 56 216 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 160 56 216

5:00 PM 153 62 215 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 153 62 215

6:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

8:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

9:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

10:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

11:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Total 1,383 896 2,279 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Percent 61% 39% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1. Mid-week average includes data between Tuesday and Thursday.

5/13/20195/12/20195/11/20195/10/2019

Tuesday Wednesday Thursday

5/8/20195/7/2019 Mid-Week Average5/9/2019

Friday Saturday Sunday Monday

Mark Skaggs:425-250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com 1517



Location: NW DRIVEWAY S/O CHERRY
Date Range: 5/7/2019 - 5/13/2019

Site Code: 02

Time NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total

12:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

1:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

2:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

3:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

4:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

5:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

6:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 AM 40 48 88 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 40 48 88

8:00 AM 33 78 111 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 33 78 111

9:00 AM 67 67 134 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 67 67 134

10:00 AM 75 88 163 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 75 88 163

11:00 AM 81 98 179 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 81 98 179

12:00 PM 88 116 204 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 88 116 204

1:00 PM 83 100 183 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 83 100 183

2:00 PM 93 101 194 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 93 101 194

3:00 PM 83 98 181 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 83 98 181

4:00 PM 75 102 177 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 75 102 177

5:00 PM 105 117 222 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 105 117 222

6:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

8:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

9:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

10:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

11:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Total 823 1,013 1,836 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Percent 45% 55% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1. Mid-week average includes data between Tuesday and Thursday.

5/13/20195/12/20195/11/20195/10/2019

Tuesday Wednesday Thursday

5/8/20195/7/2019 Mid-Week Average5/9/2019

Friday Saturday Sunday Monday

Mark Skaggs:425-250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com 1518



Location: NE DRIVEWAY S/O CHERRY ST
Date Range: 5/7/2019 - 5/13/2019

Site Code: 03

Time NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total

12:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

1:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

2:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

3:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

4:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

5:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

6:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 AM 15 12 27 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 15 12 27

8:00 AM 18 18 36 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 18 18 36

9:00 AM 22 17 39 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 22 17 39

10:00 AM 24 17 41 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 24 17 41

11:00 AM 34 21 55 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 34 21 55

12:00 PM 43 37 80 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 43 37 80

1:00 PM 44 27 71 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 44 27 71

2:00 PM 52 19 71 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 52 19 71

3:00 PM 49 36 85 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 49 36 85

4:00 PM 64 35 99 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 64 35 99

5:00 PM 63 32 95 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 63 32 95

6:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

8:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

9:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

10:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

11:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Total 428 271 699 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Percent 61% 39% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1. Mid-week average includes data between Tuesday and Thursday.

5/13/20195/12/20195/11/20195/10/2019

Tuesday Wednesday Thursday

5/8/20195/7/2019 Mid-Week Average5/9/2019

Friday Saturday Sunday Monday

Mark Skaggs:425-250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com 1519



Location: EAST (NORTH) DRIVEWAY W/O DAHLIA ST
Date Range: 5/7/2019 - 5/13/2019

Site Code: 04

Time EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total

12:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

1:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

2:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

3:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

4:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

5:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

6:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 AM 22 32 54 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 22 32 54

8:00 AM 25 39 64 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 25 39 64

9:00 AM 33 43 76 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 33 43 76

10:00 AM 59 40 99 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 59 40 99

11:00 AM 52 41 93 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 52 41 93

12:00 PM 51 66 117 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 51 66 117

1:00 PM 62 66 128 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 62 66 128

2:00 PM 53 57 110 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 53 57 110

3:00 PM 70 56 126 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 70 56 126

4:00 PM 52 48 100 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 52 48 100

5:00 PM 63 50 113 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 63 50 113

6:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

8:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

9:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

10:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

11:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Total 542 538 1,080 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Percent 50% 50% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1. Mid-week average includes data between Tuesday and Thursday.

5/13/20195/12/20195/11/20195/10/2019

Tuesday Wednesday Thursday

5/8/20195/7/2019 Mid-Week Average5/9/2019

Friday Saturday Sunday Monday

Mark Skaggs:425-250-0777
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Location: EAST (SOUTH) DRIVEWAY W/O DAHLIA ST
Date Range: 5/7/2019 - 5/13/2019

Site Code: 05

Time EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total EB WB Total

12:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

1:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

2:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

3:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

4:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

5:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

6:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 AM 40 60 100 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 40 60 100

8:00 AM 45 85 130 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 45 85 130

9:00 AM 59 77 136 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 59 77 136

10:00 AM 56 79 135 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 56 79 135

11:00 AM 95 106 201 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 95 106 201

12:00 PM 96 82 178 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 96 82 178

1:00 PM 82 73 155 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 82 73 155

2:00 PM 78 89 167 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 78 89 167

3:00 PM 80 91 171 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 80 91 171

4:00 PM 104 82 186 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 104 82 186

5:00 PM 89 74 163 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 89 74 163

6:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

8:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

9:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

10:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

11:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Total 824 898 1,722 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Percent 48% 52% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1. Mid-week average includes data between Tuesday and Thursday.

5/13/20195/12/20195/11/20195/10/2019

Tuesday Wednesday Thursday

5/8/20195/7/2019 Mid-Week Average5/9/2019

Friday Saturday Sunday Monday
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Location: SE DRIVEWAY N/O DILLON RD
Date Range: 5/7/2019 - 5/13/2019

Site Code: 06

Time NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total

12:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

1:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

2:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

3:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

4:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

5:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

6:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 AM 4 3 7 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 4 3 7

8:00 AM 10 2 12 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 10 2 12

9:00 AM 16 19 35 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 16 19 35

10:00 AM 20 21 41 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 20 21 41

11:00 AM 19 28 47 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 19 28 47

12:00 PM 22 30 52 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 22 30 52

1:00 PM 25 36 61 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 25 36 61

2:00 PM 27 25 52 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 27 25 52

3:00 PM 28 16 44 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 28 16 44

4:00 PM 17 18 35 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 17 18 35

5:00 PM 30 30 60 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 30 30 60

6:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

8:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

9:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

10:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

11:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Total 218 228 446 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Percent 49% 51% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1. Mid-week average includes data between Tuesday and Thursday.

5/13/20195/12/20195/11/20195/10/2019

Tuesday Wednesday Thursday

5/8/20195/7/2019 Mid-Week Average5/9/2019

Friday Saturday Sunday Monday
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Location: SW DRIVEWAY N/O DILLON RD
Date Range: 5/7/2019 - 5/13/2019

Site Code: 07

Time NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total NB SB Total

12:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

1:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

2:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

3:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

4:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

5:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

6:00 AM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 AM 120 124 244 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 120 124 244

8:00 AM 107 146 253 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 107 146 253

9:00 AM 100 115 215 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 100 115 215

10:00 AM 136 153 289 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 136 153 289

11:00 AM 143 170 313 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 143 170 313

12:00 PM 166 203 369 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 166 203 369

1:00 PM 138 170 308 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 138 170 308

2:00 PM 133 159 292 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 133 159 292

3:00 PM 104 149 253 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 104 149 253

4:00 PM 123 147 270 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 123 147 270

5:00 PM 126 135 261 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 126 135 261

6:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

7:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

8:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

9:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

10:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

11:00 PM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Total 1,396 1,671 3,067 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ##### ##### #####

Percent 46% 54% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1. Mid-week average includes data between Tuesday and Thursday.

5/13/20195/12/20195/11/20195/10/2019

Tuesday Wednesday Thursday

5/8/20195/7/2019 Mid-Week Average5/9/2019

Friday Saturday Sunday Monday

Mark Skaggs:425-250-0777
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Appendix E: 
Alternative 3 Trip Generation (ITE Trip Reduction) 
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% Trips % Trips % Trips % Trips
General Office Building 710 65 KSF 86% 65 14% 11 76 16% 12 84% 63 75
Multifamily Housing 220 525 DU 23% 56 77% 186 242 63% 185 37% 109 294
Hotel 310 120 Rms 59% 33 41% 23 56 51% 37 49% 35 72
Shopping Center 820 115 KSF 62% 67 38% 41 108 48% 210 52% 228 438
Health/Fitness  Club 492 35 KSF 51% 23 49% 22 45 57% 69 43% 52 121

244 283 527 513 487 1,000

10% 24 10% 28 53 10% 51 10% 49 100

220 255 474 462 438 900

Supermarket 850 51.3 KSF 60% 118 40% 78 196 51% 242 49% 232 474
Department Store 875 86.5 KSF 64% 32 36% 18 50 50% 84 50% 84 168
Fast-Food Restaurant 934 4.1 KSF 51% 84 49% 81 165 52% 70 48% 64 134
High-Turnover Restaurant 932 9.9 KSF 55% 0 45% 0 0 62% 60 38% 37 97
Drive-In Bank 912 7.6 KSF 58% 42 42% 30 72 50% 78 50% 78 156
Gas Station w/ Convenience 945 12 Pumps 51% 76 49% 73 149 51% 86 49% 82 168
Shopping Center 820 3.5 KSF 62% 2 38% 1 3 48% 6 52% 7 13
US Post Office 732 24 KSF 52% 103 48% 95 198 51% 137 49% 132 269
ITE Subtotal

295 221 516 601 563 1,164

-75 34 -42 -139 -125 -264
Key:  DU = Dwelling units; KSF = 1,000 square feet, Rms = Hotel rooms

ITE Subtotal

MXD+ Trip Reductions

Net New Total Project Trips

Existing Land Uses Replaced in Alternative 3 (ITE rates)

Net New Total Project Trips

In Out Total 
Trips

In Out Total 
Trips

Alternative 3: Redevelop Entire Parcel O

Land Use ITE 
Code Size Units

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
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Appendix F: 
Project Trips Added per Intersection 
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Baseline Project Trips ‐ AM Peak Hour

Count Year 2019

Peak Hour 7:45 AM ‐ 8:45 AM

ID Intersection NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR

1 McCaslin Blvd / Marshall Rd 0 7 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

2 McCaslin Blvd / EB Ramps 0 9 0 4 4 0 9 0 0 0 0 0

3 McCaslin Blvd / WB Ramps 0 18 0 0 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 9

4 McCaslin Blvd / Dillon Rd 0 19 8 2 4 0 0 0 0 8 0 2

5 Coal Creek Cir / Dillon Rd 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 1

6 Dahlia St / Cherry St 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0

7 McCaslin Blvd / Centennial Pkwy 0 3 6 3 7 0 0 0 0 4 0 1

8 McCaslin Blvd / Century Dr 0 4 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9 McCaslin Blvd / Via Appia Way 0 2 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 0
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Baseline Project Trips ‐ PM Peak Hour

Count Year 2019

Peak Hour 4:45 to 5:45 pm 

ID Intersection NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR

1 McCaslin Blvd / Marshall Rd 0 41 0 0 41 14 14 0 0 0 0 0

2 McCaslin Blvd / EB Ramps 0 55 0 54 55 0 54 0 0 0 0 0

3 McCaslin Blvd / WB Ramps 0 109 0 0 109 54 0 0 0 0 0 54

4 McCaslin Blvd / Dillon Rd 0 114 49 11 49 0 0 0 0 114 0 18

5 Coal Creek Cir / Dillon Rd 0 0 0 12 0 18 10 15 0 0 23 4

6 Dahlia St / Cherry St 3 6 5 0 6 8 8 9 5 5 9 0

7 McCaslin Blvd / Centennial Pkwy 0 38 40 16 38 0 0 0 0 55 0 16

8 McCaslin Blvd / Century Dr 0 54 0 0 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9 McCaslin Blvd / Via Appia Way 0 27 27 0 27 0 0 0 0 27 0 0
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Alternative 2 Project Trips ‐ AM Peak Hour

Count Year 2019

Peak Hour 7:45 AM ‐ 8:45 AM

ID Intersection NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR

1 McCaslin Blvd / Marshall Rd 0 10 0 0 18 6 3 0 0 0 0 0

2 McCaslin Blvd / EB Ramps 0 13 0 23 24 0 14 0 0 0 0 0

3 McCaslin Blvd / WB Ramps 0 27 0 0 47 22 0 0 0 0 0 14

4 McCaslin Blvd / Dillon Rd 0 29 12 3 21 0 0 0 0 48 0 7

5 Coal Creek Cir / Dillon Rd 0 0 0 5 0 7 3 7 0 0 6 1

6 Dahlia St / Cherry St 1 3 2 0 1 2 3 4 2 1 2 0

7 McCaslin Blvd / Centennial Pkwy 0 17 11 4 10 0 0 0 0 22 0 7

8 McCaslin Blvd / Century Dr 0 24 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9 McCaslin Blvd / Via Appia Way 0 12 12 0 7 0 0 0 0 7 0 0
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Alternative 2 Project Trips ‐ PM Peak Hour

Count Year 2019

Peak Hour 4:45 to 5:45 pm 

ID Intersection NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR

1 McCaslin Blvd / Marshall Rd 0 26 0 0 20 7 9 0 0 0 0 0

2 McCaslin Blvd / EB Ramps 0 35 0 26 27 0 35 0 0 0 0 0

3 McCaslin Blvd / WB Ramps 0 70 0 0 53 26 0 0 0 0 0 35

4 McCaslin Blvd / Dillon Rd 0 74 32 7 24 0 0 0 0 55 0 9

5 Coal Creek Cir / Dillon Rd 0 0 0 6 0 9 6 7 0 0 14 3

6 Dahlia St / Cherry St 1 3 2 0 4 5 4 5 3 3 6 0

7 McCaslin Blvd / Centennial Pkwy 0 18 25 10 24 0 0 0 0 27 0 8

8 McCaslin Blvd / Century Dr 0 26 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9 McCaslin Blvd / Via Appia Way 0 13 13 0 17 0 0 0 0 17 0 0
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DRAFT - 07.23.19

MC
CA

SL
IN

 B
LV

D.

W. CHERRY ST.

Safeway

Post

Tenant #1

Tenant #2

Tenant #1
#2

#3

#4
#5

INFILL SCENARIO - PLAN & PROGRAM
KOHL’S AND SAM’S CLUB RETENANT1.0

PROGRAM:
1 32 “Walk Up” Flats

3

4 36 “Walk Up” Flats

5

6

TOTALS:

2

1 2

3

4

6

5

NOTE: The retenant mix for #3 produces an approximate parking demand of 778 spaces based on current zoning standards, while spaces available, including shared 
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DRAFT - 07.23.19

Best Western

Coal Creek
Copper Crest 

DILLON RD.

MCCASLIN BLVD.

W. C
HERRY ST.

W. DAHLIA ST.

Safeway

Tenant #1
Tenant #2

Tenant #1

#2#3

#4

#5

INFILL SCENARIO - AERIAL PERSPECTIVE
KOHL’S AND SAM’S CLUB RETENANT1.0

NOTE: The retenant mix for #3 produces an approximate parking demand of 778 spaces based on current zoning standards, while spaces available, including shared 
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DRAFT - 07.23.19

PROGRAM:

1

3
4 5

6

7

1

3 64 “Walk Up” Flats

4 64 “Walk Up” Flats

5 32 “Walk Up” Flats

6 120 Key Hotel

7

TOTALS:

120 Key Hotel

MC
CA

SL
IN

 B
LV

D.

W. CHERRY ST.

DILLON RD.

Safeway

Post

HYBRID DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO - PLAN & PROGRAM
KOHL’S RETENANT2.0

2

Tenant #1

Tenant #2

2
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DRAFT - 07.23.19

Best Western

Coal Creek
Copper Crest 

DILLON RD.

MCCASLIN BLVD.

W. C
HERRY ST.

W. DAHLIA ST.

Safeway

HYBRID DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO - AERIAL PERSPECTIVE
KOHL’S RETENANT2.0

Tenant #1
Tenant #2

534



DRAFT - 07.23.19

PROGRAM:

1
3

4

5

6

7

1

3
56 “Walk Up” Flats

4

5

6 44 “Walk Up” Flats

7

TOTALS:

120 Key Hotel

MC
CA

SL
IN

 B
LV

D.

W. CHERRY ST.

DILLON RD.

Safeway

Post

HYBRID DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO - PLAN & PROGRAM
NEW CONSTRUCTION ON KOHL’S AND SAM’S CLUB SITES2.1

120 Key Hotel2

2
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DRAFT - 07.23.19

Best Western

Coal Creek
Copper Crest 

DILLON RD.

MCCASLIN BLVD.

W. C
HERRY ST.

W. DAHLIA ST.

Safeway

HYBRID DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO - AERIAL PERSPECTIVE
NEW CONSTRUCTION ON KOHL’S AND SAM’S CLUB SITES2.1
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1

Rob Zuccaro

From: Felicity Selvoski
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2019 8:28 AM
To: Rob Zuccaro
Subject: FW: Alternative 2 for Parcel O, revising GDP

 
 

From: Jeff Hancock [mailto:contactjeff@comcast.net]  
Sent: Friday, June 7, 2019 9:00 PM 
To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: Fw: Alternative 2 for Parcel O, revising GDP 

 
As you can see below, I already sent this email to the city council members, but in case this 
email address reaches a wider or different audience, I am submitting it here as well. 
  
From: Jeff Hancock  
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2019 1:23 PM 
To: BobM@LouisvilleCO.gov ; Lipton@LouisvilleCO.gov ; JayK@LouisvilleCO.gov ; SusanL@LouisvilleCO.gov ; 
DennnisM@LouisvilleCO.gov ; AshleyS@LouisvilleCO.gov  
Subject: Alternative 2 for Parcel O, revising GDP 
  
I recently became aware (via the Citizens' Action Council) that the city council is  
beginning work on a new General Development Plan (GDP) to facilitate Alternative 
2 of the Final Report on the McCaslin Parcel O Redevelopment Study.  I would like 
to express my firm objection to any height restriction increase from current limits. 
I have read the executive summary of the McCaslin Boulevard Small Area Plan, and 
found it to be quite reasonable.  It seems to me that Alternative 2 would be quite 
contradictory to the following two major recommendations of the plan: 
  
Limit allowed height to two stories along McCaslin Blvd and adjacent to existing 
residential neighborhoods. 
  
Decrease total allowed development in the area from what existing zoning and  
regulations allow. 
  
I am requesting that you honor the desires of the community, as laid out in the  
small area plan, particularly regarding the first of the above two recommendations.   
  
While I am not entirely opposed to mixed use development, including some residential, 
I feel that altering the zoning to allow high rise apartments would be artificially 
raising the value lots 2 and 3, to the detriment of the quality of life and property 
values of adjacent property owners, particularly those of us directly east of those 
lots.  This appears to be motivated by a strong desire to redevelop the existing  
underutilized lots (2 and 3) for its own sake, with dubious benefit, or more realistically, 
substantial detriment, to the community.  I realize that allowing high rise apartment would 
increase the financial feasibility of redevelopment, given the asking price of lot 2, but  
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perhaps that asking price is too high.  If redevelopment is not attractive at the current  
asking price of the lot and the given covenants, then the market is clearly indicating that  
the price is too high.  It is not the job of the city to ensure the owner gets whatever he or  
she wants for that lot.  Let the market set the appropriate price.  It is unfair to existing  
property owners to change the zoning in order to shift value from their properties to the  
overpriced and underutilized lot(s).  It is also not a problem for the lot to remain  
underutilized for the foreseeable future.  The sales tax revenue for the area is already  
strong, and I have not observed any ill effects of the decreased traffic in the area.   
  
If Alternative 2, or a variant of it, can be accomplished without increasing the  
height limitations, I believe that would be much less objectionable to the surrounding 
community, though some may be opposed to any further residential development.  I also  
feel resident‐owned properties would be preferable to apartments as to the quality 
of the resulting community.   
  
To summarize, please do not ignore the desires of the community as outlined in the 
small area plan in order to force redevelopment for its own sake.  If the market  
does not support redevelopment, it is fine to let well enough alone until such time  
that it might.  I think that would be highly preferable to a plan that degrades the  
community and adjacent property values, and flies in the face of the recommendations  
of the small area plan.  I'm sure many if not most of my neighbors would agree. 
  
Jeff Hancock 
592 Ridge View Dr. 
(Townhomes at Coal Creek) 
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Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: Parcel O

 

From: Lyla Hamilton [mailto:ld_hamilton@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 5:00 PM 
To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: Parcel O 

 
This plan might be OK if Louisville aspired to be Broomfield West. My understanding is that the city is officially 
committed to maintaining our community's distinctive character. This plan is the antithesis of that. NO. 
 
Lyla Hamilton 
Ward 1 
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Rob Zuccaro

From: Felicity Selvoski

Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2019 8:24 AM

To: Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: Height and Density amendment for the old Sam's Club property

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Phil/Dawn Albanese [mailto:albanesium@gmail.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, July 2, 2019 8:45 PM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: Height and Density amendment for the old Sam's Club property 

 

Hello, my name is Phil Albanese and my wife Dawn and I moved to Louisville in 1987 from Golden CO.  We first lived at 

the Pheasant Run townhomes off of South Boulder Rd. and in 2002 moved to our current address at 540 Ridgeview Dr. 

in the Coal Creek Town Home community.  We love our town so much we decided to retire here.  We are retired at 

present, but we are concerned about the proposed development plans across the street from us at the old Sam’s Club 

property.  I remember filling out a questionnaire a while back and opted for some retail stores and a plaza for people to 

gather etc. kind of a green space or park like area.  There was no mention of the drastic plans that are now in the works.  

We love our view of the mountains and the idea of changing the height restriction to 3 or 4 stories is not something we 

would like to see at all.  And as far the density changes, we are already bottlnecked on Dalia, getting in and out of our 

complex is getting harder all the time, I cannot imagine the traffic congestion that would result, it would be out and out 

dangerous for us all, especially the elderly residents. We feel these changes are not a good idea for our town at all and 

would detract from the desirability of Louisville, the town we fell in love with.  We are sure we are not alone in our 

concerns.  These restrictions were put in place for a reason, to preserve Louisville's character that sets it apart from 

surrounding overcrowded towns.  We do realize that development of this area is needed,  but please don’t sacrifice our 

beloved town in the process! 

 

Thank you for listening to concerned longtime residents,   Phil & Dawn Albanese, 540 Ridgeview Dr. 
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Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: Parcel O

 
From: Kim Godfrey Racing [mailto:kim52design@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 5, 2019 9:41 AM 
To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov>; Ashley Stolzmann <ashleys@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: Parcel O 

 
Hello, 
 
I've been following this Parcel O project with great concern. I recently learned that only one of our city council 
members is opposing to amend the current city restrictions for this space. As a home owner and a tax payer 
going of 10 years in Louisville here, I strongly urge you to NOT change the city's original plans, rather I urge 
you to honor the desires of the community, that was here first. 
 
The most alarming part of this GDP are the height restrictions. I would like to express my firm objection to any 
height restriction increase from current limits. Raising the height limits would be to the detriment of the quality 
of life and property values of adjacent property owners, particularly those of us who are directly east of these 
lots. 
 
It is not the job of the city to ensure the owner of that lot gets whatever they want. It is unfair to existing 
property owners to change the zoning in order to shift value from their properties to the overpriced and 
underutilized lots.  
 
To summarize, please do not ignore the desires of the community as outlined in the 
small area plan in order to force redevelopment for its own sake.  If the market  
does not support redevelopment, it is fine to let well enough alone until such time  
that it might.  I think that would be highly preferable to a plan that degrades the  
community and adjacent property values, and flies in the face of the recommendations  
of the small area plan.  
 
Thank you, 
Kim Godfrey 
594 Ridge View Dr. 
Louisville, CO 80027 
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Rob Zuccaro

From: Meredyth Muth on behalf of Open Records
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 4:14 PM
To: Rob Zuccaro
Subject: Parcel O Comments

 
 
MEREDYTH MUTH 
CITY CLERK 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
303.335.4536  
303.335.4550 FAX 
www.LouisvilleCO.gov 
MeredythM@LouisvilleCO.gov 
  
 
  
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Phil/Dawn Albanese [mailto:albanesium@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 3:21 PM 
To: City Council <Council@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: NO MEGACHURCH!! 
 
Please don’t make the same mistake Lafayette did by allowing a megachurch (ascent) to take root in the new 
development for the Sam’s Club property.  Louisville needs the revenue from retail businesses.  I heard a 
rumor that ascent was trying to stay put, hope this isn’t true…P 
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From: Ashley Stolzmann
To: Phil/Dawn
Cc: Meredyth Muth
Subject: Re: NO MEGACHURCH!!
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:51:27 PM

Thank you so much for the additional feedback.  I have included the City Clerk on the note so
that your comments and concerns can be considered by the Council when we consider the
proposal.

Ashley Stolzmann
Councilmember
303-570-9614

From: Phil/Dawn <albanesium@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 8:10 PM
To: Ashley Stolzmann
Subject: Re: NO MEGACHURCH!!
 
Thank you for your response to my inquiry and concerns.  I am disapointed with this proposal
because of the ramifications of overgrowth of this or any organization of this type in our area. 
We have lived in Louisville for 32 years now (17 years at Ridgeview Dr.) and plan to retire at
this location. We are distressed with the crowded conditions that exist now let alone what is
planned for this area.  We have problems getting in and out of our complex even now because
of the traffic increase. While we don't believe in stagnation, we are against excessive
population density in a concentrated area such as this situation and what it can grow into once
a foothold is established. In addition will ascent be responsible for building renovation and
maintenance, landscaping etc. We hope our concerns as long time residents will be considered
with this proposal.  I'm sure I speak for my neighbors as well.

Thank you, Phil & Dawn Albanese

On Thu, Aug 22, 2019 at 10:55 PM Ashley Stolzmann <ashleys@louisvilleco.gov> wrote:
Hi Phil & Dawn,

Thank you so much for your note & the feedback.  When City Council reviews an
application like this one, we sit in a quasi-judicial role.  Unlike when we work on legislation
and have open and two way dialogue with constituents, in a judicial setting we can only
consider material that is presented in the hearing & discuss it (and provide our questions,
comments and reactions) only at that time.  I will ensure that the City Clerk enters your
comments into the record so we consider them when/if the application comes to City
Council.  I have copied the Planning Director, Rob Zuccaro, on this letter.  He can answer
any questions you have about the application or the process and dates of the hearings.

I will add that the application for the amendment to the general development plan was
started by City Council, but since that time it is my understanding that the church has
changed their plans and has a contract to purchase the property.  Please contact our city staff
with any questions at all.  All comments in the record, including yours, will impact my
decision on the application.
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Thank you for the feedback and all the best,
Ashley Stolzmann
Louisville Councilmember
303-570-9614
________________________________________
From: Phil/Dawn Albanese <albanesium@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 3:20 PM
To: City Council
Subject: NO MEGACHURCH!!

Please don’t make the same mistake Lafayette did by allowing a megachurch (ascent) to
take root in the new development for the Sam’s Club property.  Louisville needs the revenue
from retail businesses.  I heard a rumor that ascent was trying to stay put, hope this isn’t
true…P
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When to Run Fiscal Model: 

The following table provides a general guide on when staff should utilize the fiscal model in 

development review.  This should not preclude staff, the Planning Commission or City Council 

from requesting that the fiscal mode be used for any development type if the analysis may be 

beneficial in the development review process.  The intent is to use the fiscal model only when 

needed to understand the possible impact of land use changes and development on the fiscal 

health of the City and to understand the funding needed to maintain current levels of City 

services.  The model can also be used to inform City resource and capital planning to 

accommodate larger scale developments.   

 

Application Type Yes No* Model Type 

Comprehensive Plan Policy – Land 
Use/Density Implications 

X  Marginal Cost 

Zone Change X  Marginal Cost Model if more than one lot 
or Direct/Hybrid Cost Model if one lot 

General Development Plan - New X  Marginal Cost Model 

General Development Plan Amendment – 
Land Use/Density Changes 

X  Marginal Cost Model or Direct/Hybrid Cost 
Model depending on scope 

General Development Plan Amendment – 
No Land Use/Density Changes 

 X  

Mixed Use Development PUD X  Marginal Cost Model or Direct/Hybrid Cost 
Model depending on scope 

Individual Parcel PUD – by right  X  

Special Review Use   X  

Residential Subdivision – by right, more 
than two lots created 

X  Marginal Cost Model or Direct/Hybrid Cost 
Model depending on scope 

Residential Subdivision – by right, no 
more than two lots created 

 X  

Non-Residential Subdivision – by right  X  

Civic Buildings  X  
*Any project with a waiver request having a material effect on allowed density should be considered for analysis.   

High and Low Range Analysis: 

In under to understand the possible range of fiscal impacts from a development a “high” and 

“low” shall be utilized.  The “high” scenario is run based on the inputs provided by the applicant 

and the other standard assumptions listed below.  The “low” scenario adjusts values to 80% of 

the “high” scenario and double absorption rates, or other adjustments should be used if better 

information is available.   
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Inputs Source/Assumption 

Persons/Unit Census/American Community Survey 

Unit/Construction Value Developer/Market Research 

Residential Income Developer/15% of Unit Value 

Residential Income Spent on Taxable 
Items 

35% of Income 

Residential Spending Captured in City 40% 

Vehicle Trips Institute of Traffic Engineers 

Employee Density Institute of Traffic Engineers 

Employee Spending ICSC/Staff Assumption:  

Office = $5,000 & Retail = $1,200 

Retail Tax/Sq. Ft.  <25K = $100 

25K-50K = $200  

> 50K = $300 

Absorptions Rates (Time to Complete 
the Development) 

Developer/Staff Assumption:  

7 Year Residential & 20 Year Commercial 
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Department of Planning and Building Safety  
 

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

LAND USE APPLICATION      CASE NO. ______________

APPLICANT INFORMATION 
 

Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 

OWNER INFORMATION 
 

Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 

PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Common Address: __________________________ 
Legal Description: Lot ____________ Blk ________ 
          Subdivision ___________________________ 

Area: ___________________ Sq. Ft. 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 
 

Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 

TYPE (S) OF APPLICATION 

 Annexation 

 Zoning 

 Preliminary Subdivision Plat 

 Final Subdivision Plat 

 Minor Subdivision Plat 

 Preliminary Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) 

 Final PUD 

 Amended PUD 

 Administrative PUD Amendment 

 Special Review Use (SRU) 

 SRU Amendment 

 SRU Administrative Review 

 Temporary Use Permit: ________________ 

 CMRS Facility: _______________________ 

 Other: (easement / right-of-way; floodplain; 
variance; vested right; 1041 permit; oil / gas 
production permit) 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

Summary: _________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________ 

Current zoning: ______  Proposed zoning: _______ 

SIGNATURES & DATE 
Applicant: _________________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

Owner: ___________________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

Representative: ____________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

CITY STAFF USE ONLY  
 Fee paid: ___________________________ 
 Check number: ______________________ 
 Date Received: ______________________ 
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Department of Planning and Building Safety  
 

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

LAND USE APPLICATION      CASE NO. ______________

APPLICANT INFORMATION 
 

Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 

OWNER INFORMATION 
 

Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 

PROPERTY INFORMATION 
Common Address: __________________________ 
Legal Description: Lot ____________ Blk ________ 
          Subdivision ___________________________ 

Area: ___________________ Sq. Ft. 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 
 

Firm: _____________________________________    

Contact: __________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________ 

               __________________________________    

Mailing Address: ____________________________ 

                            ____________________________ 

Telephone: ________________________________ 

Fax: ______________________________________ 

Email: ____________________________________ 

TYPE (S) OF APPLICATION 

 Annexation 

 Zoning 

 Preliminary Subdivision Plat 

 Final Subdivision Plat 

 Minor Subdivision Plat 

 Preliminary Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) 

 Final PUD 

 Amended PUD 

 Administrative PUD Amendment 

 Special Review Use (SRU) 

 SRU Amendment 

 SRU Administrative Review 

 Temporary Use Permit: ________________ 

 CMRS Facility: _______________________ 

 Other: (easement / right-of-way; floodplain; 
variance; vested right; 1041 permit; oil / gas 
production permit) 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

Summary: _________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________ 

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________

__________________________________________ 

Current zoning: ______  Proposed zoning: _______ 

SIGNATURES & DATE 
Applicant: _________________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

Owner: ___________________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

Representative: ____________________________ 

Print: _____________________________________ 

CITY STAFF USE ONLY  
 Fee paid: ___________________________ 
 Check number: ______________________ 
 Date Received: ______________________ 
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Planning Commission Public Hearing
September 3, 2019

Lots 2 and 3 Parcel O GDP Amendment
Ordinance 1781, Series 2019, recommending approval of an 
amendment to the General Development Plan  for Lots 2 and 3, 
Centennial Valley Parcel O

Public Notice Certification:
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera – August 18, 2019
Posted on Property in Required Locations, Property Posted and Mailed Notice – August 16, 2019

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

• Part of Centennial Valley 
GDP – 1983

• Parcel O Originally Mix of 
Commercial/Retail and 
Residential 
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

• Large Lot and “Super Block” Development Structure

• Lacks Connectivity and Visibility – Outdated Site Design Concept 

• 128K Sq. Ft. Vacant/Underutilized Sam’s Club Kohl’s

• Main Retail Corridor and Critical to Sales Tax Base Needed for 
Fiscal Health of City

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

• City-Initiated Redevelop Study –Completed February 2019

• Study Focus: 

• Market Supported and Financially Viable 
Redevelopment Options

• Regulatory Barriers/Private Restrictions

• Community Desired Redevelopment Options

• Fiscal Impact to City
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

• Study Findings:

• Retail Market Changing – E-commerce

• McCaslin Trade Area Transformed from Regional to 
Localized Market

• Future Retail Demand in Trade Area Limited 

• 30,000 of 150,000 Sq. Ft. Anticipated Capture

• Fewer Large Format Retailers – Sam’s Club Building 
Not Ideal for Re-tenanting.

• Financial and Market Feasibility Improves if Zoning 
Changed to Allow Supportive Uses (e.g. Residential, 
and Entertainment) and Slightly Higher Density

• Community Engagement Indicates Desire for More 
Walkable, Pedestrian Friendly Redevelopment, 
Public Gather Spaces and More Boutique-Type 
Retail

• Fiscal Impact Positive for All Studied Redevelopment 
Scenarios

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

Study Test Scenarios:

• Alt 1: Re-Tenant Current Buildings

• Alt 2: Partial Redevelopment of Parcel O, Lots 2 
and 3

• Alt 3: Major Redevelopment of Parcel O

Alternatives Tested Against:

• Market Support

• Financial Feasibility

• Community Support 

• Fiscal Impact to City

551



4

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

Study Recommendations:

• Modify GDP to Allow Greater Variety of 
Uses, Including Multi-Family Housing to 
Incentivize Retail Development

• Provide Additional Density and Allow Non-
Sales Tax Generating Supportive Uses

• Improve Connectivity and Provide Public 
Amenities Such and Gather Spaces

• Focus Retail Development on Community 
Oriented Uses

• Work with Property Owner to Update 
Covenants to Align with Desired Uses

• Invest in Public Improvements and Amenities 
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

Study Recommendations:

• Modify GDP to Allow Greater Variety of 
Uses, Including Multi-Family Housing to 
Incentivize Retail Development

• Provide Additional Density and Allow Non-
Sales Tax Generating Supportive Uses

• Improve Connectivity and Provide Public 
Amenities Such and Gather Spaces

• Focus Retail Development on Community 
Oriented Uses

• Work with Property Owner to Update 
Covenants to Align with Desired Uses

• Invest in Public Improvements and Amenities 

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

Other Areas With Outdated Retail Centers That 
Have Redeveloped 

Streets at Southglenn Village at the Peaks
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Background

Other Areas With Outdated Retail Centers that Have 
Redeveloped 

Englewood Civic Center

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Proposal

Options for Moving Forward 

• Table GDP Amendment and continue to work with 
property owners considering changed conditions 
since Parcel O Study completed and possibility of 
re-tenanting without zoning incentives. 

• Continue to consider the GDP Amendment so that if 
re-tenanting options aren’t successful in the long-
term, zoning incentives are in place to facilitate 
redevelopment.   
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Proposal

GDP Amendment: Scenario 2 from Parcel O Study

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Proposal

GDP Amendment:

• Expand Allowed Uses - Entertainment/Commercial 
Amusement and Multi-Family

• Residential Cap - 240 Units (Incentives up to 336 
Units)

• Commercial Density Increase - 0.2 to 0.3 FAR

• Retail Concurrency Residential Development -
Every 12 Units Requires either 5,000 Sq. Ft. 
Commercial with 1,000 Sq. Ft. of Retail/Restaurant 
or 4,000 Sq. Ft. Commercial with 2,000 Sq. Ft. 
Retail/Restaurant

• Public Space Requirement with New Residential 
Development – 7% of Area with 80% Contiguous

• New Multi-Modal Street and Block Structure –
400-600’ Street Grid

• Height Allowance – Allow 2 Stories in Buffer Area 
and 3 Stories in Core Area
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Proposal

Residential Incentives:

• Allows up to 48 Additional Units Per Incentive

• Capped at 336 Units 

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Proposal

Height Proposal:

• Current Height Limited to 35’ 

• Proposed Buffer and Core Area Heights

 Buffer Area – 2 Stories

 Core Area – 3 Stories
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Height Proposal:

Peak 42’ 
Typ. 29’

Peak 41’ 
Typ. 28’

Best 
Western 

35’

Courtyard
47’ La Quinta

42’
46’ tower

Meadow 
Ridge

39’

Copper 
Crest

27’

Coal Creek 
Townhomes

24’
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Proposal

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Proposal
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Proposal

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Analysis 

Staff Analysis:

• Conformance with GDP Purpose and Intent

• Conformance with Comprehensive and Small Area Plans

• Transportation Analysis
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Analysis 

GDP Purpose and Intent

…encourage, preserve and improve the health, safety and general 
welfare of the people of the city by encouraging the use of 
contemporary land planning principles and coordinated community 
design. The planned community zone district is created in 
recognition of the economic and cultural advantages that will accrue 
to the residents of an integrated, planned community development
of sufficient size to provide related areas for various housing types, 
retail and service activities, recreation, schools and public facilities, 
and other uses of land.

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Analysis 

Comprehensive Plan Conformance

Corridor Development Type:

Corridors typically have strong retail, commercial and multi‐
family development opportunities.  Corridors lack integrated 
public spaces and typically do not have a focal point and central 
gathering area.  Corridors typically feature a linear, not  horizontal, 
mixture of uses. 

McCaslin Framework:

Policy 3. New residential uses should first be introduced in proximity 
to and a relationship with existing residential areas. 

Policy 4. Introduce public gathering spaces on both the east and 
west side of McCaslin Boulevard which will help to create an identity 
for the area and allow for public events.

Policy 5. Retain commercial retail land supply and promote the 
retention of existing commercial development as a primarily 
regional retail center.

Policy 14. Residential development may be allowed east of McCaslin 
if it is incorporated into a development proposal which provides 
exceptionally strong fiscal and economic benefits to the City.
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Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Analysis 

McCaslin Small Area Plan Conformance

Center Development Type:

Buildings are oriented towards the streets and sidewalks with small, 
consistent setbacks.  Pedestrian and bike connectivity is provided by 
street and sidewalk networks. 

McCaslin SAP Policies:

Provide Park, Plaza or Other Public Gathering Space

Create Secondary Street Network and Improve Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Connectives

2‐Story Buffer to Residential 

Commercial Uses Only in Parcel O

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Analysis 

Traffic Analysis:

• Compared Development Scenarios to Current Condition 
and Baseline Condition (Sam’s Club Occupied)

• Studied 2019 and 2040 Time Horizon

• Scenario 2, Partial Redevelopment – More Traffic AM 
Peak and Less Traffic in PM Peak, Overall No Adverse 
Impact to Study Intersections

• Scenario 3, Full Redevelopment – Less Traffic 
Generation than Current Uses (no intersection analysis 
required) 

• Mixed-Use Vehicular Traffic Reduction – 10%

561



14

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Analysis 

Lots 2 and 3, 
Parcel O GDP 
Amendment
Recommendation

Staff recommends City Council Consider 
either of the following options:

• Table GDP Amendment and continue to 
work with property owners considering 
changed conditions since Parcel O Study 
completed and possibility of re-tenanting 
without zoning incentives. 

• Approve Ordinance 1781, Series 2019 as 
drafted or with amendments.  If re-
tenanting options aren’t successful in the 
long-term, zoning incentives are in place to 
facilitate redevelopment.   
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8C 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1779, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE 
ADOPTING A NEW SIGN CODE FOR THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
– 2nd READING, PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 
7/28/19) 

 
DATE:  SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: LISA RITCHIE, SENIOR PLANNER 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Presented for adoption is an updated comprehensive sign code for the City of Louisville.  
The new code repeals all existing sign codes and manuals and replaces them with a 
single regulatory document for signs in all parts of the City.  The intent of the updated 
sign code is to: 

 Modernize and improve sign regulations to accommodate business and resident 
needs while ensuring quality sign design consistent with desired community 
character;  

 Accommodate changes in technology and best practices in sign design; and 

 Align regulations with current legal requirements. 
 
Staff developed the code with the assistance of Russell + Mills, Plan Tools, and Murray 
Dahl Beery and Renaud, LLP.   
 
Changes Following First Reading: 
Two changes were made to the draft Sign Code following first reading before City 
Council on July 23, 2019: 
 

 Regulations for murals now only apply to non-residential districts and is silent on 
residential districts.  This change was made due to concern that regulations 
could infringe on 1st Amendment rights.   

 Currently, Title 5, Business Licenses and Regulations of the LMC includes 
regulations for marijuana related business signs.  This language was amended 
by the legal consultant for consistency with federal rulings and to include the 
rationale for the City’s purpose for content regulations related to these signs.  
Typically, the City doesn’t review the language on a sign, however for these 
businesses, the City could review the language on the sign for compliance with 
this section.  Additionally, the existing language in Title 5 differed between 
medical marijuana related signs and retail marijuana related signs.  The 
language was changed to be consistent.  The draft language follows and updates 
Sec. 5.10.150 for medical marijuana and Sec. 5.11.160 for retail marijuana with 
the same language except for the reference to medical or retail: 
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o All signage and advertising for any retail (medical) marijuana 
establishment shall comply with all applicable provisions of Title 17 of this 
Code, the applicable design standards and guidelines, the Colorado Retail 
(Medical) Marijuana Code, and the rules and regulations adopted 
thereunder. In addition, all signage of the retail (medical) marijuana 
establishment, including but not limited to temporary signage, shall contain 
only the business name and trademark of the retail marijuana 
establishment. The city council finds that these restrictions are needed to 
accomplish the city’s compelling governmental interest in minimizing the 
unsolicited exposure to minors of images that normalize or glamorize a 
controlled substance, the possession and consumption of which remain 
illegal under federal law.  The city council further finds that these 
restrictions are the minimum restrictions required to accomplish this 
purpose. 

BACKGROUND: 
The City has adopted and amended multiple sign regulations over the years, which has 
resulted in regulations in numerous different documents: 
 

 Louisville Municipal Code Chapter 17.24 – Signs on residential property, 
temporary signs, other miscellaneous sign regulations 

 CDDSG –Permanent signs in areas regulated by the CDDSG 

 IDDSG – Permanent signs in areas regulated by the IDDSC 

 Downtown Sign Manual – Temporary and permanent signs in Downtown 

 Mixed-Use Design Standards and Guidelines (MUDDSG) – Temporary and 
permanent signs in areas regulated by the MUDDSG 

 
Having sign regulations in so many different places is not user friendly and has created 
confusion for business owners, architects and sign designers working in the City.  Many 
of the regulations contained in the code and design standards and guidelines have also 
not kept up with best practices resulting in many waiver requests to accommodate 
adequate signage for the City’s businesses.  There are also several conflicts in the sign 
regulations with recent court cases related to the 1st amendment.   
 
PUBLIC OUTREACH: 
Prior to development of the draft Sign Code, staff and the consultant met with local 
focus groups and stakeholders to discuss desired provisions in a new code, prepared 
an online survey and held a public open house.  Following the initial outreach, staff 
began preparation of the draft Sign Code, along with the guidance and input from the 
consultant team, which included expertise in legal matters and design standards related 
to signs. 
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Earlier this spring, staff presented the draft Sign Code to the Business Retention and 
Advisory Committee, the Downtown Business Association, a focus group and other 
local stakeholders, and held a public open house.  Summaries of those discussions are 
included as attachments.  Following this input, staff made further revisions to the draft 
Sign Code.   
 
Some of the main comments and supported concepts from the public outreach included: 

 A desire by some businesses for more flexible sign standards and larger signs, 
especially for wall and freestanding signs.  

 Moderate increases in allowed sign size were generally supported by the public.   

 High quality sign design is important. 

 Limiting sign clutter and having reasonable restrictions for size, materials and 
illumination is important to achieving desired community character.  

 Sign illumination is important and consideration should be given to glare and dark 
sky-friendly illumination.   

 Expansion of allowance for murals in and outside of Downtown is generally 
supported.   

 Continuing to allow sandwich board signs in Downtown is important, but 
controlling location and ensuring that they don’t conflict with a high-quality 
pedestrian environment needs to be addressed.   

 Generally, commercial and industrial sign standards are outdated and need more 
comprehensive updates, but the Downtown sign code was more recently 
adopted and few updates are needed.  The pedestrian scale focus for Downtown 
signs is important.  

 Businesses desire more flexibility for temporary signs, including use of sandwich 
board signs outside of Downtown.    

 Sign standards should be more specific to the location and context of where a 
business is located and the surrounding roadway network (e.g. larger centers 
should have larger sign allowance, signs facing US 36 or larger roads need 
larger signs).      

 New technology for Electronic Message Center (EMC) signs should be 
incorporated, especially for menu boards and gas station signs, but wider use of 
EMCs for advertising or to supplement non-EMC sign panels is not consistent 
with desired community character.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
Under consideration is a draft Ordinance that repeals all sign regulations and adopts by 
reference the City of Louisville Sign Code, both of which are attached for review.  When 
developing the draft Sign Code, staff reviewed all standards currently in effect and 
found that some standards were working well, while others required changes to meet 
the feedback initially provided by the business community and the public.  Staff also 
reviewed and compared other regional communities’ sign regulations to learn other 
methods for sign regulation.   
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The draft Sign Code will not be located within structure of the Louisville Municipal Code, 
but rather will be adopted by reference so that the document can include graphics, 
images and tables to aid in understanding and administration of the regulations.  Staff 
believes the draft Sign Code is complete, however as this new code is administered, 
any inadvertent omissions or desired changes can be addressed with future 
amendments to the Sign Code. 
 
The major provisions by chapter include: 
 
Section 1: General Provisions 
This section includes regulations related to the Purpose, Intent, Applicability, 
Nonconforming Signs, Enforcement and Prohibited Signs.  The primary changes from 
previous codes include: 

 Stated intent for consistency with the First Amendment guarantee of free 
speech. 

 Additional discussion related to prevention of sign clutter. 

 Provisions to allow a property owner to install signs under the draft Sign Code 
rather than what was previously approved on a PUD, provided that all signs 
come into conformance with the draft Sign Code, including those on a multi-
tenant or multi-property PUD. 

 Additional detail regarding nonconforming signs and enforcement of sign 
regulations. 

 The following prohibited signs were added: 
o Teardrop banner signs. 
o Inflatable signs. 
o Additional clarification of other prohibited sign types. 

 
Section 2: Approval Procedure 
This section establishes the approval processes for signs in Louisville.   This section 
includes new sign specific criteria for consideration of waivers through a PUD or for a 
request for an administrative minor impact variance.   
 
Section 2 includes regulations for: 

 The requirements to obtain a sign permit. 

 The types of signs that are exempt from obtaining a sign permit, including: 
o Signs installed by the City or other government agency. 
o Any public purpose/safety sign required by law. 
o Signs on vehicles, subject to standards. 
o Temporary decorations or displays commonly associated with holidays 

or religious celebrations, subject to standards. 
o Flags, subject to standards. 
o Incidental or directional signs less than 5 sf in area. 
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o Other signs not requiring a permit, as shown in each sign type in 
Sections 4 and 5. 
 

 The provisions and processes to allow waivers and modifications through 
approval of a PUD, subject to the following revised criteria: 

o The proposed sign(s) shall encourage excellence in design, exhibit 
improved creativity, promote community aesthetics, and be appropriate 
with the character of the area. 

o The proposed sign(s) shall be compatible with the color, materials, and 
design of the on-site building(s). 

o The proposed sign(s) shall be scaled and located in a manner that is 
compatible with the scale of the lot and the massing of the building(s), 
with consideration of legibility of copy area. 

o The proposed sign(s) are otherwise in conformance with the standards 
of this chapter and applicable design regulations respecting the height, 
location, design and appearance of the sign(s) involved. 
 

 The provisions and process to allow the Planning Department to approve 
minor modifications of up to 10 percent. 

 Establishment of regulations for Iconic and Landmark Signs regarding sign 
changes following designation. 

 
Section 3: General Regulations 
This section establishes physical design and location related regulations that apply to all 
signs within the City, including: 

 Language and graphics concerning how sign measurements are determined, 
including height, area, projection and clearance.   

 Design standards that apply to all signs, including requirements for: 
o High quality and durable materials. 
o Treatment of raceways and conduit. 
o Compatibility with the architectural character of the site and building. 
o Compatibility between all signs on a site and building. 

 

 Regulations for sign illumination standards for all signs: 
o Internally illuminated signs: 

 Exposed light sources not permitted, except for neon where 
allowed. 

 When using an internally illuminated sign cabinet, only the 
portion of the sign face dedicated to the logo or characters may 
be transparent, the rest of the sign face shall be opaque.  This is 
carried forth from the existing CDDSG sign standards. 
 

o Externally illuminated signs: 
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 The light shall be directed to only illuminate the face of the sign 
without causing glare. 

 The light source must be downcast and fully shielded.  This 
standard is new. 

 The design of the light fixtures shall be simple and unobtrusive 
and not obscure the graphics of the sign. 
 

o Regulations for sign illumination near residential zoning. 
o Regulations restricting certain light sources, such as flashing, rotating 

or moving, etc. 
o Regulations regarding sign installation, maintenance, alterations and 

removals. 
 

Also included in Section 3 are new regulations 
regarding Electronic Message Centers (EMC).  
EMCs are electronic signs, typically with LED lights 
that allow changeable messaging.  Currently, these 
are not allowed within the City, except for messaging 
to display time and temperature.  When developing 
the draft Sign Code, staff asked specific questions at 
the open houses, survey and of the focus groups 
and stakeholders regarding allowing EMCs in 
Louisville.  While the feedback was not unanimous, 
the majority of responses indicated that they could 
have a negative impact on character and were 
generally not desired within the City.   

 
The draft Sign Code provides for the allowance of EMCs for variable pricing for gas 
stations and Display Signs in Commercial and Mixed-Use areas.  All other signs with 
EMCs require approval of a PUD prior to their use.  The draft Sign Code establishes 
standards for EMCs such as light output, integrated design, and transition method and 
duration. 
 
Finally, Section 3 specifies the areas in town that the standards apply, which include 
Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Mixed-Use and Downtown.  For the Downtown 
properties on the east side of the tracks, the standards for the Mixed-Use areas would 
apply. 
 
Section 4: Permanent Signs 
The next section includes specific regulations for all permanent sign types in all areas of 
the City.  The section is organized by sign type, with both text and tables outlining the 
applicable regulations.  When drafting this section, staff evaluated all current 
regulations, typical waiver requests, other regional communities’ regulations, and 
industry best practices to determine what changes were appropriate. Staff also 
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evaluated the City’s existing stock of signs to understand how the draft regulations 
compare.  Included are attachments with tables comparing some local signs with the 
draft regulations, and a comparison table summarizing the draft Sign Code regulations 
with the existing regulations. 
 
Generally, the new permanent sign standards do not reduce permitted sign size, 
increase sign size allowances in some circumstances, provide for sign size in a 
graduated manner based on location and size of development, and now provide for 
multiple signs on certain property without approval of a PUD.  For example, the current 
regulations require approval of a PUD to allow two monument signs on a corner lot.  
The following outlines the primary changes in the draft Sign Code related to permanent 
signs: 
 

 Provision for primary and secondary frontages on a site.  This allows sites to 
install more than one freestanding sign, or other limited sign types, on 
property without approval of a PUD.  There is flexibility in what is considered 
primary and secondary frontage, and the secondary frontage sign allowance 
is smaller than the primary sign allowance. 

 The inclusion of regulations for all sign types in all areas of Louisville. 
Currently, some of the City’s sign regulations are silent on certain sign types, 
such as canopy signs or awning signs.  The draft Sign Code includes 
reference to all sign types in all areas to delineate if they are permitted or not, 
in addition to the specific sign regulations when permitted. 

 The draft Sign Code includes allowances for murals in commercial areas 
beyond Downtown.  The regulations also expand the size allowance for 
murals within Downtown.   

 Generally, sign regulations for Downtown closely match the current 
Downtown Sign Manual.  Staff found those regulations were working well, and 
the draft Sign Code only includes minor changes for consistency with other 
regulations throughout the remainder of the City. 

 The draft Sign Code provides additional details for regulations for Wall Signs 
and Freestanding Signs in all areas of the City.  These sign types are the 
most common, and the regulations include provisions for different land use 
types within each area. 

 The regulations now include additional sign allowances for signs orienting 
toward US 36.  Typically, highway oriented signs require larger size and 
height allowances due to greater distances away from the roadways and the 
higher traveling speeds of the reader.  The standards allow for an additional 
50% increase in sign area for wall and freestanding signs, and an additional 
50% increase in height for wall signs, and an additional 100% increase in 
height for freestanding signs. 
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Section 5: Temporary Signs 
Temporary sign regulations have substantially changed when comparing the draft Sign 
Code with existing regulations.  These changes stem from a recent Supreme Court 
ruling, Reed v. Gilbert, around first amendment issues pertaining to free speech.  
Essentially, the new rulings state that if a temporary sign must be read to understand its 
purpose, the regulations are invalid.  For example, a jurisdiction cannot regulate a sign 
advertising a political candidate differently than it regulates a sign announcing a special 
event.    
 
Best practices for temporary sign regulations currently allow for codes to address “time”, 
“place” and “manner.”  Cities can regulate the length of time signs are permitted to 
remain in place, the location of signs, and the manner of the sign itself, including size 
and height, materials and types of properties on which signs may be placed. 
 
Rather than the existing sign types, such as Political Sign, Real Estate Sign, 
Construction Sign, etc, the draft Sign Code includes the following sign types: Fabric 
Sign, Sandwich Board Sign, Site Sign, Yard Sign and Window Sign.  These categories 
capture the different physical types of signs and allow them without distinguishing a 
purpose for the sign itself. 
 
This section is organized in the same manner as the section for permanent signs, with 
standards for each sign type in each area of the City.  The following summarizes the 
new regulations for each sign type: 
 

 Fabric signs, commonly referred to as banners, are permitted in all zone 
districts for up to 60 days per calendar year.  Size and location vary by area. 

 Sandwich board signs are currently only permitted in Downtown.  The draft 
Sign Code now proposes to allow them in Commercial and Mixed-Use areas 
when located on private property within a tenant frontage area.  This new 
provision was vetted through the online survey, public open house and 
feedback from stakeholder groups.  Generally, there was support for the 
expanded use of sandwich board signs in all commercial areas of the City.  
Within Downtown, staff initially proposed language providing more flexibility 
for locations for sandwich boards for properties without street frontage.  Staff 
revised the draft to require sandwich boards at the tenant frontage, consistent 
with feedback received through discussions with the Downtown Business 
Association, the Business Retention and Advisory Committee, and Planning 
Commission.  The language in the current draft is the same as the current 
standard. 

 Site signs are a new sign type intended for properties with active real estate 
listings for sale or rent or on properties with active building permits.  The 
allowed time aligns with the above activities and the size varies by area. 
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 Yard signs are a new sign type to allow smaller signs on property on a 
temporary basis.  Signs may be placed in residential areas for up to 120 days 
per year, and 60 days per year in all other areas.  These signs cannot exceed 
6 sf throughout the entire City. 

 The window sign category allows for additional window signs on a temporary 
basis in all areas of the City.  

 
Section 6: Definitions 
The final section of the draft Sign Code contains the definitions as they pertain to the 
language in the Code.  Some of these are carried forth from previous code, and some 
are new to this draft.  All definitions were vetted for consistency with the intent and use 
of the language in the draft Sign Code. 
 
The staff presentation that will take place with second reading on August 27th will 
include more extensive discussion of the public and advisory board input, analysis and 
considerations that went into the draft code recommendations.    
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Staff finds that administration of this code will not have a fiscal impact.  Staff currently 
requires sign permits for most sign types, and will continue to require permits under this 
code.  Thus, staff time and resources needed to ensure compliance with the code will 
not significantly change.   
 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
Staff finds the approval of this Ordinance will have a positive impact on the Community 
Design and Economic Prosperity Programs and the Development Review subprogram 
by reflecting the City’s small-town atmosphere as it pertains to signage, and improving 
the development review process by providing clarity.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
On June 13, 2019, a public hearing was held for Planning Commission’s consideration 
of the draft Sign Code.  The Commission unanimously voted to recommend approval to 
City Council. Minutes from the public hearing before Planning Commission are included 
as an attachment. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Ordinance 1779, Series 2019, an ordinance adopting a 
new sign code for the City of Louisville. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Ordinance 1779, Series 2019 with second reading amendments 
2. Draft Sign Code 
3. Existing signs comparison table 
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4. Existing regulations and draft Sign Code comparison table 
5. Public input prior to development of the draft Sign Code 
6. Public comments on the draft Sign Code 
7. Planning Commission minutes, April 11, 2019 
8. Planning Commission minutes, June 13, 2019 
9. BRaD minutes, April 1, 2019 
10. Presentation 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT: 
 

 

☐ 

 
Financial Stewardship & 
Asset Management 

 

☒ 
 
Reliable Core Services 

 

☒ 

 
Vibrant Economic 
Climate 

 

☐ 

  
Quality Programs &   
Amenities 

 

☒ 

  
Engaged Community 

 

☐ 

  
Healthy Workforce 

 

☐ 

 
Supportive Technology 

 

☐ 

  
Collaborative Regional    
Partner 
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Ordinance No. 1779, Series 2019 

Page 1 of 8 

Proposed Second Reading Amendments 

  

Ordinance No. 1779, Series 2019 is revised to read as follows (amendments are shown in bold 

underline and bold strikeout): 

 

 

ORDINANCE NO. 1779 

 SERIES 2019 

 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A NEW SIGN CODE FOR THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a Colorado home rule municipal corporation duly 

organized and existing under laws of the State of Colorado and the City Charter; and 

 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to such home rule authority and state law, including but not limited to 

C.R.S. § 31-23-301 et seq., the City has adopted procedures and standards pertaining to the regulation 

of signs within the City, which are set forth in Chapter 17.24 of the Louisville Municipal Code; the 

Downtown Louisville Sign Manual; and the City of Louisville Mixed Use, Commercial and Industrial 

Development Design Standards and Guidelines; and   

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to adopt and incorporate into the Louisville Municipal 

Code a new Sign Code for the City of Louisville (the “Sign Code”), which Sign Code includes 

standards and guidelines for all signs in the City; and  

 

 WHEREAS, in connection therewith, the City Council desires to repeal the Downtown 

Louisville Sign Manual and make corresponding amendments to Chapter 17.24 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code and the City of Louisville Mixed Use, Commercial and Industrial Development 

Design Standards and Guidelines; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City has held public workshops to discuss and gather feedback and 

comments on the Sign Code; and  

 

WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing, where evidence and testimony were 

entered into the record, the Louisville Planning Commission has recommended the City Council 

adopt the Sign Code and this ordinance; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the recommendation of the Louisville 

Planning Commission and desires to adopt the Sign Code and this ordinance; and 

 

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

publication as provided by law and held a public hearing as provided in said notice. 

 

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

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
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 Section 1. The foregoing recitals are hereby affirmed and incorporated herein by this 

reference as findings of the City Council. 

 

 Section 2. Chapter 17.24 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby repealed and 

reenacted to read as follows:  

Chapter 17.24 

Signs 

 

Sec. 17.24.010 Sign Code.  

Sec. 17.24.020 Violation; penalty. 

 

 Sec. 17.24.010.  Sign Code  

 

 A. There is hereby adopted by reference and incorporated into this Title 

the City of Louisville Sign Code (“Sign Code”), which Sign Code is set forth in full 

as Appendix A to this Chapter. The sign requirements, standards and guidelines 

contained in the Sign Code may be amended from time to time in the manner set 

forth in Chapter 17.44.  A copy of the Sign Code shall be made available to 

applicants for a sign permit.  

 

 B. Any sign proposed for construction or placement within the City shall 

be regulated solely by and comply with the Sign Code, as adopted and amended from 

time to time by ordinance of the City Council. 

 

 Sec. 17.24.010.  Violation; penalty.   

  

 Any person who violates any of the provisions of the Sign Code shall be 

subject to the penalty provided in Section 1.28.010.   

 

 Section 3.  The following definitions in Chapter 17.08 of the Louisville Municipal Code 

are hereby repealed in their entirety: Sec. 17.08.435 (“Sign”); Sec. 17.08.440 (“Sign, advertising”); 

Sec. 17.08.445 (Sign, animated); Sec. 17.08.450 (“Sign, arcade”); Sec. 17.08.455 (“Sign, bulletin 

board”); Sec. 17.08.460 (“Sign, business”); Sec. 17.08.465 (“Sign, construction”); Sec. 17.08.470 

(“Sign, flashing”); Sec. 17.08.475 (“Sign, ground”); Sec. 17.08.480 (“Sign, identification”); Sec. 

17.08.485 (“Sign, illuminated”); Sec. 17.08.490 (“Sign, nameplate”); Sec. 17.08.495 (“Sign, 

projecting”); Sec. 17.08.500 (“Sign, real estate”); Sec. 17.08.505 (“Sign, roof”); Sec. 17.08.510 

(“Sign, wall”); and Sec. 17.08.515 (“Sign, window”). 

 

 Section 4.  Section 17.08.585 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to read 

as follows (words to be deleted are stricken through):  

 

Sec. 17.08.585.  Variance. 
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 Variance means a legal modification of applicable zoning district provisions, 

such as yard, lot width, yard depth, sign, setback, and off-street parking and loading 

regulations, granted due to the peculiar conditions existing within a single piece of 

property. 

 

 Section 5.  Section 17.16.180.B.4 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to 

read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted are stricken through):  

 

Sec. 17.16.180.  Temporary uses. 

 

 B.  Additional provisions applicable to temporary uses. Temporary uses shall 

be subject to the following additional regulations: 

 

 4. Signs. Signs associated with temporary uses shall comply with the City of 

Louisville Sign Code adopted pursuant to chapter 17.24 of this title.  In addition to 

compliance with the sign provisions of chapter 17.24 of this title, the following 

requirements shall apply to temporary uses:  

 

 a. Temporary uses shall be limited to one freestanding, wall, banner, sandwich 

board, construction, or window sign per street frontage;  

 

 b. Total sign area shall not exceed 64 square feet per temporary use;  

 

 c. Signs shall not be located off-site or in public right-of-way. 

 

 Section 6.  Section 17.16.280 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to read 

as follows (words to be deleted are stricken through):  

 

Sec. 17.16.280.  Design Handbook and Sign Manual for Downtown Louisville to  

    apply. 

 

 Any addition, remodeling, relocation, construction, or other improvement 

within Downtown Louisville and requiring a building permit or any other permit from 

the city shall comply with all requirements of Design Handbook for Downtown 

Louisville, as adopted and amended from time to time. Any sign proposed for 

construction or placement in Downtown Louisville shall be regulated solely by and 

comply with the Downtown Louisville Sign Manual, as adopted and amended from 

time to time. 

 

 Section 7.  Section 17.16.290 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to read 

as follows (words to be deleted are stricken through):  

 

Sec. 17.16.290.  Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines to  

      apply. 

575



 
Ordinance No. 1779, Series 2019 

Page 4 of 8 

 

 Any addition, remodeling, relocation, construction, or other improvement to 

an industrial property or project within the city and requiring a building permit, sign 

permit, or any other permit from the city shall comply with all requirements of City 

of Louisville Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines, as adopted 

and amended from time to time. 

 

 Section 8.  Section 17.16.300.B of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to 

read as follows (words to be deleted are stricken through):  

 

Sec. 17.16.300.  Mixed use design standards and guidelines to apply. 

 

 B. Applicability. Any addition, remodeling, relocation, construction, or other 

improvement within the mixed use residential (MU-R) or a commercial community 

(CC) zone district and requiring a building permit, sign permit, or any other approval 

or permit from the city shall comply with all requirements of the City of Louisville 

Mixed Use Development Design Standards and Guidelines, as adopted and amended 

from time to time. 

 

 Section 9.  Section 17.28.020 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended by the 

addition of a new subsection D to read as follows (words to be added are underlined):  

 

Sec. 17.28.020.  Scope. 

 

 D. Except for those requirements specifically waived or modified in the 

planned unit development process approved hereunder, the sign requirements, 

standards and guidelines contained in the City of Louisville Sign Code adopted 

pursuant to chapter 17.24 of this title shall apply to applications under this chapter.  

 

 Section 10.  Section 17.52.100 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to read 

as follows (words to be added are underlined):  

 

Sec. 17.52.100.   Temporary permits. 

 

 Temporary permits for buildings to be constructed and used for storage 

incidental to the construction of buildings on the property and for signs advertising a 

subdivision or tract of land or the lots thereon shall be subject to section 17.16.180, 

the City of Louisville Sign Code adopted pursuant to chapter 17.24, chapter 17.60 and 

any other applicable provisions of this title. 

 

 Section 11.  Section 15.04.180 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to read 

as follows (words to be deleted are stricken through):  

 

Sec. 15.04.180.  Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville to apply. 
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 Any addition, remodeling, relocation, construction, or other improvement 

within Downtown Louisville and requiring a building permit, sign permit, or any other 

permit from the city shall comply with all requirements of the Design Handbook for 

Downtown Louisville, as adopted and amended from time to time. 

  

 Section 12.  Section 15.04.190 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to read 

as follows (words to be deleted are stricken through):  

 

 

Sec. 15.04.190.  Industrial and Commercial Development Design Standards and  

    Guidelines to apply. 

 

 Any addition, remodeling, relocation, construction, or other improvement to 

an industrial property or project within the city and requiring a building permit, sign 

permit, or any other permit from the city shall comply with the requirements of City 

of Louisville Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG) and 

the Commercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG) as adopted 

and amended from time to time. 

 

 Section 13.  Section 12.16.060 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to read 

as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted are stricken through): 

 

Sec. 12.16.060.   Permit required for fFlags and banners. 

 

 It shall be unlawful for any person to place or cause to be placed across or 

above any street in the city any flag, banner, or similar sign or symbol unless 

allowed by the City of Louisville Sign Code adopted pursuant to chapter 17.24 of this 

code without first obtaining a proper sign permit from the city manager or his 

authorized agent. A sign permit shall be issued upon written application showing 

the desired sign is to be displayed in connection with a national, state, or local 

celebration or holiday. Political advertisements or banners are prohibited under this 

section. 

 

 Section 14.  Section 5.10.150 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to 

read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted are stricken through): 

 

 All signage and advertising for any medical marijuana business shall 

comply with all applicable provisions of this chapter, title 17 of this Code, the 

applicable design standards and guidelines, the Colorado Medical Marijuana 

Code, and the rules and regulations adopted thereunder.  In addition, all 

signage of the medical marijuana business, including but not limited to 

temporary signage, shall contain only the business name and trademark of 

the medical marijuana business. The city council finds that these restrictions 
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are needed to accomplish the city’s compelling governmental interest in 

minimizing the unsolicited exposure to minors of images that normalize or 

glamorize a controlled substance, the possession and consumption of which 

remain illegal under federal law.  The city council further finds that these 

restrictions are the minimum restrictions required to accomplish this 

purpose. and the city's commercial development design standards and 

guidelines. In addition, no signage or advertising shall use the word 

"marijuana" or "cannabis," or any other word, phrase or symbol commonly 

understood to refer to marijuana unless such word, phrase or symbol is 

immediately preceded by the word "medical" in type and font that is at least 

as readily discernible as all other words, phrases or symbols, and no signage 

visible outside of the premises shall use any word or phrase other than 

"medical marijuana" to refer to marijuana. Such signage and advertising 

must clearly indicate that the products and services are offered only for 

medical marijuana patients and primary caregivers. 

 

 Section 15.  Section 5.11.160 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to 

read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words to be deleted are stricken through): 

 

 All signage and advertising for any retail marijuana establishment 

shall comply with all applicable provisions of title 17 of this Code, the 

applicable design standards and guidelines, the Colorado Retail Marijuana 

Code, and the rules and regulations adopted thereunder. In addition, all 

signage of the retail marijuana establishment, including but not limited to 

temporary signage, shall contain only the business name and trademark of 

the retail marijuana establishment.  The city council finds that these 

restrictions are needed to accomplish the city’s compelling governmental 

interest in minimizing the unsolicited exposure to minors of images that 

normalize or glamorize a controlled substance, the possession and 

consumption of which remain illegal under federal law.  The city council 

further finds that these restrictions are the minimum restrictions required to 

accomplish this purpose. 

 

 Section 16. The Downtown Louisville Sign Manual is hereby repealed in its entirety.   

 

 Section 17. Sections 7.1 to 7.5 of the City of Louisville Commercial Development Design 

Standards and Guidelines are hereby repealed and reenacted to read as follows:  

 

7.1 Compliance with Sign Code. 

 

 Signs shall comply with the City of Louisville Sign Code, as amended from 

time to time.   

 

 Section 18. Sections 7.1 to 7.5 of the City of Louisville Industrial Development Design 
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Standards and Guidelines are hereby repealed and reenacted to read as follows:  

 

7.1 Compliance with Sign Code. 

 

 Signs shall comply with the City of Louisville Sign Code, as amended from 

time to time.   

 

 Section 19. Section 13 of the City of Louisville Mixed Use Development Design 

Standards and Guidelines is hereby amended to read as follows (words to be added are underlined; 

words to be deleted are stricken through)::  

 

 13. Sign Design. The policy, standards, and guidelines for sign design 

stated in Section 7 of the CDDSG shall apply in the MU-R and CC Zone Districts 

only to signage placed on a building fronting an arterial street or in a yard or setback 

adjacent to an arterial street. All other signage in the MU-R District shall comply 

with the City of Louisville Sign Code, as amended from time to time. sign standards 

applicable in the Louisville Downtown Area, as stated in the Design Handbook for 

Downtown Louisville. 

 

  

 Section 20. For any Planned Unit Development (PUD) under Louisville Municipal 

Code Chapter 17.28 that is approved, unexpired and currently effective as of the effective date of 

this ordinance, the approved PUD plan shall apply to the extent that said plan includes specific 

sign allowances and/or restrictions that directly conflict with the City of Louisville Sign Code 

adopted herein  In lieu thereof, the property owner may elect to fully comply with the City of 

Louisville Sign Code in the area of the conflict. 

 

 Section 21. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason, such 

decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.  The City Council 

hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part hereof irrespective of the fact 

that any one part be declared invalid. 

 

 Section 22. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code of the City 

of Louisville by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or change in whole or in 

part any penalty, forfeiture, or liability, either civil or criminal, which shall have been incurred under 

such provision, and each provision shall be treated and held as still remaining in force for the purpose 

of sustaining any and all proper actions, suits, proceedings, and prosecutions for the enforcement of 

the penalty, forfeiture, or liability, as well as for the purpose of sustaining any judgment, decree, or 

order which can or may be rendered, entered, or made in such actions, suits, proceedings, or 

prosecutions. 

 

 Section 23. All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting with this 

ordinance or any portion hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or conflict. 
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 INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this 23rd day of July, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

______________________________ 

Kelly PC, City Attorney 

 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this 3rd day of 

September, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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Section 1: General Provisions

City of Louisville Sign Code

 1.1 PURPOSE.  These sign regulations are established to safeguard 
the health, safety, convenience, order and welfare of all residents and 
visitors of Louisville. The City of Louisville recognizes that signs may act 
as a visual means of communication between the public and businesses 
and those businesses have an expectation of using signs to identify and 
advertise themselves. 

Specifically, the purpose of these regulations is to provide a balanced and 
fair legal framework for the design, construction, and placement of signs 
that:

1. Enhance the City’s economy and its businesses by promoting 
reasonable, orderly, and effective signs which assist in wayfinding 
and achieve better communication with the public;

2. Promote the efficient communication of messages, ensure that 
persons exposed to signs are not overwhelmed by the number of 
messages presented, and enhance the appearance and economic 
value of the landscape by reducing and preventing sign clutter;

3. Encourage creativity and innovation consistent within the 
established principles of the City’s Design Guidelines;

4. Ensure that signs are compatible with their surroundings, and 
prevent the construction of signs that are a nuisance to occupants 
of adjacent and contiguous property due to brightness, reflectivity, 
bulk, or height; 

5. Ensure commercial signs are designed for the purpose of 
identifying a business in an attractive and functional manner;

6. Ensure signs on the façade of buildings reinforce the City’s 
existing character and are complimentary to the architectural 
design of Louisville’s commercial districts;

7. In Downtown Louisville, promote commerce, enable creativity, 
ensure visibility for all users, and requires compatibility with the 
historic architectural character and pedestrian scale, to accomplish 
the following:

a. Establish reasonable and improved standards for business 
identification;

b. Encourage creative and innovative approaches to regulating 
signs consistent with the established principles of the Design 
Handbook for Downtown Louisville;

c. Promote economic vitality in Downtown Louisville;

1
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d. Enhance overall visual environment in Downtown Louisville 
by discouraging signs which contribute to the visual clutter of 
the streetscape;

e. Ensure commercial signs are designed for the purpose of 
identifying a business in an attractive functional manner;

f. Ensure signs on the facade of buildings reinforce the existing 
character and are complimentary to the architectural design of 
Downtown Louisville.

8. Provide fair and consistent permitting and enforcement, and

9. Promote the safety of persons and property by ensuring that signs 
do not create a hazard by:

a. Confusing or distracting motorists; or

b. Impairing drivers’ ability to see pedestrians, obstacles or other 
vehicles, or to read traffic signs. 

1.2 INTENT.   It is the intent of these regulations to provide for the 
proper control of signs in a manner consistent with the First Amendment 
guarantee of free speech. It is not the intent of these regulations to regulate 
signs based on the content of their messages. Rather, these regulations 
advance important, substantial, and compelling governmental interests. 

1. The incidental restriction on the freedom of speech that may 
result from the regulation of signs hereunder is no greater than 
is essential to the furtherance of the important, substantial, and 
compelling interests that are advanced by these regulations. 

2. The City has an important and substantial interest in preventing 
sign clutter (which is the proliferation of signs of increasing size 
and dimensions as a result of competition among property owners 
for the attention of passing motorists and pedestrians), because 
sign clutter: 

a. Creates visual distraction and obstructs views, potentially 
creating a public safety hazard for motorists, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians; 

b. May involve physical obstructions of streets or sidewalks, 
creating public safety hazards; 

c. Degrades the aesthetic and essential historic character of 
Louisville, making the City a less attractive place for tourism, 
commerce, and private investment; and 

d. Dilutes or obscures messages displayed along City streets 

2
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through the proliferation of distracting structures and 
competing messages. 

3. The City has a substantial and compelling interest in preventing 
traffic accidents. 

4. The City has a substantial and compelling interest in preventing 
negative impacts associated with temporary signs. Temporary signs 
may be degraded, damaged, moved, or destroyed by wind, rain, 
snow, ice, and sun, and after such degradation, damage, movement, 
or destruction, such signs harm the safety and aesthetics of the 
City’s streets if they are not removed. 

1.3 APPLICABILITY.   These regulations shall apply to the display, 
construction, erection, alteration, use, maintenance, and location of all signs 
within the City.

1. Signs may be erected, altered and maintained only for, and be a 
permitted use in, the district in which the signs are located; shall be 
located on the same lot as the permitted uses to which they relate, 
except for sandwich board signs as permitted in Section 5 and shall 
be clearly incidental, customary and commonly associated with the 
operation of the permitted use.

2. If any provision of these regulations conflicts with any other adopted 
City ordinance or regulation that regulates signs, the more restrictive 
standards shall apply, provided, however, to the extent an approved, 
unexpired and currently effective Planned Unit Development (PUD)
under Louisville Municipal Code Chapter 17.28 includes specific 
sign allowances and/or restrictions that directly conflict with these 
regulations, the approved PUD regulations shall apply to the extent 
of the conflict.  In lieu thereof, the property owner may elect to fully 
comply with these regulations in the area of the conflict.

3. Design guidelines identified within this manual replace the 
design standards for signs contained in the Design Handbook for 
Downtown Louisville, the Downtown Louisville Sign Manual, the 
City of Louisville Commercial Development Design Standards 
and Guidelines, the City of Louisville Industrial Development 
Design Standards and Guidelines, the City of Louisville Mixed Use 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines, and Chapter 17.24 of 
the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC).

4. The City recognizes other regulations pertaining to signage, specifically 
the State of Colorado, Department of Highways, “Rules and 

3

588



City of Louisville Sign Code

Section 1: General Provisions

Regulations Pertaining to Outdoor Advertising,” effective January 1, 
1984, as may be amended. Where any provision of these regulations 
address the same subject matter as other regulations, the more 
restrictive regulation shall apply.

5. Nothing in these regulations shall be construed as a defense to a 
violation of applicable state or federal law.

6. All signs displayed, constructed, erected or altered after the effective 
date of these regulations, as adopted on ****, 2019, by Ordinance ****,  
Series 2019, shall be in conformance with the provisions of these 
regulations. All signs that are existing at the time of the adoption of 
these regulations shall not be altered or enlarged without being brought 
into conformance with these regulations. 

1.4 NONCONFORMING SIGNS  Existing signs which 
do not conform to the specific provisions of these regulations or to 
an approved and unexpired PUD, variance, or waiver are designated 
as nonconforming signs. Nonconforming signs must be brought into 
compliance with these regulations or must be removed when any of the 
following conditions exist: 

1. Any change which requires a permit per Section 2.1, except copy 
changes are permitted with an approved permit.

2. The owner wishes to relocate, alter the size, height or supporting 
structure for the sign.

3. If any such sign or nonconforming portion thereof is destroyed 
by any means to an extent of more than fifty (50) percent of its 
replacement value at the time of the destruction, it shall not be 
reconstructed except in conformity with the applicable provisions 
of these regulations.

4. The location of the sign is moved or relocated.

1.5 ENFORCEMENT

1. The provisions herein shall be enforced by the City Manager. It 
shall be unlawful to erect, construct, reconstruct, alter or change 
any sign without first obtaining a sign permit from the City, and 
no permit shall be issued unless plans of and for the proposed 
erection, construction, reconstruction, alteration or use fully 
conform to this Section. 
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2. It shall be unlawful to erect, construct, move or change the use of 
any sign in the City or cause the same to be done contrary to or 
in violation of the provisions of these regulations or amendments 
thereto.  

1.6 PROHIBITED SIGNS The following types of signs are 
prohibited except as noted:

1. All signs not expressly permitted under these regulations or 
exempt from a permit in accordance with Section 2.2 of these 
regulations.

2. Any sign other than traffic control signs, that is erected, 
constructed or maintained within, over or upon a public right-of-
way or city property, except projecting signs, signs on awnings or 
canopies, flags, and sandwich board signs in conformance with 
these regulations, or civic event signs otherwise granted permission 
for such location by the City or the Colorado Department of 
Transportation.

3. Any sign, other than traffic control signs, located in a vision 
clearance area.

4. Any sign at any location where by reason of its position, size, shape 
or color, it may obstruct, impair, obscure, interfere with the view 
of, or be confused with, any traffic control sign, signal or device, or 
may it interfere with, mislead or confuse traffic.

5. Handheld signs. No person shall place, maintain or otherwise 
utilize a handheld sign in a manner which obstructs or makes 
hazardous the free passage of pedestrians and motor vehicles on 
any street, sidewalk or public-right-of way.

6. Vehicle signs. No person shall park any vehicle or trailer on a 
public right-of-way or public property, or on private property, so as 
to be visible from a public right-of-way which has attached thereto 
or located thereon any sign. This provision applies when the 
vehicle is placed in a location for the primary purpose of displaying 
signage and is not intended to prohibit any form of vehicular 
sign, such as a sign attached to a motor vehicle primarily used for 
business purposes other than advertising.

7. Teardrop banner signs, as defined in Section 6.1.

8. Any sign attached to a tree or utility pole whether on public or 

Freestanding pole signs are not permitted

5
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private property.

9. Any flashing, rotating or moving signs, animated signs, signs with 
moving lights or signs which create the illusion of movement, 
except for:

a. A sign whereon the current time and/or temperature is 
indicated by intermittent lighting shall not be deemed to be a 
flashing sign.

b. Traditional barber poles.

c. Electronic message signs, subject to the standards in Section 
3.4.

10. Inflatable signs or displays placed on the ground or on buildings or 
tethered to other objects or structures.

11. Any freestanding pole sign, unless designated as an Iconic or 
Landmark Sign.

12. Any sign painted, erected and/or constructed upon, above or over 
the roof or parapet of any building.

13. Any off-premise sign, including billboards.  Off-premise sandwich 
board signs are permitted subject to the standards in these 
regulations. 

14. Any sign that obstructs access to or impedes operation of any 
fire escape, downspout, window, door, stairway, ladder or opening 
intended to provide light, air, ingress or egress for any building or 
structure as may be required by law. 

15. Any sign or sign structure which is structurally unsafe, constitutes 
a hazard to safety or health by reason of inadequate maintenance, 
abandonment, dilapidation or obsolescence and/or is not kept in 
good repair.
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 2.1 PERMIT REQUIRED A permit shall be required in order 
to change copy, erect, move, alter, reconstruct or repair any permanent or 
temporary sign, except signs that are exempt from permits in compliance 
with Section 2.2.  

1. An application for a permit for a sign shall be submitted on a form 
provided by the Department of Building and Safety. 

2. Submittal requirements. Each application for a permit shall 
include: 

a. A to-scale drawing showing the proposed location of the 
sign(s) along with the property boundaries, locations, types and 
square footage areas of all existing signs on the same site. 

b. Specifications and full color scale drawings shall be included 
showing the sign type, materials, design, and dimensions.

c. Structural supports and/or attachments.

d. To-scale landscaping plan, if required.

e. Lighting and/or electrical components of the proposed sign(s).

f. Additional submittal requirements, as requested at the 
discretion of the Department of Planning and Building Safety, 
which information is reasonably necessary to assist in the 
review of the sign permit application.

g. The number of copies of application submittal items shall be 
determined by the Department of Planning and Building 
Safety. 

h. The appropriate fee as adopted and required by the City.

3. Upon receipt of a complete application the Department of 
Planning and Building Safety shall review the same for compliance 
with these regulations, all applicable building code requirements, 
and any other applicable City codes and regulations, and approve, 
approve with conditions, or deny the application.

4. The Department of Planning and Building Safety shall have the 
right to inspect the proposed sign location prior to acting on the 
application, and shall also have the right to inspect the sign after 
construction to insure compliance with these regulations and any 
conditions of approval. 

5. A permit for a sign shall lapse and have no further effect unless a 
sign has been erected in compliance with the terms and conditions 
of the permit within one (1) year after the date of the permit 
approval, or as provided in the adopted City building codes. 
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2.2 EXEMPTIONS FROM REQUIRED PERMIT 
The following signs are exempt from the permit requirements of Section 
2.1 above; however, exempt signs remain subject to the remaining 
provisions of these regulations. Exempt signs shall otherwise be in 
conformance with all applicable requirements of these regulations, and 
the construction and safety standards of the City. All signs not listed in 
this Section and that are not prohibited by Section 1.6 require a permit 
pursuant to Section 2.1 above. Unless otherwise specifically provided, 
exempt signs may not be illuminated. Exempt signs include:

1. Signs erected by the City or by any government agency, including 
but not limited to traffic control signs and civic event signs on city 
property or right-of-way. These signs may be illuminated for safety 
purposes. 

2. Any public purpose/safety sign and any other notice or warning 
required by a valid and applicable federal, State or local law, 
regulation or resolution. These signs may be illuminated for safety 
purposes.

3. Signs displayed on motor vehicles which are being operated 
or stored in the normal course of a business, provided that the 
primary purpose of such vehicles is not for the display of signs and 
provided that they are parked or stored in areas appropriate to their 
use as vehicles. 

a. Signs on vehicles shall not project beyond the surface of the 
vehicle in a manner which creates a hazard to pedestrians, 
cyclists, or other vehicles. 

b. It shall be unlawful to place or store a vehicle with a sign on 
it in such manner as to increase the permitted sign area or 
number of signs either on-site or off-site for a non-residential 
use, as provided in Section 1.6.

4. Temporary decorations or displays, if they are clearly incidental 
to, customarily, or commonly associated with any national, State, 
or local holiday or religious celebration provided that such signs 
shall be displayed for a period of not more than forty five (45) 
consecutive days nor more than sixty (60) days in any one year. 
Such decorations or displays may be of any type, number, area, 
height, location, illumination or animation, provided that such 
decorations or displays:

a. Are maintained and do not constitute a fire hazard; and

b. Are located so as not to conflict with, interfere with or visually 
distract from traffic regulatory devices.

8
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 5. Flags that are affixed to not more than two (2) permanent flagpoles 
or flagpoles that are mounted to buildings (either temporary 
or permanent) provided that such flag maintains a minimum 
clearance of eight (8) feet from any travel surface and does not 
exceed twenty-four (24) square feet in Downtown, and forty (40) 
square feet in all other areas.  

6. Incidental and directional signs, as defined in Section 6.1, provided 
that such signs do not exceed five (5) square feet in sign area. 

7. Non-illumimated wall mounted display signs, as defined in Section 
6.1, subject to the standards in Section 4.4.

8. Window signs, as defined in Section 6.1, subject to the standards 
in Section 4.5 and 5.6.

9. Sandwich board signs, as defined in Section 6.1, subject to the 
standards in Section 5.3.

10. Site signs, as defined in Section 6.1, subject to the standards in 
Section 5.4.

11. Yard signs, as defined in Section 6.1, subject to the standards in 
Section 5.5.

2.3 WAIVERS AND MODIFICATIONS FROM 
SIGN REQUIREMENTS

1. Unless eligible for a minor modification in Section 2.3.2, any 
request for an increase in the maximum allowable height, area, or 
number of signs permitted by these regulations shall follow the 
procedures set forth in Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code 
for approval of a Final Planned Unit Development (PUD). The 
following review criteria will be used as the basis of the evaluation 
of such request: 

a. The proposed sign(s) shall encourage excellence in design, 
exhibit improved creativity, promote community aesthetics, 
and be appropriate with the character of the area.

b. The proposed sign(s) shall be compatible with the color, 
materials, design of the on-site building(s). 

c. The proposed signs(s) shall be scaled and located in a manner 
that is compatible with the scale of the lot and the massing of 
the building(s), with consideration of legibility of copy area. 

d. The proposed sign(s) are otherwise in conformance with the 
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regulations of this chapter and applicable design guidelines 
respecting the size, height, location, design and appearance of 
the sign(s) involved.

2. The Department of Planning and Building Safety shall be 
authorized to grant minor modifications of any sign standard, 
including but not limited to sign area and/or height modifications 
of ten (10) percent or less, pursuant to the procedure for a Minor 
Impact Variance set forth in Sec. 17.52.050, and upon a finding 
that:

a. The minor modification is of a technical nature and is required 
to compensate for some practical difficulty or unusual aspect of 
the site or the proposed sign.

b. The proposed sign(s) shall encourage excellence in design, 
exhibit improved creativity, promote community aesthetics, and 
be compatible with the character of the area.

c. The proposed sign(s) shall be compatible with the color, 
materials, design of the on-site building(s). 

d. The proposed signs(s) shall be scaled and located in a manner 
that is compatible with the scale of the lot and the massing of 
the building(s), with consideration of legibility of copy area. 

2.4 ICONIC SIGN DESIGNATION

1. Iconic Signs. Signs which have been officially designated as an 
Iconic Sign by the Historic Preservation Commission and City 
Council, and which retain those dimensional, locational, and 
lighting standards that the sign possessed when it received such a 
designation, shall benefit from the following privileges:

a. May remain on roofs, or exceed height limits found elsewhere 
in these regulations.

b. May exceed dimensional limits found elsewhere in these 
regulations.

c. May change the sign copy and logo so long as the architectural 
quality of the original sign is maintained, subject to Section 
2.4.6.

d. Shall not have the sign area deducted from the square footage 
of sign area granted by other standards in these regulations.

e. May remain in a right-of-way unless it becomes a hazard.

f. May retain its original lighting patterns and materials.
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 g. May be removed by the owner if they so choose.

2. Review Criteria. The Department of Planning and Building Safety 
shall review all applications at the request of the property owner 
for the Iconic Sign designation for consistency with the review 
criteria described below.   The review shall include consideration 
of size, color, materials, illumination, location, as well as all other 
elements of creative sign design and construction. The application 
and staff report will then be forwarded to the Historic Preservation 
Commission for recommendation and City Council for official 
designation. An Iconic Sign shall meet the following criteria: 

a. The sign, by its design, construction and location, will not 
have a substantial adverse effect on abutting property or the 
permitted use thereof, and will contribute to the City’s unique 
character and quality of life. 

b. The sign exhibits unique or rare characteristics that enhance 
the streetscape or identity of Downtown Louisville, or the area 
it is located, and it clearly provides a unique architectural style 
and appearance.

c. The sign contributes to the historical or cultural character of 
the streetscape or the community at large.

3. Designation. The granting of the Iconic Sign designation is based 
upon a sign’s distinct qualities. The City of Louisville Historic 
Preservation Commission and City Council shall have the 
authority to approve or disapprove the designation of an Iconic 
Sign based upon the criteria in Subsection (2) above.

4. At the time of submittal, the applicant must file all information  as 
required by the Department of Planning and Building Safety to 
determine if the sign meets the above criteria.

5. A sign which has been officially designated as an Iconic Sign 
will not be required to comply with the requirements for 
nonconforming signs.

6. In addition to a permit under these regulations, a sign which has 
been officially designtated as an Iconic Sign shall require review 
and approval by the Historic Preservation Commission prior to 
any alteration that requires a permit under these regulations if the 
proposed change is inconsistent with the findings for the initial 
Iconic Sign Designation.
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2.5 LANDMARK SIGN DESIGNATION

1. Landmark Signs. Signs which have been officially designated as 
a Landmark Sign by the Historic Preservation Commission and 
City Council shall benefit from the following privileges:

a. May be eligible for historic preservation funds for restoration, 
repair, or maintenance, with approval from the Historic 
Preservation Commission and City Council.

b. May remain on roofs, or exceed height limits found elsewhere 
in these regulations.

c. May exceed dimensional limits found elsewhere in these 
regulations.

d. May change the sign copy only with an alteration certificate 
from the Historic Preservation Commission.

e. Shall not have the sign area deducted from the square footage 
of sign area granted by other standards of these regulations.

f. May remain in a right-of-way unless it becomes a hazard.

g. May retain its original lighting patterns and materials.

2. Review Criteria. A Landmark Sign shall meet the criteria 
established for a landmark structure as outlined in Section 
15.36.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code.

3. Designation. The City of Louisville Historic Preservation 
Commission and City Council shall have the authority to approve 
or disapprove the designation of a Landmark Sign based upon the 
criteria in Section 15.36.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code. 

4. At the time of submittal, the applicant must file all information as 
required by the Department of Planning and Building Safety to 
determine if the sign meets the criteria.

5. A sign which has been officially designated as a Landmark 
Sign will not be required to comply with the requirements for 
nonconforming signs.

6. In addition to a permit under these regulations, a sign which has 
been officially designated as a Landmark sign shall be required to 
obtain an Alteration Certificate pursuant to Section 15.36.110 of 
the Louisville Municipal Code prior to any alteration that requires 
a permit under these regulations.
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 3.1 SIGN MEASUREMENT 

1. Height.  

a. The height of a freestanding sign is the vertical 
distance to the top of the structure or sign face, 
whichever is higher, measured from the elevation 
of average grade in the area within the required 
landscape area around the base of the sign.

b. For freestanding signs adjacent to a street, if said 
average grade is more than two (2) feet lower than 
the average grade of the nearest abutting street, then 
the height of the sign shall be measured from the 
flow line elevation of said street to the top of the 
sign face or sign structure, whichever is higher.

c. For signs mounted on a building, the height is 
measured from the average grade of the building 
frontage.

2. Sign height.  Sign height is the vertical distance of the 
sign area. 

3. Area of single-faced signs.  

a. Sign area is the entire surface area of a sign, 
including non-structural trim, frame or other 
material or color forming an integral part of the 
display or used to differentiate the sign’s contents 
from the background against which they are placed. 
The supports, uprights, or structures on which any 
sign is mounted shall not be included in measuring 
sign area.   

b. A building’s architectural features, structural 
supports and landscape elements shall not be 
included within the sign area.

c. An awning, canopy, or non-cabinet wall sign’s  area 
shall be measured by including within a single 
continuous rectilinear perimeter of not more than 
eight straight lines which enclose the extreme limits 
of writing, representation, lines, emblems, or figures 
contained within all modules together with any air 
space, materials or colors forming an integral part 
or background of the display or materials used to 
differentiate such sign from the structure against 
which the sign is placed.
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4. Area of multi-faced signs. All sign faces visible from 
one point shall be counted and considered part of the 
maximum total sign area allowance for a sign. 

a. When two (2) identical sign faces are placed back 
to back so that both faces cannot be viewed from 
any point at the same time, and are part of the same 
sign structure, the sign area shall be computed as the 
measurement of one (1) of the two (2) faces.  

b. When a sign has more than two (2) display surfaces 
that are visible from the same viewpoint, or the sign 
is a three-dimensional object, the area of such sign 
is the largest display surface visible from any single 
direction. 

5. Area of multiple Signs.

a. Whenever more than one (1) sign is placed on a 
freestanding structure, or on a projecting structure, 
the combination of signs shall be considered as one 
sign for the purpose of computing sign area and 
determining the number of signs on a site.

b. Total sign area shall be computed by adding the 
areas of the individual signs.

6. Projection.  Projection is measured as the distance from 
the face of the building to which a sign is mounted to 
the furthest point on the sign away from the wall.

7. Clearance.  Clearance is measured as the shortest 
distance between the bottom of a sign and the grade 
below.

3.2 SIGN DESIGN  In general, signs shall have mutually 
unifying elements which may include uniformity in materials, 
color, size, height, letter style, sign type, shape, lighting, location 
on buildings, and design motif.

1. All signs shall be constructed of high quality durable 
materials.

2. Exposed raceways and conduit.

a. Raceways shall only be permitted when other means 
of attachment are not feasible, except as noted in d. 
below.  
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 b. Exposed raceways shall be as thin and narrow as possible 
and shall be finished to match the background wall, and shall 
not extend in width or height beyond the area of the sign’s 
lettering or graphics.

c. Conduit shall be concealed from public view.

d. Raceways and exposed conduit are not permitted in 
Downtown Louisville.

3. Materials and textures of signs shall be compatible with the 
architectural character of the site and building.  Supporting sign 
structures of freestanding signs shall match the primary finish and 
colors of the associated building(s).

4. Where possible, freestanding signs shall integrate tenant signs into 
a single sign structure.

5. Wayfinding and directional signage systems shall be of a unified 
graphical system. Such signage shall be placed in consistent 
locations near site entries, key points on the internal automobile 
and pedestrian circulation system, building entries, seating areas, 
and sidewalk intersections.

6. The supporting members of a sign shall appear to be free of any 
extra bracing angle iron, guy wires, cables, etc. The supports shall 
appear to be an architectural and integral part of the building and/
or sign.

3.3 SIGN ILLUMINATION  Illumination of signs shall be in 
accordance with the following requirements, in addition to the standards 
provided in Section 4 for each sign type:

1. Internally illuminated signs.

a. No internally illuminated sign shall include any exposed 
light source, except that neon or comparible tube lighting is 
permitted where neon is allowed.

b. When an internally illuminated sign cabinet is permitted, 
only that portion of the sign face dedicated to the trademark 
or characters may be translucent. The balance of the sign face 
shall be opaque.

2. Externally illuminated signs.

a. All signs that use external illumination shall have their lighting 
directed in such a manner as to illuminate only the face of the 
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sign without causing glare.

b. The light source must be downcast and fully shielded.

c. Projecting light fixtures shall be simple and unobtrusive in 
appearance, and shall not obscure the graphics of the sign.

3. No illuminated sign visible from and located within three hundred 
(300) feet of any property in a residential zoning district may be 
illuminated between the hours of 11:00 p.m. or one-half hour after 
the use to which it is appurtenant is closed, whichever is later, and 
7:00 a.m.  

4. The following light sources are prohibited anywhere in Louisville, 
except as provided for in Section 1.6 and Section 3.4.

a. Any flashing, rotating or moving signs, animated signs, signs 
with moving lights or signs which create the illusion of 
movement.

5. All illuminated signs in AO-T zone districts shall comply with 
Section 17.13.110 of the Louisville Municipal Code regarding 
glare, and the following additional standards: 

a. Signs shall be illuminated only from a concealed light source 
internal to the sign structure or shielded from public view and 
from surrounding properties used to illuminate only the sign 
face, and not any area beyond the face; and

b.  Signs shall not remain illuminated between the hours of 9:00 
p.m. and 6:00 a.m. 

3.4 ELECTRONIC MESSAGE CENTERS

1. Electronic message centers are permitted for the display of variable 
pricing on freestanding signs for gasoline stations and display signs 
in Commercial and Mixed-Use Areas.

2. Any other electronic message center may be permitted only 
if expressly authorized in an approved Final PUD plan.  The 
electronic message center in the Final PUD plan shall meet the 
specific standards in Section 3. below and shall include standards 
and requirements concerning the design and location of the 
electronic message center, and shall demonstrate exceptional and 
unique circumstances warranting the use of the electronic message 
center.

3. All electronic message centers shall meet the following 
requirements:
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 a. The electronic message area of a freestanding sign shall be  
integrated into the design of the freestanding sign.  Such 
electronic message portions of freestanding signs shall not be 
an add-on feature, but rather must be fully integrated into the 
sign design.

b. All electronic message centers shall be equipped with a 
malfunction display and the ability to automatically shut off if 
a malfunction occurs.

c. Transition method.  The electronic message center shall 
be limited to static messages, changed only through either 
dissolve or fade transitions, which may otherwise not have 
movement, or the appearance or optical illusion of movement, 
of any part of the sign or structure, design, or pictoral segment 
of the sign, including the movement of any illumination or the 
flashing, scintillating or varying of light intensity.

d. Transition duration.  The transition duration between messages 
shall not exceed one (1) second.

e. Message hold time.   Messages shall not transition on a 
frequent basis.  The message hold time shall be appropriate for 
the site, surrounding neighborhood, uses, and roadway.

f. Lighting from an electronic message center shall not exceed 
0.3 footcandles between dusk to dawn as measured from 
the sign’s face.  The City may require lower light levels if it 
is determined less light is appropriate for the surrounding 
area. The electronic message center shall have automatic 
dimmer software or solor sensors to control brightness for 
nighttime viewing.  the intensity of the light source shall not 
produce glare, the effect of which constitutes a traffic hazard.  
Documentation shall be provided from the sign manufacturer 
which verifies compliance with auto dimming and brightness 
requirements.

g. Existing signage proposed for conversion to the use of an 
electronic message center shall conform to the sign standards 
in these regulations prior to issuance of a sign permit.  
Nonconforming signs shall not be eligible for conversion to an 
electronic message center.

3.5 SIGN INSTALLATION

1. In addition to the permit requirements in Section 2.1, all 
permanent signs and all components thereof, including sign 
structures and sign faces, shall be installed in compliance with the 
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adopted building and electrical codes of the City.

a. At final inspection by the City, every electric sign shall have 
affixed thereon an approved Underwriters’ Laboratories label, 
or all wiring of such sign as approved by the State electrical 
inspector, and all wiring connected to such sign shall comply 
with all provisions of the applicable regulations of the City 
relating to electrical installations.  This label may be removed 
following the passage of the final inspection.

b. Signs shall be located in such a way as to maintain horizontal 
and vertical clearance of all overhead electrical conductors 
in accordance with adopted electrical code specifications, 
depending on voltages concerned. However, in no case 
shall a sign be installed closer than forty eight inches (48”) 
horizontally or vertically from any conductor or public utility 
guy wire, or as recommended by the local public utility 
company.

c. No sign or sign structure shall be installed that impedes 
pedestrian or vehicular movement, or be erected in such a 
location as to cause visual obstruction or interference with 
motor vehicle traffic or traffic-control devices, or obstruct clear 
vision in any direction from any street intersection or driveway. 

d. No sign or sign structure shall be installed that obstructs 
access to or impedes operation of any fire escape, downspout, 
window, door, stairway, ladder or opening intended to provide 
light, air, ingress or egress for any building or structure as may 
be required by law. If possible, signs should not be placed in 
locations that obscure architectural features such as pilasters, 
arches, windows, cornices, etc. 

e. No sign or sign structure shall be installed which is structurally 
unsafe. 

2. Except for flags, window signs and temporary signs conforming 
to the requirements of these regulations, all signs shall be 
permanently attached to the ground, a building, or another 
structure by direct attachment to a rigid wall, frame, or structure. 

3.6 SIGN MAINTENANCE  The owner or lessee of any sign 
shall take all reasonable actions so that the sign will be maintained.

1. All signs and all parts and components thereof, shall be maintained 
in a safe condition in compliance with the approved permit and in 
conformance with these regulations.

Neon illuminated signs
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 a. All signs, including sign structures and sign faces, shall be 
maintained in good repair at all times and shall not constitute 
a hazard to safety, health or public welfare by reason of 
inadequate maintenance or deterioration. For the purposes 
of this Section, good repair shall mean that there are no 
loose, broken, torn or severely weathered portions of the sign 
structure or sign face.

b. The owner of a sign shall be required to keep signs and 
supporting hardware structurally safe, clean, free of visible 
defects, including graffiti, and functioning properly at all times. 
Exposed surfaces shall be kept clean and neatly painted, and 
free from rust and corrosion. Defective parts shall be replaced. 
Repairs to signs shall be equal to or better in quality of 
materials and design than the original sign.

2. All signs or any part of a sign which is broken or damaged or 
which is not reasonably maintained such as to present a nuisance, 
hazard or potential hazard, including any required landscaping, 
shall be repaired or removed by the sign owner such that the sign 
no longer is a nuisance or endangers public health and/or safety. If 
the sign owner fails or refuses to repair or remove the unsafe sign 
as herein required, the sign shall be deemed a nuisance and the 
City may abate the same as provided in Section 8.01.050 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code, as the same may be amended.

3.7 SIGN ALTERATION AND REMOVAL

1. Any alteration to an existing sign, including a copy change, 
shall require a new sign permit pursuant to Section 2.1, unless 
exempt pursuant to Section 2.2. Alterations shall include, without 
limitation:

a. Changing the size of the sign;

b. Changing the shape of the sign;

c. Changing the material of which the sign is constructed;

d. Changing or adding lighting to the sign;

e. Changing the location of the sign; or

f. Changing the height of the sign.

2. Existing nonconforming signs may be altered in any way that does 
not change the materials, light source, size height, background, 
shape or location of the sign without bringing the entire sign into 
conformance, provided that the cost of the alteration is less than 
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fifty (50) percent of the sign’s replacement cost.

3. Any abandoned or illegal sign, which is not removed from the 
premises by the owner, user, or property owner within the time 
frames prescribed shall be subject to removal in accordance with 
the provisions and procedures detailed in this Section. Any such 
sign shall be considered a violation of the provisions of these 
regulations.

a. An abandoned permanent sign shall be removed by the owner, 
user, or property owner  within thirty (30) days from time the 
purpose has passed or no longer applies.

b. An abandoned temporary sign shall be removed by the owner, 
user, or property owner within three (3) days from time the 
purpose has passed or no longer applies.

c. When building-mounted and painted wall signs are removed, 
the face of the structure shall be treated to conform to 
surrounding building conditions. Such removal shall not leave 
any evidence of the sign’s existence.

d. Any illegal sign shall be removed from the premises upon 
which it is located within thirty (30) days from the notice of 
violation, and shall not remain on the premises until and unless 
a sign permit is issued.

4. Upon failure of the owner, user, or property owner to comply 
within the specified time requirements set out in this Section, the 
City Manager is hereby authorized to cause such abandoned or 
illegal sign to be removed and any expense attendant thereto shall 
be paid by the owner, agent, or person having the beneficial use of 
the building, structure, or premises upon which the sign is located.

a. If such removal expense remains unpaid for more than thirty 
(30) days after such removal is performed and expense incurred 
by the City and a bill for same was mailed to the permittee or 
property owner by first class, certified or registered mail, such 
unpaid charge shall constitute a lien upon the real estate.

b. The City Attorney is hereby authorized, in accordance with the 
law, to file a notice of lien in the office of the County Clerk to 
foreclose this lien and to sue the owner of the property of sign 
permittee, or their agents, in a civil action to recover the money 
due for the foregoing service, plus all its costs as hereinafter 
more fully described, together with reasonable attorney’s fees 
to be fixed by the court.

c. Any such judgement shall be enforced in accordance with 
law. Included in the expenses recoverable by the City shall be 
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 the costs of filing the notice of lien foreclosing such lien and 
all litigation costs, together with all office and legal expenses 
incurred in connection with collection of the amount due 
hereunder.

d. In lieu of filing and enforcing a lien, the City may certify its 
costs of removal and enforcement with the County Treasurer 
under CRS 31-20-105 & 106 for collection in the same 
manner as real property taxes.

e. A failure to remove any abandoned or illegal sign and 
subsequent failure by the Department of Planning and 
Building Safety to duly notice the owner, user, or property 
owner of the provisions of this Section shall not be deemed to 
constitute a waiver of any violations of these regulations, nor to 
be given any special status.

f. If, through administrative neglect or inaction, an owner, 
user, or property owner is not notified of the requirements 
of this Section within the time frames specified, but is later 
so notified, such owner, user, or property owner shall take 
action to either correct the abandonment or illegality or shall 
cause the sign to be removed within twenty (20) days of such 
notification.

g. Any sign removed by the City, in accordance with this Section, 
shall become the property of the City and may be disposed of 
in any manner deemed appropriate by the City.
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3.8  DISTRICT AREAS  The regulations in Section 4 and 5 
set forth standards applicable by districts.   Contact the Department of 
Planning & Building Safety to confirm which district is applicable.

Residential: Generally, this area is comprised of the residentially zoned 
properties, or properties developed with residential uses.  This area includes 
properties zoned A, RR, RE, RL, RM, RH, R-RR, SF-LD, SF-MD, 
SF-HD, SF-R, SF-E, and PCZD-R.  This also may include properties 
with commercial zoning with residential uses approved through a Special 
Review Use.  Institutional uses include uses defined by Use Groups 9, 11 
through 23, and 30 of Section 17.12.030 the Louisville Municipal Code 
that are located in the above zone districts.

Commercial: Generally, this area includes properties with commercial 
zoning, and that are subject to the Commercial Development Design 
Standards and Guidelines.  This area includes properties that are zoned 
CN, CC (not Downtown), CB, AO, BO, AO-T (with additional 
regulations) and PCZD-C. 

Industrial: Generally, this area includes properties with industrial zoning, 
and that are subject to the Industrial Development Design Standards and 
Guidelines.  This area includes properties that are zoned I and PCZD-I.

Mixed-Use: This area includes properties with mixed-use zoning, and 
that are subject to the Mixed Use Development Design Standards and 
Guidelines.  This area includes properties that are zoned MU-R and 
CC-MU.  This area also includes properties located on the east side of the 
railroad tracks within the downtown, as defined in Sec. 17.08.113 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code.

Downtown: This area includes properties with Commercial Community 
zoning that are located on the west side of the railroad tracks within the 
Downtown, as defined in Sec. 17.08.113 of the Louisville Municipal Code.  
Properties located on the east side of the railroad tracks in Downtown are 
subject to the standards in the Mixed-Use Area.
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 4.1 PERMANENT SIGNS.   
The standards of this Section apply to all permanent signs.  Permanent 
signs may be subject to additional standards set out elsewhere in these 
regulations.

Sign Types.  Permanent signs include the following types:

4.2 Awning Signs

4.3 Canopy Signs

4.4 Display Signs

4.5 Window Signs

4.6 Kiosks

4.7 Marquee Signs

4.8 Murals

4.0 Projecting Signs

4.10 Freestanding Signs

4.11 Wall Signs
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Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted No Yes No Yes Yes

Permit Req’d -- Yes -- Yes Yes

Max. Number -- 1 per awning face -- 1 per awning face 1 per awning face

Max. Area -- 40% of area of 
awning face

-- 40% of area of 
awning face

40% of area of 
awning face

Min. Clearance -- 8 ft -- 8 ft 8 ft

Max. Height -- 12 ft -- 12 ft 12 ft

Illumination -- No -- No No

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign allowance

-- Yes -- Yes Yes

4.2 AWNING SIGNS   Signs on awnings are subject to the 
standards below.  These regulations do not authorize the installation of 
awnings with or without signs without obtaining any necessary building 
permits in compliance with the city’s applicable building and zoning codes. 

1. Awnings that contain signs shall be designed to be compatible 
with the storefront in scale, proportion, material, and color. 

2. No awnings with signs shall extend above the roof line of any 
building, or the first story, whichever is less.

3. No sign mounted to an awning shall project beyond, above or 
below the face of the awning.

4. The principal function of any awning with a sign must be to 
provide shelter for a window, a door, or an outdoor seating area.

5. Awnings in Downtown shall project not more than six (6) ft from 
the face of the building to which it is mounted, or two-thirds (2/3) 
the width of the walkway above which it is mounted, whichever 
is less.  Awnings in all other areas shall comply with the design 
regulations in effect in that area.
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 4.3.a CANOPY SIGNS in VEHICULAR AREAS  Signs 
on canopies in vehicular areas may be permitted only in commercial 
and mixed-use areas and only if a canopy in a vehicular area is expressly 
authorized in an approved Final PUD plan.  The PUD plan shall contain 
standards and requirements concerning the design of any canopy in 
vehicular areas. 

1. Canopies with signs shall be designed to be compatible with the 
storefront in scale, proportion, and color.

2. Signs on a canopy in a vehicular area shall not be permitted to 
wrap the canopy.  

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted No Yes No Yes No

Permit Req’d -- Yes -- Yes --

Max. Number -- 1 per frontage -- 1 per frontage --

Max. Area -- 25% of area of 
canopy face, or 15 

sf, whichever is less

-- 25% of area of 
canopy face, or 15 

sf, whichever is less

--

Illumination -- Internal or Halo lit -- Internal of Halo lit --

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign allowance

-- Yes -- Yes --
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4.3.b  CANOPY SIGNS in PEDESTRIAN AREAS  
Signs on canopies are subject to the standards below.  These regulations do 
not authorize the installation of canopies with or without signs without 
obtaining any necessary building permits in compliance with the city’s 
applicable building and zoning codes. 

1. No sign mounted to a canopy shall project below the face of a 
canopy.  Signs mounted to the top of a canopy shall be designed 
such that:

a. They are comprised of channel letters or other three 
dimensional forms;

b. The mounting hardware and supporting structures of the sign 
are concealed from view;

c. The sign does not extend more than two (2) feet above the top 
of the canopy, or extend above the nearest roofline, whichever 
is less.

4. Canopies with signs shall be designed to be compatible with the 
storefront in scale, proportion, material, and color. 

5. Canopies in Downtown shall project not more than six (6) ft from 
the face of the building to which it is mounted, or two-thirds (2/3) 
the width of the walkway above which it is mounted, and shall 
maintain a two (2) ft minimum distance from the back of the curb, 
whichever is less.  Canopies in all other areas shall comply with the 
design regulations in effect in that area.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted Yes, Multi-family 
and Institutional 

uses only

Yes No Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes -- Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 per primary entry 1 per primary entry -- 1 per primary entry 1 per primary entry

Max. Area 1 sf copy area per 1 
lin ft of canopy

2 sf copy area per 1 
lin ft of canopy

-- 1 sf copy area per 1 
lin ft of canopy

1 sf copy area per 1 
lin ft of canopy

Max. Height 1st story 1st story -- 1st story 1st story

Min. Clearance 8 ft 8 ft -- 8 ft 8 ft

Illumination No Internally lit -- Internally lit No

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign allowance

Yes Yes -- Yes Yes
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 4.4 DISPLAY SIGNS  Display signs are subject to the standards 
below. Display signs may be wall mounted or may orient to occupants in a 
vehicle.  Display signs oriented to occupants in a vehicle may be permitted 
only in commercial and mixed-use areas and only if a drive through is 
expressly authorized in an approved Final PUD plan. 

1. High quality materials shall be used in the construction of display 
signs.  

2. Display signs shall be appropriate in material, size, location and 
design to the character and architectural detail of the building and 
site.

3. Display signs may include electronic message centers in 
commercial and mixed-use areas, subject to Section 3.4.

4. A display sign oriented to a drive through in a Commercial or 
Mixed-Use area may be an electronic message center that contains 
up to 100% of the sign area if the display changes no more than 
three (3) times in a 24-hour period.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted No Yes No Yes Yes

Permit Req’d -- No, if non-
illuminated wall 

mounted
Yes, all others

-- No, if non-
illuminated wall 

mounted
Yes, if all others

Yes, if illuminated
No, if non-
illuminated

Max. Number -- 1 per drive-thru 
lane and 1 wall 

mounted per tenant

-- 1 per drive-thru 
lane and 1 wall 

mounted per tenant

1 wall mounted per 
tenant

Max. Area -- 8 sf - wall
32 sf - drive-thru

-- 8 sf - wall
32 sf - drive-thru

8 sf - wall

Max. Height -- 7 ft -- 7 ft 7 ft

Illumination -- Internally or 
Externally lit

-- Internally or 
Externally lit

Internally or 
Externally lit

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign Allowance

-- No -- No No
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4.5 WINDOW SIGNS Permanent window signs are subject to the 
following standards:

1. A window sign may be painted on, attached to, or placed within 
four feet of the inside of a window.

2. If illumination is permitted, only that portion of the sign dedicated 
to the trademark or characters may be translucent. The balance of 
the sign face shall be opaque.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted Yes, Institutional 
and Multi-Family 

uses only

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d No No No No No

Max. Number 1 per building entry Unlimited, subject 
to max. area

1 per building entry Unlimited, subject 
to max. area

Unlimited, subject 
to max. area

Max. Area 10% of door/
window

25% of window 10% of door/
window

25% of window, not 
to exceed 12 sf

20% of window, not 
to exceed 8 sf

Max. Height First Story First Story First Story First Story First Story

Illumination No Internally lit or 
neon

No No Neon

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign allowance

No Yes, if illuminated
No, if 

non-illuminated

No No No
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 4.6 KIOSKS  Kiosks may be permitted only if expressly authorized 
in an approved Final PUD plan.  The Final PUD plan shall contain 
specific standards and requirements concerning the design, construction, 
maintenance and operation of any kiosk.

1. The size and placement of the kiosk is dependent on the proposed 
activity.  Specific design considerations, including illumination, will 
be approved through the Final PUD or Special Review Use (SRU) 
process.

2. A kiosk may contain an electronic message center display.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted No Yes, via PUD No Yes, via PUD Yes, via PUD

Permit Req’d -- Yes -- Yes Yes

Max. Height -- 10 ft -- 7 ft 7 ft

Illumination -- Internally or 
Externally lit

-- Internally or 
Externally lit

No
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4.7  MARQUEE SIGNS Marquee signs are subject to the 
following standards. 

1. A marquee sign shall be designed to be compatible with the 
storefront in scale, proportions, and color.

2. A marquee sign shall be located on the upper portion of the 
storefront.  A marquee shall not obscure the building’s windows, 
doors, or ornamental features.

3. A marquee sign is not permitted along an alley frontage.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted No Yes No Yes Yes

Permit Req’d -- Yes -- Yes Yes

Max. Number -- 1 per building -- 1 per building 1 per building

Max. Area -- 1 sf per 1 lin ft of 
building frontage, 

not to exceed 150 sf

-- 2 sf per 1 lin ft of 
building frontage, 
not to exceed 60 sf

2 sf per 1 lin ft of 
building frontage

Max. Height -- Roof line, or second 
story window sill, 
whichever is less

-- Roof line, or second 
story window sill, 
whichever is less

Roof line, or second 
story window sill, 
whichever is less

Max. Sign Height -- 8 ft -- 6 ft 4 ft

Min. Clearance -- 8 ft -- 8 ft 8 ft

Max. Projection -- 8 ft, or 2/3 width of 
adjacent walkway, 
whichever is less

-- 8 ft, or 2/3 width of 
adjacent walkway, 
whichever is less

6 ft, or 2/3 width of 
adjacent walkway, 
whichever is less

Illumination -- Externally or 
internally lit, or 

neon

-- Externally or 
internally lit, or 

neon

Externally or 
internally lit, or 

neon

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign allowance

-- Yes -- Yes Yes
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 4.8 MURALS  Murals  are subject to the following standards.

1. This section applies to murals on non-residential sites.

1. Murals shall not be located on the primary frontage.

Standard Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted Yes No Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes -- Yes Yes

Max. Number Unlimited, subject to max. 
area

-- Unlimited, subject to 
max. area

Unlimited, subject to 
max. area

Max. Area 75% of the building 
facade or structure area

-- 100% of the building 
facade or structure area

100% of the building 
facade or structure area

Max. Height Roof line -- Roof line Roof line

Illumination No No No

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign Allowance

No -- No No
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4.9  PROJECTING SIGNS  Projecting signs are subject to the 
following standards.

1. Projecting signs shall be placed near a building entrance or an 
access point to a walkway.  

2. Projecting signs shall be spaced a minimum of ten (10) feet apart 
on multi-tenant buildings, unless there is less than ten (10) feet 
separating tenant entrances.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted No Yes No Yes Yes

Permit Req’d -- Yes -- Yes Yes

Max. Number -- 1 per tenant per 
frontage, not to 

exceed 2 per tenant  

-- 1 per tenant per 
frontage, not to 

exceed 2 per tenant

1 per tenant per 
frontage, not to 

exceed 2 per tenant

Max. Area -- 12 sf -- 9 sf 9 ft

Min. Clearance -- 8 ft -- 8 ft 8ft

Max. Projection -- 4 ft -- 4 ft 4 ft

Max. Height -- 12 ft -- 12 ft 12 ft

Illumination -- No -- No No

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign allowance

-- Yes -- Yes Yes
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 4.10  FREESTANDING SIGNS  The standards below apply to 
all freestanding signs.

1. All freestanding signs shall be located outside of the vision 
clearance area.  

2. Freestanding signs may be located in a privately owned and 
maintained median and shall be setback at least ten (10) feet from 
nose of the median, and subject to review and approval from the 
Department of Public Works.

3. Where more than one primary or secondary freestanding sign 
is permitted, each permitted sign shall be allowed to have the 
maximum square footage allowed as noted in this section.  

4. A freestanding sign may be affixed to an existing retaining wall, 
provided the retaining wall is expressly authorized by a Final PUD 
plan and is not located in right-of-way.  The minimum setback 
does not apply to a sign affixed to such a retaining wall.

5. When required, landscaping shall include shrubs, ornamental 
grasses, perennials, ground covers and other enhancements.  
Landscaping areas shall not consist of more than twenty-five (25) 
percent turf or native grasses.
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4.10.a  FREESTANDING SIGNS in RESIDENTIAL 
AREAS  In addition to the standards in Sec 4.10, freestanding signs in 
residential areas are subject to the standards below.   

1. A freestanding sign shall be located at primary or secondary 
neighborhood entrances or entry drives on privately owned 
common areas or privately owned and maintained medians.  There 
must be at least six hundred (600) feet of separation between any  
freestanding sign on the same street.

2. All freestanding signs must be constructed of an opaque 
background of uniform color, and shall be of high quality materials 
that are compatible with the character of the neighborhood.  
Freestanding sign bases or supports shall be constructed of stone, 
brick, wood, decorative concrete, high quality metal, or other 
similar materials.

3. Internally lit cabinet signs are not permitted.

4. All freestanding signs shall be in a landscaped area on privately 
owned common area.  A minimum of three (3) square feet of 
landscaping shall be provided for every one (1) square feet of sign 
area.  Only one face of the sign shall be counted.  Landscape plans 
shall demonstrate that after three years of growth, seventy-five (75) 
percent of the landscaping area shall be covered with living plants.

5. Freestanding signs for single-family residential areas shall only be 
permitted for neighborhoods with a Home Owners’ Associations 
(HOA) to ensure the signs are properly maintained over time.  If 
a HOA dissolves, the HOA shall be responsible for removal of the 
sign prior to dissolving.

6. In place of one sign at a neighborhood entrance, one sign may be 
placed on each side of the street at the neighborhood entrance, 
provided the maximum area of both signs combined does not 
exceed the maximum area for one sign, and the maximum height is 
reduced to four (4) feet.

Standard Residential, Single-Family Residential, Multi-Family Residential, Institutional Use

Permitted Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 at each neighborhood entrance, 
not to exceed 4 signs.  See note 6. 

 1 at each entry drive, not to 
exceed 2 signs. See note 6.

1 at each entry drive, not to exceed 
2 signs. See note 6.

Max. Area 32 sf 40 sf 40 sf

Max. Height 6 ft 8 ft 8 ft

Illumination Externally lit Externally or halo lit Externally or halo lit

Min. Setback 5 ft 8 ft 8 ft
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 4.10.b  FREESTANDING SIGNS in COMMERCIAL 
AREAS  In addition to the standards in Sec 4.10, freestanding signs in 
Commercial areas are subject to the following standards. 

1. All freestanding signs shall be located along a primary or 
secondary public street frontage.  Only one primary frontage shall 
be allowed.  Sites may have more than one secondary frontage.  
Sites with more than five hundred (500) feet of primary or 
secondary frontage shall be allowed to place an additional sign 
meeting the secondary frontage standards on the that frontage.

2. Primary and secondary freestanding signs shall be located a 
minimum of seventy-five (75) feet apart.

3. All freestanding signs must be constructed of an opaque 
background of uniform color, and shall be of high quality materials 
that are compatible with the building.  Freestanding sign bases 
and support shall be constructed of brick, stone, wood, decorative 
concrete, high quality metal, or other similar materials.

4. All freestanding signs using an internally lit sign cabinet design 
shall have an architectural base and border on all sides that is 
consistent with and/or complements the building materials.

5. All freestanding signs shall be in a landscaped area.  A minimum 
of three (3) square feet of landscaping shall be provided for every 
one (1) square feet of sign area.  Only one face of the sign shall be 
counted.  Landscape plans shall demonstrate that after three years 
of growth, seventy-five (75) percent of the landscaping area shall 
be covered with living plants.  

6. The minimum setback is not required if the sign is adjacent to 
right-of-way with more than ten (10) feet between the curb and 
the property line, provided there is a minimum of five (5) feet 
between the sign and any adjacent sidewalk.  

7. Properties adjacent to US 36 may have an additional freestanding 
sign oriented to US 36.  Freestanding signs oriented toward US 36 
may have an additional fifty (50) percent increase in the maximum 
area and an additional one-hundred (100) percent increase in the 
maximum height.

are not permitted
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Standard Commercial
Single Tenant Site

Commercial
Multi-Tenant Site* Single Tenant Site Mulit-Tenant Site

Permitted Yes Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 per primary frontage, 1 
per secondary frontage, 
not to exceed 2 signs

1 per primary frontage, 1 
per secondary frontage, 
not to exceed 4 signs

1 per primary frontage, 1 
per secondary frontage, 
not to exceed 2 signs

1 per primary frontage, 1 
per secondary frontage, 
not to exceed 3 signs

Max. Area, Primary 48 sf 60 sf - less than 60,000 
sf of floor area

96 sf - more than 60,000 
sf of floor area

40 sf 48 sf - less than 60,000 
sf of floor area

60 sf - more than 60,000 
sf of floor area

Max. Area, Secondary 24 sf 32 sf 16 sf 24 sf

Max. Height, Primary 8 ft 12 ft 6 ft 8 ft

Max. Height, Secondary 5 ft 6 ft 5 ft 6 ft

Illumination Externally, internally or 
halo lit

Externally, internally or 
halo lit

Externally, internally or 
halo lit

Externally, internally or 
halo lit

Min. Setback 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft

*A commercial multi-tenant site may include an office tenant.

4.10.b  FREESTANDING SIGNS in COMMERCIAL
AREAS, cont.
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Standard Industrial, Single Tenant Site Industrial, Multi-Tenant Site

Permitted Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 per primary frontage, 1 per secondary frontage, not to 
exceed 2 signs

1 per primary frontage, 1 per secondary frontage, not to 
exceed 4 signs

Max. Area, Primary 25 sf 40 sf

Max. Area, Secondary 15 sf 25 sf

Max. Height, Primary 6 ft 8 ft

Max. Height, Secondary 5 ft 6 ft

Illumination Externally lit Externally lit

Min. Setback 10 ft 15 ft

4.10.c  FREESTANDING SIGNS in INDUSTRIAL 
AREAS  In addition to the standards in Sec 4.10, freestanding signs in 
industrial areas are subject to the following standards:

1. All freestanding signs shall be located along a primary or 
secondary public street frontage.  Only one primary frontage shall 
be allowed.  Sites may have more than one secondary frontage.  
Sites with more than five hundred (500) feet of primary or 
secondary frontage shall be allowed to place an additional sign 
meeting the secondary frontage standards on that frontage.

2. Primary and secondary freestanding signs shall be located a 
minimum of seventy-five (75) feet apart.

3. All freestanding signs must be constructed of an opaque 
background of uniform color, and shall be of high quality materials 
that are compatible with the building.

4. Internally lit cabinet signs are not permitted.

5. All freestanding signs shall be in a landscaped area.  A minimum 
of three (3) square feet of landscaping shall be provided for every 
one (1) square feet of sign area.  Only one face of the sign shall be 
counted.  Landscape plans shall demonstrate that after three years 
of growth, seventy-five (75) percent of the landscaping area shall 
be covered with living plants.   
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4.10.d  FREESTANDING SIGNS in MIXED-USE 
AREAS  In addition to the standards in Sec 4.10, freestanding signs in 
mixed-use areas are subject to the following standards:

1. For lots or sites with only residential uses, the standards for 
Residential Areas apply.  For all other sites, the standards in this 
Section apply.

1. All freestanding signs shall be located along a primary or 
secondary public street frontage.  Only one primary frontage shall 
be allowed.  Sites may have more than one secondary frontage.  
Sites with more than five hundred (500) feet of primary or 
secondary frontage shall be allowed to place an additional sign 
meeting the secondary frontage standards on the that frontage.  If 
a site has arterial frontage, the arterial frontage shall be the primary 
frontage for the purpose of these regulations.

2. Primary and secondary freestanding signs shall be located a 
minimum of seventy-five (75) feet apart.

3. All freestanding signs must be constructed of an opaque 
background of uniform color, and shall be  of high quality 
materials that are compatible with the building.  Freestanding 
sign bases or supports shall be constructed of stone, brick, wood, 
decorative concrete, high quality metal, or other similar materials.

4. Internally lit cabinet signs are only permitted on an arterial 
frontage.

5. All freestanding signs shall be in a landscaped area, or in an 
appropriate location within a hardscaped area or plaza.  

Standard Single Tenant Site
Arterial Frontage

Multi-Tenant Site
Arterial Frontage

Single Tenant Site
Non-arterial Frontage

Multi-Tenant Site
Non-arterial Frontage

Permitted Yes Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 per primary frontage, 1 
per secondary frontage, 
not to exceed 2 signs

1 per primary frontage, 1 
per secondary frontage, 
not to exceed 4 signs

1 per primary frontage, 1 
per secondary frontage, 
not to exceed 2 signs

1 per primary frontage, 1 
per secondary frontage, 
not to exceed 4 signs

Max. Area, Primary 48 sf 60 sf  24 sf 32 sf

Max. Area, Secondary 24 sf 32 sf 16 sf 24 sf

Max. Height, Primary 8 ft 12 ft 6 ft 8 ft

Max. Height, Secondary 5 ft 6 ft 5 ft 6 ft

Illumination Externally, internally or 
halo lit

Externally, internally or 
halo lit

Externally or halo lit Externally or halo lit

Min. Setback 10 ft 10 ft 50% of the distance of 
the structures’s setback, 

or 3 ft, whichever is 
greater

50% of the distance of 
the structures’s setback, 

or 3 ft, whichever is 
greater
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 4.10.e  FREESTANDING  SIGNS in DOWNTOWN 
In addition to the standards in Sec 4.10, freestanding signs in downtown 
are subject to the standards below.  

1. A freestanding sign shall be located only on a site frontage 
adjoining a public street.

2. Freestanding signs shall be designed to be compatible with the 
principal building in material, scale, proportions and color. Opaque 
backgrounds are required and shall be a non-reflective material

3. Freestanding signs shall only be used when other allowed types of 
signage cannot provide adequate messaging.

4. Freestanding signs shall not include a cabinet sign or utilize a 
monolithic base anchored to the ground.

Standard Downtown

Permitted Yes

Permit Req’d Yes

Max. Number 1 per building

Max. Area 9 sf

Max. Height 6 ft

Min. Setback None, provided no part of sign shall be placed or extend into right-of-way

Illumination No

Subject to Max. Wall 
Sign allowance

Yes
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4.11  WALL SIGNS  The standards below apply to all wall signs.

1. Wall signs shall be designed to be compatible with the building in 
scale, proportions, and color.

2. A wall sign shall not obstruct any portion of a window, doorway or 
other architectural detail.

3. No sign part, including cut-out letters, may project from the 
building more than required for construction purposes and in no 
case more than twelve (12) inches.

4. No wall sign shall extend above the roof or parapet line of any 
building.
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Standard Residential, Single-Family Residential, Multi-Family Residential, Institutional

Permitted No Yes Yes

Permit Req’d -- Yes Yes

Max. Number -- 1 per building 1 on primary frontage, 1 on 
secondary frontage

Max. Area, Primary -- 24 sf 32 sf

Max. Area, Secondary -- -- 15 sf

Max. Height -- 15 ft, or roofline, whichever is less 20 ft, or roofline, whichever is less

Max. Sign Height -- 2 ft 3 ft

Illumination -- Externally or halo lit Externally or halo lit

4.11.a  WALL SIGNS in RESIDENTIAL AREAS  In 
addition to the standards in Sec. 4.11, wall signs in residential areas are 
subject to the standards below.     

1. Wall signs may be located on primary and secondary frontages.  
Only one primary frontage shall be designated per site.  

2. Internally lit cabinet signs are not permitted.

3. In place of a wall sign located on primary or secondary frontages, 
a wall sign may be permitted on an alternative location on the 
structure, oriented towards a parking lot, plaza, alley, or other area 
with a public entrance. 

4. The area allowance for wall signs shall include any sign area 
utilized on a canopy sign.
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4.11.b WALL SIGNS in COMMERCIAL AREAS  In 
addition to the standards in Sec. 4.11, wall signs in commercial areas are 
subject to the standards below.     

1. Wall signs may be located on primary and secondary public street 
frontages. Only one primary frontage shall be designated per site.  
Sites may have more than one secondary frontage. 

2. In place of a wall sign located on primary or secondary frontages, 
a wall sign may be permitted on an alternative location on the 
structure, oriented towards a parking lot, plaza, alley, or other area 
with a public entrance.  

3. The area allowance for wall signs shall include any sign area 
utilized on a canopy sign, awning sign, marquee sign, illuminated 
window sign, or a projecting sign.

4. In addition to the signs in this section, buildings with public rear 
entrances may have a six (6) sf unlit sign above each entrance, one 
(1) per tenant.

5. Properties adjacent to US 36 may have an additional wall sign(s).  
Wall signs oriented toward US 36 may have an additional fifty (50) 
percent increase in the maximum area and an additional fifty (50) 
percent increase in the maximum sign height.

6. The use of individually cut, internally lit or halo lit characters are 
encouraged.

Standard Commercial
Single Tenant Site

Commercial
Multi-Tenant Site

Commercial

Permitted Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 at primary frontage plus 1 
additional sign for each 100 linear 

ft of sign wall, 1 at secondary 
frontage

1 per tenant at primary frontage, 1 
per tenant at secondary frontage

1 per tenant at primary frontage, 1 
per tenant at secondary frontage

Max. Area, Primary 1 sf per 1 linear ft of building 
frontage, not to exceed 100 sf

1 sf per 1 linear ft of tenant 
building frontage, not to exceed 

100 sf per sign

1 sf per 1 linear ft of tenant 
building frontage, not to exceed 

40 sf per sign, not to exceed 100 sf 
total for all wall signs

Max. Area, Secondary or 
Alternative

.5 sf per linear ft of building 
frontage, not to exceed 100 sf

.5 sf per linear ft of building 
frontage, not to exceed 50 sf per 

sign

.5 sf per linear ft of building 
frontage, not to exceed 24 sf per 
sign, not to exceed 60 sf total for 

all wall signs

Max. Height Roofline Roof line Roof line

Max. Sign Height 3 ft 4 ft 2 ft for buildings less than 25 ft 
tall, 3 ft for buildings taller than 

25 ft

Illumination Internally, externally, or halo lit 
or neon

Internally, externally, or halo lit 
or neon

Internally, externally, or halo lit
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Standard Industrial, Single Tenant Site Industrial. Multi-Tenant Site

Permitted Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 at primary frontage, 1 at secondary frontage 1 per tenant at primary frontage, 1 per tenant at 
secondary frontage.

Max. Area, Primary 1 sf per 1 linear ft of building frontage, not to exceed 
60 sf

1 sf per 1 linear ft of tenant building frontage, not 
to exceed 40 sf per sign.  If a tenant space is larger 
than 60,000 sf, the wall sign for that tenant may be 

up to 60 sf

Max. Area, Secondary 1 sf per 1 linear ft of building frontage, not to exceed 
30 sf

1 sf per 1 linear ft of building frontage, not to exceed 
25 sf

Max. Height Roof line Roof line

Max. Sign Height 3 ft 3 ft

Illumination No No

4.11.c  WALL SIGNS in INDUSTRIAL AREAS  In 
addition to the standards in Sec. 4.11, wall signs in industrial areas are 
subject to the following standards:

1. Wall signs may be located on primary and secondary public street 
frontages. Only one primary frontage shall be designated per site.  
Sites may have more than one secondary frontage. 

2. In addition to the signs in this section, buildings with public rear 
entrances may have a 6 sf unlit sign above each entrance, one (1) 
per tenant.

3. Cabinet signs are not permitted.
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4.11.d  WALL SIGNS in MIXED USE AREAS  In 
addition to the standards in Sec. 4.11, wall signs in mixed use areas are 
subject to the standards below.     

1. For lots or sites with only residential uses, the standards in 
Residential Areas apply.

2. For all other sites, the standards in Commercial Areas apply. 
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 4.11.e  WALL SIGNS in DOWNTOWN  In addition to the 
standards in Sec. 4.11, wall signs in downtown are subject to the following 
standards:

1. Wall signs may be located on primary and secondary public street 
frontages. Only one primary frontage shall be designated per site.  
Sites may have more than one secondary frontage. 

2. In addition to wall signs on primary or secondary frontages, wall 
signs may be permitted on an alternative location on the structure, 
such as a parking lot, plaza, alley or other area, provided there is an 
operable public entrance to the building orienting to that area.

3. The area allowance for wall signs shall include any sign area 
utilized on a canopy sign, awning sign, marquee sign, or projecting 
sign.

4. Visible raceways and transformers are not permitted.

Standard Downtown, Single Tenant Site Downtown, Multi-Tenant Site

Permitted Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 at primary frontage, 1 at secondary frontage, 1 at 
alternative area

1 per tenant at primary frontage, 1 per tenant at 
secondary frontage, 1 per tenant at alternative area

Max. Area, Primary 2 sf per 1 linear ft of building frontage 2 sf per 1 linear ft of building frontage, total for all 
signs

Max. Area, Secondary and 
Alternative

1 sf per 1 linear ft of building frontage 1 sf per 1 linear ft of building frontage, total for all 
signs

Max. Installation Height Roof line, 20 ft, or 2nd story window sill,
whichever is less

Roof line, 20 ft, or 2nd story window sill,
whichever is less

Max. Sign Height -- --

Illumination Externally, halo lit or neon Externally, halo lit or neon
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5.1 TEMPORARY SIGNS.   The standards of this Section apply 
to all temporary signs.  Temporary signs may be subject to additional 
standards set out elsewhere within these regulations.

Sign Types.  Temporary signs include the following types:

5.2 Fabric Signs

5.3 Sandwich Board Signs

5.4 Site Signs

5.5 Yard Signs

5.6 Window Signs

1. The purpose of temporary signs is to display messages for a 
temporary duration.  Temporary signs shall not be used to 
circumvent the regulations that apply to permanent signs or to 
add permanent signage to a property in addition to that which is 
allowed by these regulations.

2. In general, a temporary sign shall be removed as of the date that:

a. It becomes an abandoned sign;

b. It falls into disrepair; or

c. The expiration of the number of days in the tables below.

Site SignFabric Sign Sandwich 
Board Sign

Window Sign

MESSAGE

MESSAGE

MESSAGE
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5.2 FABRIC SIGNS   Fabric signs, also referred to as banners, are 
subject to the following standards:

1. Fabric signs placed on a wall shall not obstruct any portion of a 
window, doorway, or other architectural detail. 

2. Fabric signs mounted on the ground may not be located within the 
vision clearance area.

3. Fabric signs may be installed for civic events on a utility pole with 
the consent of both the utility provider and the Department of 
Planning and Building Safety.  A fabric sign shall be attached at 
the top and bottom of utility pole brackets that project no more 
than thirty (30) inches from the utility pole.  Fabric signs installed 
on utility poles shall not exceed twenty-four (24) inches in width 
and forty-eight (48) inches in height, with a minimum clearance of 
eight (8) feet maintained from any travel or walking surface.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted Yes, Institutional or 
Multi-Family uses 

only

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Max. Number 1 1 per tenant 1 per building 1 per tenant 1 per tenant

Max. Area 32 sf 60 sf or wall 
sign allowance, 

whichever is less

40 sf 40 sf 40 sf

Max. Height Roof line or 25 ft, 
whichever is less

Roof line Roof line Roof line or 25 ft, 
whichever is less

Roof line or 25 ft, 
whichever is less

Max. Time Permitted 60 days in a 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days in a 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days in a 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days in a 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days in a 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

Illumination No No No No No

Min. Setback, if ground 
mounted

10 ft 10 ft 15 ft 10 ft 3 ft

Max. area 
dimensions 
24” x 48”

8’ min. 
clearance

Brackets 
may extend 
30” max.

M

E

S

S

A

G

E
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5.3 SANDWICH BOARD SIGNS  Sandwich board signs are 
subject to the standards below.  

1. High quality materials and artistic designs shall be used in the 
construction of sandwich board signs. No plastic board or plastic 
letters shall be permitted.

2. A sandwich board sign shall not obstruct pedestrian circulation.  A 
minimum of four (4) feet of sidewalk clearance shall be maintained 
at all times.

3. Sandwich board signs must be removed each day at close of 
business.

4. Sandwich board signs must be anchored to the ground or weighted 
sufficiently to prevent movement by wind.

5. In Downtown, sandwich board signs may be placed in right-of-
way on a sidewalk or on a private walkway immediately adjacent to 
the building frontage with the primary entry of a tenant or site.  

6. In Commercial and Mixed-Use areas, sandwich boards are 
permitted only on walkways not in right-of-way and shall be 
located adjacent to the business and on the same frontage as the 
primary entry.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted No Yes No Yes Yes

Permit Req’d -- No -- No No

Max. Number -- 1 per tenant -- 1 per tenant 1 per tenant

Max. Area -- 6 sf -- 6 sf 6 sf

Max. Time Permitted -- Unlimited -- Unlimited Unlimited

Illumination -- No -- No No

Min. Setback -- None -- None None
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5.4 SITE SIGNS   Site signs are subject to the following standards:

1. Site signs are not intended to be installed in place of a permanent 
sign.

2. Site signs are only allowed on properties with active listings for 
sale or for rent, or on properties with active building permits.  

3. Site signs may not be located within a vision clearance area.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d No No No No No

Max. Number 1 1 per frontage, 
minimum distance 
between site signs 

is 1,000 ft

1 1 1

Max. Area 24 sf 32 sf 32 sf 32 sf 24 sf

Max. Height 6 ft 8 ft 8 ft 8 ft 6 ft

Max. Time Permitted See # 2 above See # 2 abovea See # 2 above See # 2 above See # 2 above

Illumination No No No No No

Min. Setback 10 ft 15 ft 10 ft 10 ft 3 ft

50

635



Section 5: Temporary Signs

City of Louisville Sign Code

 

5.5 YARD SIGNS  Yard signs are subject to the standards below.  

1. Yard signs may not be placed in a vision clearance area.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d No No No No No

Max. Number unlimited for sites 
with residential 

uses, 1 per frontage 
for site with 

institutional uses

1 per frontage per 
tenant

1 per frontage per 
tenant

1 per frontage per 
tenant

1 per frontage per 
tenant

Max. Area 6 sf 6 sf 6 sf 6 sf 6 sf

Max. Height 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft 4 ft

Max. Time Permitted 120 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days per
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

Illumination No No No No No

Min. Setback None None None None None
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5.6 WINDOW SIGNS  Temporary window signs are subject to 
the standards below.

1. Temporary window signs are allowed in all locations where 
permanent window signs are allowed.

2. The temporary sign area allowance is in addition to the area 
allowance for permanent window signage, pursuant to Section 4.5.  
If a site does not utilize all of the permanent allowance, that area 
may be used for temporary window signage, in addition to the area 
listed below.

3. Temporary window signs shall be affixed to the window such 
that the fastener (e.g. tape) is not highly visible, or signs shall be 
mounted inside of the building for viewing through the window.

Standard Residential Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Downtown

Permitted Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Permit Req’d No No No No No

Max. Number 1 Unlimited, subject 
to max. area

1 per building entry Unlimited, subject 
to max. area

Unlimited, subject 
to max. area

Max. Area 6 sf 25% of window or 
door

25% of window or 
door

25% of window, not 
to exceed 12 sf

20% of window, not 
to exceed 8 sf

Max. Time Permitted 120 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

60 days per 
calendar year, not 

required to be 
consecutive

Illumination No No No No No
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6.1 DEFINITIONS. The following words, terms and phrases when used in these regulations shall have the 
meanings ascribed to them in this Section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning: 

Abandoned sign means a sign, including sign face and supporting structure, which is unsafe, constitutes a hazard to 
safety or health by reason of inadequate maintenance, dilapidation or obsolescence and/or is not kept in good repair; 
or which contains no sign copy on all sign faces for a continuous period of three (3) months.

Alteration means change in the size or shape of an existing sign. 

Animated means the use of movement or change of lighting to depict action or to create a special effect or scene. 

Animated sign means any sign flashing or simulating motion with an electronic or manufactured source of supply or 
contains wind-actuated motion.

Architectural features means finished elements of a building that define a structure’s architectural style and physical 
uniqueness, including, but not limited by windows, doors, trim, and ornamental features.

Awning sign means a sign permanently affixed to a sheet of canvas or other material stretched on a frame and used 
to keep the sun or rain off a storefront, window, doorway, or deck.

Banner. See definition for Fabric sign.

Billboard means any sign in excess of fifty (50) square feet in size oriented to a public street utilized to advertise a 
product or service that is not produced or conducted on the same property as the sign.

Building means any structure built for the shelter or enclosure of persons, animals, chattels or property or substances 
of any kind, excluding fences.  

Building frontage means the horizontal, linear dimension of that side of a building which abuts a street, a parking 
area, plaza, alley, or other circulation area open to the general public; and having either a main window display of the 
enterprise or a public entrance to the building. 

a. Where more than one use or tenant occupies a building, each such use or tenant having a public 
entrance or main window display for its exclusive use shall be considered to have its own building 
frontage, which shall be the frontage width of the portion of the building occupied by that use. 

b. On corner and double-frontage lots, each building frontage that abuts a street, highway, private drives, 
or alley shall be considered to have both a primary and secondary frontage.

Cabinet sign means a sign structure consisting of the frame and face(s), not including the internal components, 
embellishments or support structure.

Canopy sign means a sign permanently affixed to a roofed shelter covering a sidewalk, walkway, driveway or other 
similar area which shelter may be wholly supported by a building or may be wholly or partially supported by col-
umns, poles or braces extended from the ground.
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Channel letter means a three-dimensional character that may include an internal or external light source. 

Character means any graphic symbol used for sign text, included but not limited to letters, numbers and logos.

City Manager means the City Manager of Louisville, Colorado or his or her designee.

Civic event means any event held or advertised on property or right-of-way owned, or controlled by the City of 
Louisville, either financially or with in-kind services, and having a valid special event permit. 

Clearance means the distance from the bottom of a sign face elevated above grade and the grade below. 

Copy means the words, message, logo, symbols, figures or images on a sign. 

Copy area means the area that encloses the words, message, logo, symbols, figures or images on a sign.

Copy change means replacement or alteration to any portion of a sign that includes copy.  This includes any change 
that alters the script, size, color or arrangement of copy on a sign face, or replacement of a sign face.  This does not 
include any change to manual changable copy, such as readerboards.

Electric sign means any sign containing electrical wiring, but not including signs illuminated by exterior light 
sources, such as floodlights. 

Directional sign means any sign that is designed and erected for the purpose of providing direction and/or orienta-
tion for pedestrian or vehicular traffic with or without reference to, or inclusion of, the name of a product sold or 
service performed on the lot or in a building, structure or business enterprise occupying the same.

Display sign means a sign either 1) mounted on a building wall oriented to pedestrians, or 2) a freestanding sign 
oriented to occupants of a vehicle in a drive aisle.

Electronic message center sign means a sign capable of displaying words, symbols, figures or images that can be 
electronically or mechanically changed by remote or automatic means. 

Externally illuminated means lighting by means of a light source which is directed at a reflecting surface in such 
a way as to illuminate the sign from the front, or a light source which is primarily designed to illuminate the entire 
building facade upon which a sign is displayed. External illumination does not include lighting which is primarily 
used for purposes other than sign illumination; e.g., parking lot lights, or lights inside a building which may silhou-
ette a window sign but which are primarily installed to serve as inside illumination.

Fabric sign includes any temporary sign, banner, pennant, valance or advertising display constructed of cloth, canvas, 
fabric or other light material, with or without frames, which is not permanently fixed to a supporting structure. 

Flag. A fabric device similar to and including national and state flags, designed to be attached to a flagpole. 

Flagpole means a pole, either building-mounted or freestanding, that is used for displaying a flag.
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Flashing means a pattern of changing light illumination where the sign illumination alternates suddenly between 
fully illuminated and fully non-illuminated for the purpose of drawing attention to the sign. 

Freestanding sign means a sign which is not attached to a building.

Frontage means the linear frontage - Primary or Secondary - of a lot, parcel or site abutting on a public street, park, 
plaza, walkway, or alley. 

Grade (ground level) means the average of the finished grade surface elevation as measured in Section 3.1.1. 

Halo lit means an illuminated reverse channel letter (open or translucent back) so light from the letter is directed 
against the surface behind the letter producing a halo lighting effect around the letter. Also referred to as silhouette 
lit or back lit.

Handheld sign means a temporary sign held, suspended or supported by an individual. Handheld signs do not 
include handheld signs utilized for traffic control or safety purposes. Also known as a human directional, sign spinner 
or sign twirler sign.

Hazard means whenever any portion, support structure or appurtenance of a sign is likely to fail or to become de-
tached or dislodged or collapse. 

Iconic sign means an existing non-conforming sign with a distinctive architectural style and specifically designated as 
an Iconic Sign as provided herein.

Incidental sign means a small sign affixed to a building or structure, machine, equipment, fence, gate, wall, gasoline 
pump, public telephone, or utility cabinet.

Inflatable sign means a balloon, blimp or other inflated object used for attracting attention.

Internal illumination means lighting by means of a light source which is within a sign having a translucent back-
ground, silhouetting opaque letters or designs, or which is within letters or designs which are themselves made of a 
translucent material. 

Kiosk means a small structure, typically located within a pedestrian walkway or similar circulation area, and intended 
for use as a key, magazine or similar type of small shop, or for use as display space for posters, notices, exhibits, etc. 

Landmark Sign means an existing sign with a distinctive architectural style and historic significance which has been 
officially designated as a Landmark Sign as provided herein.

Light source includes neon, fluorescent or similar tube lighting, the incandescent bulb (including the light-produc-
ing elements therein) light-emitting diode (LED) and any reflecting surface which, by reason of its construction and/
or placement, becomes in effect the light source. 

Logo means an emblem, letter, character, picture, trademark or symbol used to represent any firm, organization, entity 
or product. 
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Lot means a portion or parcel of land, whether part of a platted subdivision or otherwise, occupied or intended to 
be occupied by a building or use and its accessories, together with such yards as are required under the provisions of 
the Louisville Municipal Code.  A lot must be an integral unit of land held under unified ownership in fee or in co-
tenancy, or under legal control tantamount to such ownership. 

Maintenance means the repairing or repainting of a portion of a sign structure; periodic changing of bulletin board 
panels; or renewing of copy which has been made unusable by ordinary wear and tear, weather or accident. 

Marquee means a permanently-roofed structure with changeable messages attached to and supported by a building 
above an entrance.

Marquee sign means any sign made a part of a marquee and designed to have changeable copy.

Message hold time means the time interval a static message must remain on the display before transitioning to 
another message.

Multi -tenant building means a structure housing more than one retail business, office or commercial venture but 
not including residential apartment buildings, which share the same lot, access and/or parking facilities.

Mural means a picture or graphic illustration applied directly to a wall of a commercial building or structure that 
does not advertise or promote a particular business, service or product.

Nonconforming sign means a sign which was validly installed under laws or ordinances in effect at the time of its 
installation, but which is in conflict with the current provisions of these regulations. 

Off-premise sign means a sign which advertises or directs attention to products or activities not provided on the 
parcel or site upon which the sign is located. 

Owner means a person, firm, corporation or other legal entity recorded as such on the records of the County Asses-
sor including a duly authorized agent or attorney, a purchaser, devisee, fiduciary or a person having a vested or contin-
gent interest in the property in question. 

Pennant means a triangular, square or rectangular shaped flag attached in a string-type manner. Pennants do not 
contain any words, logos or emblems. 

Permanent sign means any sign constructed of durable materials and affixed, lettered, attached to or placed upon a 
fixed, non-movable, non-portable supporting structure.

Pole sign means a permanent sign supported by one or more poles or pylons.

Projecting sign means a double-faced sign attached perpendicular to the wall of a building or structure which proj-
ects over private or public property. 

Raceway means an enclosed box that functions as a mounting mechanism, and electronic component enclosure for 
wall mounted signage.
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Roof means the cover of any building, including the eaves and similar projections. 

Roofline means the highest point on any building where an exterior wall encloses usable floor space, including floor 
area for housing mechanical equipment. The term “roofline” also includes the highest point on any parapet wall, pro-
viding such parapet wall extends around the entire perimeter of the building. 

Roof sign means a sign erected upon or above a roof or parapet wall of a building and which is wholly or partially 
supported by such building. 

Sandwich board means a type of portable sign that is intended to be placed on a hard surface, most commonly a 
sidewalk. These signs include A-frame signs, signs that are suspended from the top member of an A-frame, signs 
with weighted bases, and comparable signs.

Setback means the distance from the property line to the nearest part of the applicable building, structure, or sign, 
measured perpendicularly to the property line.

Sign means any written copy, display, illustration, insignia or illumination used to communicate a message or idea 
which is displayed or placed in view of the general public, and shall include every detached sign and every sign 
attached to or forming a component part of any marquee, canopy, awning, pole, vehicle or other object, whether 
stationary or movable. 

Sign face means the exterior display surface of a sign (including nonstructural trim, yet exclusive of the supporting 
sign structure) upon, against, or through which a message is displayed or illustrated. 

Sign height shall be the vertical distance from established grade at the base of the sign to the highest element or the 
uppermost point on the sign or sign structure. 

Sign program means a design package that identifies a coordinated project theme of uniform design elements for all 
sign associated with a building, including color, lettering style, material, and placement.

Site means a lot, lots, parcel or tract of land under common ownership, or developed together as a single develop-
ment site, regardless of how many uses occupy the site.  

Site sign means a temporary freestanding sign constructed of vinyl, plastic, wood or metal and designed or intended 
to be displayed for a limited period of time on a site with an active listing for sale or for rent, or on properties with 
active building permits.

Street frontage means the linear frontage (or frontages) of a lot or parcel abutting on a private or public street which 
provides principal access to, or visibility of, the premises. 

Teardrop banner sign means a type of temporary sign consisting of cloth, bunting, canvas or similar fabric, attached 
to a single vertical support structure with distinctive color, words, patterns or symbolic logos for display.  Also known 
as a feather banner, flying banner or a wave banner sign.

Temporary sign means any sign based upon its materials, location and/or means of construction, e.g., light fabric, 
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cardboard, wallboard, plywood, paper or other light materials, with or without a frame, intended or designed to be 
displayed for a limited period of time. 

Traffic control sign means a sign erected in a public right-of way by an authorized governmental agency for the 
purposes of traffic regulation and safety.

Transition duration means the time interval it takes the display to change from one complete static message to 
another complete static message. 

Transition method means a visual effect applied to a message to transition from one message to the next. Transition 
methods include: 

a. Dissolve – a frame effect accomplished by varying the light intensity or pattern, where the first frame 
gradually appears to dissipate and lose legibility simultaneously with the gradual appearance and 
legibility of the second frame. 

b. Fade – a frame effect accomplished by varying the light intensity, where the first frame gradually 
reduces intensity to the point of not being legible (i.e. fading to black) and the subsequent frame 
gradually increases intensity to the point of legibility. 

Vehicle sign means a sign that is printed, painted upon or attached to motor vehicles, including semi-truck trailers, 
used primarily for the delivery of products, passengers or services or for business purposes other than as a sign. 

Vision clearance area means a triangular area on a lot at the intersection of two streets, a street and a railroad, a 
street and an alley, or a street and a recreational trail, two sides of which are curb lines measured from the corner 
intersection of the curb lines to a distance specified in the Sec. 17.08.590 of the Louisville Municipal Code.

Wall sign means any sign painted on or affixed to the wall of a building or structure, or any sign consisting of cut-out 
letters or devices affixed to a wall with no background defined on the wall in such a manner that the wall forms the 
background surface of the sign. 

Window means an opening for letting in light or air or for looking through, usually having a pane or panes of glass, 
etc. Spandrel glass that appears to be a window shall not be considered as such. 

Window sign means any sign which is applied or attached to either the interior or exterior of a window and in-
tended to be viewed from outside the building or structure. 

Yard sign means a temporary freestanding sign constructed of paper, vinyl, plastic, wood, metal or other comparable 
material, and designed or intended to be displayed for a limited period of time on a lot with one or more existing 
permanent structures.
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Sign Type Standard Existing Regulation Proposed Regulation Comments

Restrictions on raceways Only prohibited downtown

Prohibited in downtown, design standards in 

3.2.2

Electronic Message Centers None, prohibited under moving signs

New standards in 3.4, allowed on gas station 

monument signs and certain display signs, may 

be allowed elsewhere with PUD

Character height

18" max industrial areas, 24" max 

commercial areas, 8" min on 

monument signs None

Illumination Varies

Varies, generally standards are updated to 

allow more modern technology

Downtown, maximum area 1 sf/1 lin ft awning 40% of awning face

Commercial, maximum area None 40% of awning face

Mixed-Use, maximum area

Not allowed on arterials, 1 sf/1 lin ft 

awning elsewhere 40% of awning face

Canopy Signs in 

Vehicular Areas, 

4.3.a

Maximum area None
25% of the face of the canopy, on properties 

with a canopy authorized through a PUD

Also cannot wrap a canopy 

with colors and materials 

associated with the design of 

the canopy sign

Downtown, maximum area 1 sf/1 lin ft canopy 1 sf/1 lin ft canopy

Commercial, maximum area None 2 sf/1 lin ft canopy

Mixed-Use, maximum area

None on arterials, 1 sf/1 lin ft canopy 

elsewhere 1 sf/1 lin ft canopy

Residential, maximum area None

1 sf/1 lin ft canopy, Multi-Family and 

Institutional only

Downtown, maximum area Wall only, 8 sf Wall only, 8 sf

Commercial, maximum area None 8 sf wall, 32 sf drive-thru

Mixed-Use, maximum area

None for arterials, wall only 8 sf 

elsewhere 8 sf wall, 32 sf drive-thru

Maximum height, all areas None 7 ft

Electronic Message Centers None In Commercial or Mixed-Use only

Awning Signs, 4.2

General Standards

Display Signs, 4.4

Canopy Signs in 

Pedestrian Areas, 

4.3.b
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Downtown, maximum area

20% of window or 8 sf, whichever is 

less 20% of window or 8 sf, whichever is less

Commercial, maximum area 25% of window 25% of window

Mixed-Use, maximum area 25% of window 25% of window or 12 sf, whichever is less

Industrial, maximum area

25% of window, limited to tenant name 

only 10% of door/window, 1 per entry

Residential, maximum area None

10% of door/window, 1 per entry, Multi-

Family and Institutional only

Downtown, maximum heightPUD only, no standards 7 ft, with PUD

Commercial, maximum heightPUD only, no standards 7 ft, with PUD

Mixed-Use, maximum height PUD only, no standards 10 ft, with PUD

Industrial, maximum height PUD only, no standards Not allowed

Downtown, maximum area 2 sf/1 lin ft frontage 2 sf/1 lin ft frontage

Commercial, maximum area None 1 sf/1 lin ft frontage, not to exceed 150 sf

Mixed-Use, maximum area

Not allowed on arterials, 2sf/1 lin ft 

frontage elsewhere 2 sf/1 lin ft frontage, not to exceed 60 sf

Downtown, maximum height4 ft 4 ft

Commercial, maximum heightNone 8 ft

Mixed-Use, maximum height

Not allowed on arterials, 4 ft 

elsewhere 6 ft

Downtown, maximum area

50% of building façade, provided wall 

has minimum 500 sf uninterupted space 100% building frontage

Commercial, maximum area None 75% building frontage

Mixed-Use maximum area

Not allowed on arterials, Downtown 

standards for other areas 100% building frontage

Residential, maximum area None 50% building frontage, Institutional uses only

Downtown, maximum area 9 sf 9 sf

Commercial, maximum area 4 sf 12 sf

Mixed-Use, maximum area 4 sf on arterials, 9 sf elsewhere 9 sf

Industrial, maximum area Not permitted Not permitted

Maximum number 1 per tenant

1 per tenant per frontage, not to exceed 2 

signs

Not on primary frontage

1st floor windows only

Murals, 4.8

Projecting Signs, 

4.9

Marquee Signs, 4.7

Window Signs, 4.5

Kiosk Signs, 4.6
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Single family neighborhood - 1 per 

neighborhood entrance, not to exceed 4 signs

Multi-family property - 1 at each entry drive, 

not to exceed 2 signs

Institutional use - 1 at each entry drive, not to 

exceed 2 signs

Single family neighborhood - 32 sf

Multi-family property - 40 sf

Institutional use - 40 sf

Single family neighborhood - 6 sf

Multi-family property - 8 sf

Institutional use - 8 sf

1 per primary subdivision entranceMaximum number

8 ftMaximum height

Freestanding Signs, 

Residential 4.10a

32 sfMaximum area

646



Sign Type Standard Existing Regulation Proposed Regulation Comments

Commercial single tenant - 1 per frontage, not 

to exceed 2 signs

Commercial multi-tenant - 1 per frontage, not 

to exceed 4 signs 

Office single tenant - 1 per frontage, not to 

exceed 2 signs

Office multi-tenant - 1 per frontage, not to 

exceed 3 signs

Commercial single tenant -48 sf, 24 sf 

secondary

Commercial multi-tenant - 60 sf when less 

than 60,000 sf FA, 96 sf when more than 

60,000 sf FA, 32 sf secondary

Office single tenant -40 sf, 16 sf secondary

Office multi-tenant - 48 sf when less than 

60,000 sf FA, 60 sf when more than 60,000 sf 

FA, 24 sf secondary

Adjacent to US 36 - additional 50% in area

Commercial single tenant - 8 ft, 5 ft secondary

Commercial multi-tenant - 12 ft, 6 ft 

secondary

Office single tenant - 6 ft, 5 ft secondary

Office multi-tenant - 8 ft, 6 ft secondary

Adjacent to US 36 - additional 100% in height

Sites with more than 500 ft 

of frontage may have 

another sign meeting the 

secondary standards on that 

frontage

 1 per building, more through PUDMaximum number

Maximum area 60 sf retail, 40 sf office

NoneMaximum height

Freestanding Signs, 

Commercial 4.10b
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Sign Type Standard Existing Regulation Proposed Regulation Comments

Single-tenant - 1 per frontage, not to exceed 2 

signs

Mulit-tenant - 1 per frontage, not to exceed 4 

signs

Single-tenant - 25 sf, 15 sf secondary

Multi-tenant - 40 sf, 25 sf secondary

Single-tenant - 6 ft, 5 ft secondary

Multi-tenant - 8 ft, 6 ft secondary

signs

Multi-tenant - 1 per frontage, not to exceed 4 

signs

secondary

Multi-tenant, arterial frontage - 60 sf, 32 sf 

secondary

Single-tenant, non-arterial frontage - 24 sf, 16 

sf secondary

Multi-tenant, non-arterial frontage - 32 sf, 24, 

sf secondary

Single-tenant, arterial frontage - 8 ft, 5 ft 

secondary

Multi-tenant, arterial frontage - 12 ft, 6 ft 

secondary

Single-tenant, non-arterial frontage - 6 ft, 5 ft 

secondary

Multi-tenant, non-arterial frontage - 8 ft, 6 ft 

secondary

Sites with more than 500 ft 

of frontage may have 

another sign meeting the 

secondary standards on that 

Maximum number 1 per building, more through PUD

60 sf retail, 40 sf office on arterials, 9 sf 

elsewhere
Maximum area

Sites with more than 500 ft 

of frontage may have 

another sign meeting the 

secondary standards on that 

frontage

1 per building, more through PUDMaximum number

Maximum area 25 sf

None on arterials, 6 sf elsewhereMaximum height

Freestanding signs, 

Mixed-Use, 4.10d

6 ftMaximum height

Freestanding Signs, 

Industrial, 4.10c
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Sign Type Standard Existing Regulation Proposed Regulation Comments

Maximum number 1 per building 1 per building

Only when other allowed 

sign types cannot provide 

adequate messaging

Maximum area 9 sf 9 sf

Maximum height 6 ft 6 ft

Multi-family - 1 per building

Institutional - 1 primary, 1 secondary

Multi-family - 24 sf

Institutional - 32 sf, 15 sf secondary

Multi-family - 15 ft or roof line

Institutional - 20 ft or roofline

Multi-family - 2 ft

Institutional - 3 ft

1 per tenant frontage, not to exceed 3 

signs

Single-tenant - 1 primary, 1 secondary, + 1 

each 100 lin ft of wall

1 per tenant frontage, not to exceed 3 

signs

Multi-tenant - 1 per tenant primary, 1 per 

tenant secondary

1 per tenant
Office only - 1 per tenant primary, 1 per 

tenant secondary

1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 200 sf
Single-tenant - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 100 

sf

1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 200 sf
Multi-tenant - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 100 

sf per sign

40 sf each, not to exceed 100 sf total
Office only - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 40 sf 

per sign, 100 sf total

Adjacent to US 36, additional 50% area

Single-tenant - Roofline

Multi-tenant - Roofline

Office only - Roofline

Single-tenant - 3 ft

Multi-tenant - 4 ft

Office only - 2 ft if less than 25 ft, 3 ft if more 

than 25 ft tall building

Adjacent to US 36, additional 100% height

None, regulates character height

None

Maximum sign height

undefined

undefined

2 ft

undefined

Freestanding signs, 

Downtown, 4.10e

Maximum number

Maximum area

Maximum installation height

Wall signs, 

Residential, 4.11a

Maximum number

Maximum area

Maximum installation height

Maximum sign height

Wall signs, 

Commercial, 4.11b
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Sign Type Standard Existing Regulation Proposed Regulation Comments

Single tenant - 1 primary, 1 secondary

Mulit-tenant - 1 per tenant primary, 1 per 

tenant secondary

Single-tenant - Primary - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to 

exceed 60 sf, Secondary - 1sf/1 lin ft, not to 

exceed 30 sf

Multi-tenant -Primary - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to 

exceed 40 sf per sign.  If a tenant space is 

larger than 60,000 sf, may have up to 60 sf, 

Secondary - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 25 sf

Maximum installation height 25 ft Roofline

Maximum sign height None, regulates character height 3 ft

Wall signs, Mixed-

Use, 4.11d
Standards

Arterial - Same as Existing Commercial 

Wall Signs, Non-arterial , Same as 

ExistingDowntown Wall Signs

Sites with only residential uses - Proposed 

Residential Wall Sign standards apply, All 

other sites - Proposed Commercial Wall Sign 

standards apply

Single tenant - 1 primary, 1 secondary, 1 

alternative

Multi-tenant - 1 per tenant primary, 1 per 

tenant secondary, 1 per tenant alternative

Single-tenant - Primary - 2 sf/1 lin ft frontage, 

Secondary - 1 sf/1 lin ft frontage

Multi-tenant - Primary - 2 sf/lin ft frontage, 

Secondary - 1 sf/1 lin ft frontage

Maximum installation height

Roofline, 20 ft, or 2nd story window 

sill, whichever is less

Roofline, 20 ft, or 2nd story window sill, 

whichever is less

Maximum sign height None None

Primary - 2 sf/1 lin ft frontage, 

Secondary - 1 sf/1 lin ft frontage
Maximum area

Wall signs, 

Downtown, 4.11e

Wall signs, 

Industrial, 4.11c

Maximum number Subject to max area

1 per tenantMaximum number

15 sf per tenant, 80 sf totalMaximum area
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Location/Property Area

Existing 

Freestanding Sign 

Area 

Draft Code 

Freestanding Sign Area

Existing Freestanding 

Sign Height

Draft Code Freestanding 

Sign Height Bldg Square Footage

Alfalfas and Centre Court Commercial 54 sf 60 sf - Multi-tenant 11.5 ft tall 12 ft tall - Multi-tenant 32,093 sf

Village Square Commercial 54 sf 60 sf - Multi-tenant 12.5 ft tall 12 ft tall - Multi-tenant 45,000 sf

Century Retail Center Commercial

92 sf (28 sf allowed 

incorrectly though a 

building permit) 60 sf - Multi-tenant 12 ft tall 12 ft tall - Multi-tenant 33,150 sf

Avista Commercial 48 sf 96 sf - Multi-tenant 15 ft tall 12 ft tall - Multi-tenant 200,000+ sf

Louisville Plaza Commercial 96 sf 96 sf - Multi-tenant 14 ft tall 12 ft tall - Multi-tenant 200,000+ sf

168 Centennial Office 13 sf 48 sf - Multi-tenant office 6 ft tall 8 ft tall - Multi-tenant office 57,000 sf

400 S McCaslin Office 32 sf 48 sf - Multi-tenant office 6 ft 8 ft tall - Multi-tenant office 33,000 sf

Delo Plaza Mixed Use 53 sf 60 sf - Multi-tenant 12 ft tall 12 ft tall - Multi-tenant 13,600 sf

Lowes Commercial 32 sf 48 sf - Single tenant 5 ft tall 8 ft tall - Single tenant 

Goddard School Commercial 43 sf 48 sf - Single tenant 7 ft tall 8 ft tall - Single tenant
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Report generated at: 2018-10-11 19:42:28 by kdean

Project: City Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update

Question: Are there specific areas in the City where electronic message signs should be prohibited?

No. Contribution Author Posted at

1 Not close to homes where lights might disturb people's sleep. barbara.holub 23 Jul 2018, 12:16 PM

2 They are gaudy and not effective Pmcentee 23 Jul 2018, 12:28 PM

3 Mainstreet! Mars512 23 Jul 2018, 12:56 PM

4
South Boulder Rd, McCaslin: They could be distracting and hard to 

read at 40MPH with small fonts.
darioa 23 Jul 2018, 12:59 PM

5 In the downtown area. Mortenson947 23 Jul 2018, 01:30 PM

6
EVERYWHERE!!!!!!!  NO ELECTRONIC SIGNS

mah 23 Jul 2018, 02:24 PM

7 Historic Downtown Jeannette96 23 Jul 2018, 02:40 PM

8

Schools and public buildings.  I did like the sign at the Lafayette 

shopping center.  That is where I found out there was a pilates 

class!

nancyk 23 Jul 2018, 02:45 PM

9 everywhere except for schools and churches RTanner 23 Jul 2018, 03:21 PM

10 Everywhere!  Ugly! dscriber 23 Jul 2018, 03:24 PM

11 Downtown maryfclough 23 Jul 2018, 03:33 PM

12

This would be useful in areas where there is a large setback from 

traffic, however many of these only create a distraction and don't 

add information, beauty or character.  

Staje 23 Jul 2018, 04:23 PM

13 none dunlapcr 23 Jul 2018, 08:45 PM

14 Downtown Jageiger 23 Jul 2018, 08:59 PM

15
I don't see them as a benefit to the community. There are larger 

commercial issues rather than flashing signs.
jsroge 24 Jul 2018, 12:14 AM

16 Downtown area ebenidt 24 Jul 2018, 09:44 AM

17 Every where faunellwood 24 Jul 2018, 12:18 PM

18 Directly in front of homes not adjacent to biz being advertised. LaneO84 24 Jul 2018, 01:56 PM

19 Not downtown! Sucht 24 Jul 2018, 04:41 PM

20
Downtown, certainly. It would detract from the "Old Town" nature of 

our town.
Bud Talbot 24 Jul 2018, 08:55 PM

21 None along McCaslin or in the downtown. Provide light pollution. D.Cristopher Benner 25 Jul 2018, 06:53 AM

22
Along roadways because the signs distract drivers and are a safety 

risk
laesecke 25 Jul 2018, 10:08 AM

23 Would be distracting most places billyod 26 Jul 2018, 05:45 PM
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24 All mertens 27 Jul 2018, 04:14 PM

25

Electronic message signs most likely should be limited to monument 

signs that support retail or other service oriented businesses. 

Perhaps electronic message signs could be allowed for other uses 

on a temporary and permitted basis.

NMiesen70 29 Jul 2018, 02:26 PM

26 These electronic signs look tacky and are a distraction for drivers. joneskath 02 Aug 2018, 03:26 PM

27 No BillK 17 Aug 2018, 09:32 AM

28 Everywhere. This is out of character with our town. 303keane 20 Aug 2018, 12:06 PM

29 All Plumbdandy 10 Sep 2018, 07:18 PM

END OF REPORT
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Report generated at: 2018-10-11 19:47:29 by kdean
Project: City Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update
Question: Mural Comments

Contribution Author Posted at
1 Never thought of murals. But yes, I think I'll like them! barbara.holub 23 Jul 2018, 12:13 PM

2 I love them nancyk 23 Jul 2018, 02:44 PM

3 It's art - art should be everywhere!! RTanner 23 Jul 2018, 03:19 PM

4 And please paint all of the green utility boxes, like they do in 
Fort Collins, while you're at it :) dscriber 23 Jul 2018, 03:23 PM

5

I think it would be wonderful to have as many artistic items on 
any building around the city.  I think of Loveland and how the 
city sponsors a lot of art around the city.  Louisville could do 
the same.  We should support the arts.

vrsalcido 23 Jul 2018, 04:19 PM

6 I love the murals.  They add color and beauty and are an 
expression of local artistry. Staje 23 Jul 2018, 04:20 PM

7 I believe they are an urban decoration and belong in such. jsroge 24 Jul 2018, 12:13 AM

8

Hell yes!! I travelled through Europe last year and some of 
the most intriguing displays of culture were the many large 
murals and art all over. Artistic expression is the future of a 
cooperative culture. 

LaneO84 24 Jul 2018, 01:51 PM

9 Murals add an artistic flare and beauty to building facades. 
Diversity and variety can be represented. Sucht 24 Jul 2018, 04:35 PM

10 As long as the murals are not for commercial purposes and 
not misinterpreted as billboards. D.Cristopher Benner 25 Jul 2018, 06:52 AM

11 Grear public art would be an asset in most places billyod 26 Jul 2018, 05:44 PM

12
If allowed outside of downtown, mural content shall be 
subject to a City review and approval process to ensure 
continuity of message etc.

NMiesen70 29 Jul 2018, 02:22 PM

13 They are flat out ugly and most look like graffiti gone bad. BillK 17 Aug 2018, 09:31 AM
14 The more, the merrier. Plumbdandy 10 Sep 2018, 07:15 PM

END OF REPORT
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Report generated at: 2018-10-11 19:41:52 by kdean
Project: City Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update
Question: Sandwich Board Comments

Contribution Author Posted at
1 As long as they don't block sidewalks too much barbara.holub 23 Jul 2018, 12:14 PM

2

Why do downtown business receive special treatment?  Why 
are other Louisville businesses not allowed signs?  

Now , that said, there should be restrictions on size, 
placement, etc.  There are so many on downtown side walks 
now they often block pathways

mah 23 Jul 2018, 02:22 PM

3

there should no sandwich boards anywhere - they obstruct 
the sidewalk which is already obstructed by folks reading 
menus and folks stopping to chat with each other and waiters 
working and tables for business at restaurants.

RTanner 23 Jul 2018, 03:20 PM

4 No, I hate them in the grocery store and I hate them on the 
street.  Just one more thing to maneuver around! dscriber 23 Jul 2018, 03:24 PM

5
If any commercial property feels that a sandwich board will 
help them with foot traffic, then I believe they should be 
allowed to have these signs.  They look good in some areas.

vrsalcido 23 Jul 2018, 04:21 PM

6 I believe boards to be legitimate and reasonable form of 
advertising for businesses jsroge 24 Jul 2018, 12:14 AM

7
And there should be no cost or permit for them. Let people 
promote their businesses at their storefront, only makes 
sense. Jut need to make sure there are no ADA obstructions. 

LaneO84 24 Jul 2018, 01:53 PM

8
If they don’t unreasonably block sidewalk access,  then yes. 
They add visability for small businesses. And seem inviting 
and quaint.

Sucht 24 Jul 2018, 04:36 PM

9 Helpful and fun billyod 26 Jul 2018, 05:44 PM
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10

The type,  size, material and method of anchoring 
requirements shall subject to City review and approval to 
ensure aesthetic quality and safety. Additionally some 
regulations as to the allowed locations for sandwich boards 
shall be determined.

NMiesen70 29 Jul 2018, 02:24 PM

11

This could be an effective way for restaurants and other 
businesses along McCaslin, South Boulder Road, and other 
areas with pedestrian traffic to inform potential customers of 
daily specials, etc.

joneskath 02 Aug 2018, 03:25 PM

12 They work downtown where there is a lot of foot traffic; they 
would be hazards on say McCaslin. BillK 17 Aug 2018, 09:32 AM

13 With appropriate limitations / regulations 303keane 20 Aug 2018, 12:05 PM

14 It doesn't seem fair that one commercial district should be 
allowed to use these but not others. Plumbdandy 10 Sep 2018, 07:15 PM

END OF REPORT
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Report generated at: 2018-10-11 19:39:57 by kdean

Project: City Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update

Question: Size of Sign Letters

No. Contribution Author Posted at

1 MINIMIZE signage! mah 23 Jul 2018, 03:05 PM

2 again, an aging population needs a larger font size RTanner 23 Jul 2018, 03:28 PM

3

People gotta know where they’re headed and a bigger sign 

on the building is better than a bigger list of signs for the 

corner. Also, ease of visibility will reduce traffic accidents 

related to people looking for a place. 

LaneO84 24 Jul 2018, 02:10 PM

4

This character size of a sign shall be subject to the location of 

the building from the street front, zone use of area, 

surrounding landscape elements and overall proportions of 

the building or retail development.

NMiesen70 29 Jul 2018, 02:45 PM

5 I don't struggle to see the letters on any existing buildings. Plumbdandy 10 Sep 2018, 07:43 PM

END OF REPORT
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Report generated at: 2018-10-11 19:46:06 by kdean

Project: City Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update

Question: Size of Signs

No. Contribution Author Posted at

1
Larger signs would be easier to read but should not be 

overwhelming
barbara.holub 23 Jul 2018, 12:31 PM

2
We came from CA and the signage is terrible here.  We had 

trouble finding the DMV !
nancyk 23 Jul 2018, 02:51 PM

3 Let's keep Louisville beautiful!  Few signs, greater beauty. mah 23 Jul 2018, 03:04 PM

4
we have an older population that an increase in font size 

would help tremendously
RTanner 23 Jul 2018, 03:28 PM

5 Or less Louisvillejoy 25 Jul 2018, 06:35 AM

6 Bigger is not better for these billyod 26 Jul 2018, 05:53 PM

7

In efforts to assist retail business monument signs need to be 

visible from vehicular ways.

Depending upon the landscaping along the street front this 

may require that a monument sign is larger than currently 

allowed. Again I think the size, design, materials, foundation 

and lighting of monuments signs shall be subject to City 

review and approval.

NMiesen70 29 Jul 2018, 02:44 PM

8 Keep them small Wukoki 30 Jul 2018, 10:41 PM

9
Size increase commensurate with information size, e.g. not 

just large signs with small type, but big signs with big type.
BillK 17 Aug 2018, 09:37 AM

10

Your question asks one thing. Your example illustrates 

another. Are you asking about increasing the height 

allowance, or allowing for more square feet, or both? I don't 

see a need for signs to be any larger OR taller than existing.

Plumbdandy 10 Sep 2018, 07:42 PM

END OF REPORT
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Kristin Dean

From: Citizen Inquiries
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 2:09 PM
To: Kristin Dean
Subject: FW: City of Louisville, CO: Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update Public Workshop #

1

FYI 
 
Emily Hogan  
Assistant to the City Manager 
City of Louisville 
303‐335‐4528 
ehogan@louisvilleco.gov 
 
Sign up for the new Community Update E‐Newsletter here! 
 
From: Regina Macy [mailto:reginamacy@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 12:44 PM 
To: Citizen Inquiries <info@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: Re: City of Louisville, CO: Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update Public Workshop #1 

 
Hi All,   Thank you for your service. Since we live in such a beautiful city with great views please keep in mind 
the placement of signs.  Signs can so easily ruin views.  I know you'll do your best.  Sincerely,  Regina 
Macy  1021 Willow Place 80027 
 
On Wed, Apr 25, 2018 at 9:01 AM, City of Louisville, CO <info@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 

Design Guidelines and Sign Code Update Public Workshop #1 

 Date: 04/26/2018 6:30 PM - 8:30 PM  
 Location: City Hall 

749 Main Street 
Louisville, Colorado 80027  
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Please join us for a public workshop to discuss and provide input on the update to the City's commercial and 
industrial design guidelines and the sign code.  We will discuss topics such as building design, landscaping, 
sidewalk and bicycle connections, lighting, signs, and parking.  Visit the project website for more information 
and Engage Louisville to participate online.  Be sure to sign up for the Design Guidelines and Sign Code 
calendar and event e-notifications to stay informed of upcoming meetings and for other ways to participate.    

Having trouble viewing this email? View on the website instead.  

Change your eNotification preference.  

Unsubscribe from all City of Louisville, CO eNotifications.  
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Citizen Inquiries
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2019 11:33 AM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Subject: FW: City of Louisville, CO: Draft Sign Code - Public Open House

Hi Lisa. Do you want to respond to this? Thanks!! 
 
Emily Hogan  
Assistant City Manager for Communications & Special Projects 
City of Louisville 
303‐335‐4528 
ehogan@louisvilleco.gov 
 

From: Ernie Villany [mailto:ernest.villany.cpa@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 8, 2019 11:43 PM 
To: Citizen Inquiries <info@louisvilleco.gov> 
Subject: Re: City of Louisville, CO: Draft Sign Code ‐ Public Open House 

 
63 pages to address signage? 
 
 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Apr 8, 2019, at 6:30 PM, City of Louisville, CO <info@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 

Draft Sign Code - Public Open House 

 Date: 05/01/2019 6:30 PM - 7:30 PM  
 Location: City Hall 

749 Main Street 
Louisville, Colorado 80027  
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The draft Sign Code is ready for review!  We want to hear from you with your comments and 
feedback.  You can view the draft Sign Code at EngageLouisvilleCo.org.  Staff from the 
Planning Department will provide a brief presentation on the new draft Sign Code, and will be 
available to answer questions and hear your thoughts.  If you aren't able to attend the meeting, 
you can provide your comments on Engage Louisville, or Email staff.  

Having trouble viewing this email? View on the website instead.  

Change your eNotification preference.  

Unsubscribe from all City of Louisville, CO eNotifications.  
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Ashley Stolzmann
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2019 11:29 PM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Cc: Rob Zuccaro
Subject: FW: Louisville Municipal Code Courtesy Notice

Hi Lisa, 
 
Some feedback is forwarded below on the sandwich board issue from a couple of the business owners perspective.  
Would it be possible to have Planning Commission spend some time deliberating about the pros and cons of the 
sandwich board section in particular as to how it relates to downtown? 
 
Thank you! 
Ashley Stolzmann 
________________________________________ 
From: Mike Price [littlehorsebooks@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2019 7:46 PM 
To: Tracy Hobbs 
Cc: Ashley Stolzmann; liz@pitterpattershop.com; carol.fingerplaystudio@gmail.com; Sarah Lynch; Trent Davol; 
oldfriendsllc@yahoo.com; Christopher Leh; Jay Keany; caleb@foxpropertymgmt.com; triviumsalon2@gmail.com; 
kimberlydba@gmail.com; erin@elcphoto.com; jfred740front@gmail.com; eomj@master‐jeweler.net 
Subject: Re: Louisville Municipal Code Courtesy Notice 
 
Hi Ashley. 
 
Tracy’s points are all valid in my opinion.   I have the same issues with the ordinance. 
 
Mike 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Apr 9, 2019, at 7:19 PM, Tracy Hobbs <tracy@eleanorandhobbs.com<mailto:tracy@eleanorandhobbs.com>> wrote:
 
Ashley 
 
Thank you for sending me the courtesy message. This new code doesn’t meet the needs of my business. It appears to be 
very similar to the old code. It still does not allow us to place signs at the corner of our block (which is what is needed to 
draw traffic to our stores). This also adds that we have to weight down our signs which is impractical. In the six years of 
doing business, I have not found a single way to protect my sign from falling in front range wind. I think that 
requirement is vague and unattainable. Even if anchored, a strong wind will knock signs down. The question then would 
be, will we get ticketed if our sign is anchored and still falls? If yes, then do we really need the anchor? 
 
The idea behind a Sandwich board (that planning committee doesn’t seem to understand) is to draw in traffic from the 
more trafficked Main Streets. If you are in Main Street, a sandwich board adjacent to your front door is fine, but if you 
are like myself on a side street, The sandwich board needs to be at the corners of your block. I am in the middle of the 
block on Walnut. For my sign to bring traffic in, it needs to be at the corner of Main and Walnut, or at Front and Walnut.
 
These adjustments need to be made to the pending ordinances. 
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Tracy Hobbs 
901 Front Street 
Louisville CO 80027 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Apr 9, 2019, at 10:59 AM, Ashley Stolzmann <ashleys@louisvilleco.gov<mailto:ashleys@louisvilleco.gov>> wrote: 
 
 
Hi Tracy & Mike, 
 
 
I want to make sure that you know that the staff have posted a draft of the proposed sign code: 
 
 
http://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showdocument?id=22949 
 
 
The draft has not come to Council yet & there is still plenty of time for changes and public input.  Does the section on 
sandwich boards meet your needs (page 54)? 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Ashley Stolzmann 
 
Councilmember 
 
303‐570‐9614 
 
 
________________________________ 
From: Mike Price <littlehorsebooks@gmail.com<mailto:littlehorsebooks@gmail.com>> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 3, 2018 8:33 PM 
To: ernie@bouldervalleycpa.com<mailto:ernie@bouldervalleycpa.com> 
Cc: Tracy Hobbs; zuccaro@louisvilleco.gov<mailto:zuccaro@louisvilleco.gov>; City Council; Carol Bosshard; Liz Connor; 
jfred740front@gmail.com<mailto:jfred740front@gmail.com>; Rori Bass; ICE Chris Hobbs; Heather Balser 
Subject: Re: Louisville Municipal Code Courtesy Notice 
 
I received the same warning for one of my signs.  It’s comical. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 3, 2018, at 8:12 PM, <ernie@bouldervalleycpa.com<mailto:ernie@bouldervalleycpa.com>> 
<ernie@bouldervalleycpa.com<mailto:ernie@bouldervalleycpa.com>> wrote: 
 
Stories like this have become exhausting and painful to hear. They are offensive on multiple levels, yet sadly, not at all 
unexpected. In fact, I’m kind of surprised it has taken this long for us to get to this point. 
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In the nearly ten years I’ve lived here, the city has clearly lost its way. On multiple levels. Perhaps they never knew which 
way they should be going and only dumb luck got them here in the first place, but a clear and rapidly growing disconnect 
has become too big to ignore. 
 
Perhaps that’s why Boulder Valley CPAs is leaving Louisville and buying a building in Lafayette? Making that city its new 
home. Perhaps that’s why dozens of people I speak to complain about the stunted growth of our government’s leaders? 
Perhaps that’s why people feel there’s no cohesive or strategic plan for the future of our city? Perhaps that’s why the 
King Soopers mall looks like an urban retail graveyard? Perhaps that’s why retail giants like Kohl’s and Lowe’s are 
reviewing their exit strategies? Perhaps we’ll never know what really plagues Louisville leadership, but what  do know is 
the whole thing stinks. As a homeowner I hope someone in city leadership cares enough to prove me wrong, but I’m not 
optimistic. If leadership can’t figure it out I hope the citizens of Louisville do and vote them out. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Ernest J. Villany, CPA 
 
 
 
 
From: Tracy Hobbs <tracy@eleanorandhobbs.com<mailto:tracy@eleanorandhobbs.com>> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 3, 2018 5:11 PM 
To: zuccaro@louisvilleco.gov<mailto:zuccaro@louisvilleco.gov>; City Council 
<Council@louisvilleco.gov<mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov>> 
Cc: Mike Price <littlehorsebooks@gmail.com<mailto:littlehorsebooks@gmail.com>>; Carol Bosshard 
<carol.fingerplaystudio@gmail.com<mailto:carol.fingerplaystudio@gmail.com>>; Liz Connor 
<liz@pitterpattershop.com<mailto:liz@pitterpattershop.com>>; 
jfred740front@gmail.com<mailto:jfred740front@gmail.com>; Rori Bass 
<triviumsalon2@gmail.com<mailto:triviumsalon2@gmail.com>>; ICE Chris Hobbs 
<cshobbs@ameritech.net<mailto:cshobbs@ameritech.net>>; Ernie Villany 
<ernie@bouldervalleycpa.com<mailto:ernie@bouldervalleycpa.com>>; Heather Balser 
<Heatherb@Louisvilleco.gov<mailto:Heatherb@Louisvilleco.gov>> 
Subject: Louisville Municipal Code Courtesy Notice 
 
Today, Officer S. Kenney came into my store and gave me a citation for 17.24.030 Sign Permits Required and 17.24.040 
General standards for signs.  She explained to me that I cannot have my sandwich board at the corner of my block, but 
only in front of and adjacent to my store. 
 
My understanding is that several other businesses in downtown were also given the citation and asked to remove the 
sandwich boards from the corners of their blocks. We were told the Mr Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety 
is a “stickler for code” and that the sandwich boards were “cluttering the side walks”. 
 
I explained to officer S. Kenney that I am a stickler for trying to bring business into my store and that is why the Eleanor 
and Hobbs sandwich board is at the corner of Mani St. and Walnut.  The walking traffic in downtown Louisville is dismal 
at best. If we cut off that small trickle of walking traffic that is on Main Street, I might as well close my doors.  Who 
needs a brick and mortar shop if no one is going to walk in. As each year passes, traffic becomes less and less. For the 
City of Louisville to enforce a code that hurts business is beyond my understanding. 
 
It becomes ever more clear to me that Louisville isn’t interested in supporting small businesses, walking traffic, or a 
cohesive business environment. I would hope that Louisville City Council would change this city code to read that 
business owners are allowed to have Sandwich boards at each corner of the block where they reside. 
 
Please let me know what I/We need to do to have this code changed. 
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Tracy Hobbs 
Owner 
Eleanor and Hobbs 
 
901 Front Street Suite 100 
Louisville, Colorado 80027 
(720) 708‐3016 
tracy@eleanorandhobbs.com<mailto:tracy@eleanorandhobbs.com> 
shop‐eleanor.com<http://shop‐eleanor.com/> 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Michael Ulm <mokba8@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 1:45 PM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Cc: Gmail
Subject: Re: Draft Sign Code Focus Group

Lisa, thanks for including me in the review effort of the sign code draft. 
 
First off let me say, job well done!  This is one of the most efficiently comprehensive documents I have 
viewed/used on the subject.  Great work on getting this doc this tight and easily usable. 
 
Just a couple of comments: 

1. Section 3.1.3.b - Maybe a diagram showing how a sign displaying more than one visible face might 
appear??  This is kind of a tall order for a diagrammatic response and might be wishful thinking on my 
part. 

2. Section 3.4.1.a - Do you need to mention that Underwriter Labels need to be visible from the 
ground?  This always seems to be a point of contention as most sign companies would like to hide these 
for aesthetic reasons.  It is truly important for sign compliance inspection but not for much else.  Just 
something to consider. 

3. Section 3.6.1.g - Is there really a permit requirement for routine maintenance?  If these means re-
lamping, etc. then maybe this type of work should be better defined. 

4. The formatting for section 4 and 5 is brilliantly simple and efficient.  Once again, maybe one of the best 
implementations I’ve seen of this info. 

 
That’s all I’ve got.  This is really well done and will perform well in the ongoing development of Louisville.  If 
you have any questions, comments or need further explanation please shoot me an email. 
 
Thanks, Michael 
 
 
Michael Ulm 
mokba8@gmail.com 
 
 

 
 

On Apr 13, 2019, at 11:54 AM, Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 
 
Hi everyone,  
 
We’d love to hear from each of you on your own time. There wasn’t enough interest in a 
meeting, which is absolutely fine.  If you are able, please send your comments by May 1.  If you 
have any other thoughts or ideas, I’m happy to chat over the phone or set up a separate time to 
discuss the draft code.  Thanks everyone, 
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Lisa Ritchie, AICP 
Senior Planner 
303-335-4596 

Sent from my iPad 
 
On Apr 5, 2019, at 12:45 PM, Lisa Ritchie <lritchie@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 

Hello again, 
 
The sign code is now uploaded for your review on the Engage Louisville 
website<https://www.engagelouisvilleco.org/city-design-guidelines-and-sign-
code-update>, and attached to this email.  The doodle poll below is still accessible 
to select your availability, thanks to those of you who have completed your 
request!  We’ll set a meeting date by Wednesday of next week, I’ll reach back out 
then to let you know what date was selected. 
 
We are also happy to receive comments via email, or drop by your written 
comments at City Hall.  If you want to discuss with me in person, I’m happy to 
set up a separate meeting.  Please reach out with any questions or 
concerns.  Thanks, and I look forward to hearing from you! 
 
Lisa Ritchie, AICP 
Senior Planner 
City of Louisville 
303-335-4596 
 
From: Lisa Ritchie 
Sent: Monday, April 1, 2019 12:36 PM 
To: 'michael@hostworks.net' <michael@hostworks.net>; Andy Johnson 
<andy@dajdesign.com>; 'louisville@instantimprints.com' 
<louisville@instantimprints.com>; 'cthoma3@buffalo.edu' 
<cthoma3@buffalo.edu>; Greg McMenamin <mcda@mcdallc.com>; 
'erik@hapcdesign.com' <erik@hapcdesign.com>; 'Judy Cruz' 
<judy@bscsigns.com> 
Subject: Draft Sign Code Focus Group 
 
Hello everyone, 
 
Thanks for your participation last year as a focus group member for the updates to 
the Sign Code and the Design Standards (CDDSG and IDDSG).  As you may 
know, Kristin Dean is no longer with the City.  I’ll be working on the completion 
of the updates.  The updates to the CDDSG and the IDDSG are still in 
development, but we have a draft sign code that is ready for your feedback. 
 
At this time, we’d like to set a meeting date to discuss your questions and hear 
from you about the draft sign code.  Please complete the Doodle Poll at the link 
below.  If you are not interested in participating, or would rather provide your 
feedback outside of the meeting setting, please reach out to me directly. 
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An email will follow in the next few days with a link to view the draft sign 
code.  We are looking forward to hearing from you!  Thanks! 
 
https://doodle.com/poll/gedhrz6wkfrtsmqs 
 
Lisa Ritchie, AICP 
Senior Planner 
City of Louisville 
lritchie@louisvilleco.gov<mailto:lritchie@louisvilleco.gov> 
303-335-4596 
 
We encourage you to visit our new online maps 
webpage<http://www.louisvilleco.gov/residents/departments/planning-building-
safety/online-maps> with planning and land use information. 
 
The Department of Planning & Building Safety is collecting feedback to improve 
our customer service. 
Please let us know how we are doing by completing this short 
survey!<https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/DC53NLN> 
 
 

<COL Sign Code_Public Draft 4.3.pdf> 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Alicia Miller <alicia@aliciamiller.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2019 2:42 PM
To: Ashley Stolzmann
Cc: Rob Zuccaro; Lisa Ritchie
Subject: Re: Real Estate Open House Signs
Attachments: AM_email_logo.jpg

Thank you! 
Kindly, 
Alicia 
 
 

The linked image cannot 
be d isplayed.  The file may  
have been mov ed, 
renamed, or deleted.  
Verify that the link poin ts  
to the correct file and  
location.

 
RE/MAX of Boulder 
303 818-0954  
Alicia@AliciaMiller.net 
 
 
 
On Wed, Jul 3, 2019 at 2:24 PM Ashley Stolzmann <ashleys@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 

Hi Alicia, 

 

All of our discussions and decisions are open to the public & we really value having the public participate.  I 
am copying staff on this note so they can let you know when all the public hearing dates and openhouses are 
planned to be scheduled for the sign discussion & they can also update you if the dates change. 

 
Thank you for the suggestion, I will bring it up for discussion as a possibility. 

Ashley Stolzmann 

Councilmember  

303-570-9614 

From: Alicia Miller <alicia@aliciamiller.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2019 10:52 AM 
To: Ashley Stolzmann 
Cc: Rob Zuccaro 
Subject: Re: Real Estate Open House Signs  
  
Ashley,  
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I want to thank you for taking the time to write me back concerning the issues of signs. After reading your 
email I did have an idea/ suggestion. Real estate open houses commonly happen on Saturday and Sundays for 
two hours. What about having a time limit on how long a sign can be placed on public property? NO more than 
2 or 3 hours? I realize a time limit can be a challenge to enforce but I think that most real estate signs will be 
picked up in that time period. As I stated in my original email, they are expensive. I also completely support a 
limit on how many signs can be placed.  
 
Is there a time that this issue will be discussed and that the discussion would be open to the public? I would 
really like to be a part of this discussion. 
 
Thank you, 
Alicia 
 
 
 
RE/MAX of Boulder  
303 818-0954  
Alicia@AliciaMiller.net 
 
 
 
On Wed, Jun 26, 2019 at 9:31 PM Ashley Stolzmann <ashleys@louisvilleco.gov> wrote: 

Hi Alicia, 

 

Thank you very much for the feedback.  As you likely know, we are in the process of updating our 
municipal sign code (which it seems you are aware does not currently allow signs on public property) & 
the issues you raise have come to my attention from both real estate agents and estate sale companies.  I have 
copied our Planning Director on this note so he can capture your perspective.  The flip side of the issue which 
has also been brought to our attention is that the content of a sign cannot be regulated (freedom of speech) and 
so if we allow signs of a certain size to be placed on public property, we would have to allow all signs 
(political, social, real estate, sales, ads and so on).  There have been a few novel suggestions to allow signs on 
public property only on Saturday mornings and a few other suggestions.  I am taking the review very 
seriously and will work to come up with solutions that try to strike a fair balance for all in the community and 
maintain excellent community character.  This is not an easy task, so community feedback including yours is 
very helpful. 

 

Thank you for writing in, 

Ashley Stolzmann 

Councilmember 

303-570-9614 
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From: Alicia Miller <alicia@aliciamiller.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 12:28 PM 
To: City Council 
Subject: Real Estate Open House Signs  
  
To the members of City Council,  
 
My name is Alicia Miller, have been a resident of Louisville for 25 years. I am a realtor with ReMax of 
Boulder and the new Elevate office in Louisville.  I am writing to address a city ordinance that I feel makes 
my business as a realtor difficult and is unfair to residents selling their homes.  
 
On Sunday I had an open house at 923 Grove Drive and put out open house signs directing people to my open 
house. The signs I put out were located at South Boulder and Washington, Washington and McCaslin, Tyler 
and Via Appia, and Washington and Grove. Four signs, nothing excessive. I was concerned during the open 
house that the number of people coming through seemed less than I would have expected for a new listing. I 
really felt for my clients as they are a family of six and eager to sell their home.  
 
Once the open house concluded, I went to retrieve my signs and found to my disappointment many of them 
were gone. I feel this negatively affected the open house and limited the home's exposure to buyers. This 
morning (Tuesday) I got a call from officer Kinney, stating that she had picked up my signs, that "open house 
signs are illegal in the city of Louisville". She said this was a verbal warning and that the next time I would be 
issued a ticket.  
 
While I understand that having excessive signs put out for garage sales, open houses, etc..  is undesirable (I 
have definitely seen a few realtors get carried away with dozens of signs for an open house), I feel that myself 
having just four signs is not a excessive. Furthermore, realtors pick up their signs at the conclusion of their 
open houses, we pay for them and they are expensive, so they are not left behind as a garage sale signs may 
be.  
 
One additonal concern is the idea that the signs can only be placed on private property. In old town, this there 
is less green space on the corners. Around the Harper Lake area, the majority of corners have city owned 
green space, therefore its not practical to put a sign on private property on those corners.  
 
While some residents may complain, I really think if anyone were selling their home they would want open 
house signs used for an open house getting buyers to their home.  
 
I know there are a number of other realtors who are concerned with this and we would be happy to meet with 
city council to see if we can come up with an amicable solution.  
 
I appreciate your attnetion to this matter. 
 
 
Kindly, 
Alicia Miller 
827 Trail Ridge Drive 
Louisville 
 
 
 
 
RE/MAX of Boulder  
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303 818-0954  
Alicia@AliciaMiller.net 
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Justen Staufer <justen@stauferteam.com>
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2019 3:31 PM
To: Lisa Ritchie
Subject: Common Sense Temporary Signage

Hi Lisa, 
I hope the City of Louisville adopts Common Sense Temporary Signage Codes.   I understand that 
municipalities want to keep their streets friendly, inviting and free of ads and unnecessary 
signage.  There are any number ways of doing this while still giving residents and businesses a means 
to conduct business and helping them get the word out about unique opportunities such as garage 
sales and homes for sale.  Some examples: 
1) Time limits on signage.  3-6 hours is often enough time to conduct a garage sale or open house. 
2) Quantity and quality of signage.  Bent or broken signs might not be permitted for 
example.  Limiting the number of signs to 5 signs. 
3) Size of the sign.  Keeping signs or panels under 6 sqft f. 
There has to be a way to find an happy medium.  Nobody wants signs until they want to conduct a 
garage sale or open house for example.  Then they do want them when they are in the market for new 
home or would like to find or conduct a garage sale.  The current sign code is very black and white and 
does not allow for much flexibility for the residents. 
 
Thank You, 
 
--  

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
photo

  

Justen Staufer 
Director of Business Development and Employing Associate Broker 
at Staufer Team Real Estate  

 

932 Main Street, Louisville, CO 80027  
  303-664-0000   303-819-6242  
  justen@stauferteam.com   www.stauferteam.com  

 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
company logo photo
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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 
April 11th, 2019 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
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  
Dietrich Hoefner 
Keaton Howe 
Tom Rice  
Jeff Moline 

Commission Members Absent: Debra Williams 
David Hsu, Vice Chair 

Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Howe moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the April 11th, 2019 agenda. 
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Rice moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the March 14th, 2019 minutes. 
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

DISCUSSION 
Draft Sign Code 
Ritchie presented the major areas of proposed change to the City’s sign code. The 
goals of the sign code updated were to consolidate the various documents that govern 
signage, to respond to Supreme Court rulings from 2015 on municipal sign codes, and 
to bring the sign code in line with reasonable requests that currently require waivers. 
She summarized feedback from a focus group, an open house, and a survey on 
Engage Louisville. In general, participants supported marginally larger signs and other 
possible changes suggested by the review, but the feedback was inconclusive on 
electronic signs.    
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PUD Process 
Brauneis asked about the difference between “consistency” and “compatibility” in the 
language and for an explanation on color differentiation requirements. 
 
Ritchie replied that the language matched other waiver criteria meant to ensure that the 
design was appropriate for the site.  
 
Brauneis observed that “appropriate” was a better word than “compatible” to that end. 
 
Rice suggested getting rid of the “consistent” and just leave “compatible” since 
“consistent” could be read as “the same” or “nearly the same,” which did not seem to be 
the intent. 
 
Howe asked if the size of the allowable sign would be based on the size of the lot. 
 
Ritchie and Zuccaro responded that the language was meant to help the signs scale up 
with the size of the building and the size of the lot. 
 
Howe asked if the language on scale would relate to downtown. 
 
Ritchie agreed that the scale of a downtown project would be different than projects 
elsewhere in the city, so the “scale” would be different. 
 
Brauneis suggested that “appropriate” would be better than “consistent” for this point, as 
well. 
 
Rice stated that he liked the first criterion, which demanded “excellence” as a 
benchmark for obtaining a waiver. 
 
Hoefner suggested looking into the overlap among the four criteria with an eye toward 
condensing them into fewer points since often the Commission reviewed the list of 
criteria but then decided on a single point so maybe fewer points would be responsive 
to that. 
 
Minor Modifications and Master Sign Program 
Moline wondered if the incentive for an increase of up to 10% sign area through the 
Master Sign Program was sufficient. 
 
Brauneis asked for the criteria for someone to be considered part of the Master Sign 
Program. 
 
Ritchie replied that the Master Sign Program was an option for places with unique 
signage needs in specific uses and the bonus was meant to encourage excellence in 
design.  
 
Rice agreed with Commissioner Moline’s point that the incentive should be greater, but 
asked for the thinking behind the 10% number. 
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Ritchie replied that the community was okay with signs that were a little bigger. 10% on 
height would be a lot since the height allowance was already high, but an increase 
beyond 10% for area could be acceptable. She suggested that they could increase the 
percentage or they could scale back on the by-right option and leave the 20% on area 
or scale back on the by-right signage size with the increase to 20% as the incentive.  
 
Brauneis noted that scaling back the by-right seemed like penalizing people who 
wanted to be involved in the Master Sign Program. 
 
Zuccaro stated that staff would bring additional information on this issue to the 
Commission.  
 
Areas in Louisville 
Ritchie presented the different areas in the sign plan: residential, commercial, industrial, 
mixed-used, and downtown. She noted that the downtown area was experiencing the 
least changes to signage criteria, since the City did not receive many waiver requests 
for the downtown area. 
 
Sandwich board signs 
Ritchie asked for feedback on where businesses could put their sandwich boards vis-à-
vis the location of their business and allowing sandwich boards outside of downtown. 
 
Rice asked if there were any caps on the total number of sandwich boards and voiced a 
concern for having too many of them on sidewalks. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the allowances to have a sandwich board away from your 
storefront would only apply to alley-access businesses and a couple of private 
pedestrian alleyways downtown. The proposed language did not allow second-story 
businesses to have sandwich boards. He added that there was no cap on the total 
number of sandwich boards. 
 
Brauneis thought it was excessive for businesses on Front Street to advertise on Main 
Street.  
 
Moline asked for the rationale that business owners used to request allowing 
businesses on other streets to put their signs on Main Street. 
 
Ritchie responded that these businesses largely made the argument that their signs 
were more effective if they were on Main Street. 
 
Hoefner stated that he was sympathetic to the alley-fronted businesses. While those 
businesses knew they were going to have to operate in an alley, he liked the character 
of the alleyways and wanted to help encourage businesses there. He agreed that there 
should be limitations on where sandwich boards could be. 
 
Rice noted that these could be considered de facto permanent signs even if they had to 
be taken in every night. 
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Zuccaro observed that sandwich boards could bring character to an area, but they had 
to be done right. He asked for commissioner comment on sandwich boards outside of 
downtown. 
 
Brauneis and Hoefner noted that some existing signs were not of high quality. 
 
Ritchie replied that there were standards for the design of sandwich boards and no 
plastic boards or letters were permitted.  
 
Rice asked if there was a model community for regulating sandwich boards. 
 
Zuccaro noted that staff had looked into other communities. The proposed language 
made it explicit how much sidewalk space had to be left unencumbered, what materials 
the sandwich boards could be, and how far the boards could be from the business in an 
effort to reduce clutter. 
 
Howe stated that he was sympathetic with the alleyway issue, but also with the tenants 
who were paying a premium to be on Main Street. He advocated for linking the signs 
with the businesses spatially, especially since more clutter diluted the ability of other 
businesses to advertise. 
 
Murals outside of downtown 
Rice suggested having more regulations and standards for murals since murals could 
be bad.  
 
Ritchie replied that the permitting process would ensure that there would be no 
commercial elements embedded in the art since that would be regulated under different 
criteria. Staff did not want to get into regulating artistic design. 
 
Zuccaro noted that the City already allowed murals. The only thing that was changing 
downtown was the allowed size.  
 
Moline asked if the proposed language would allow someone downtown to do an entire 
side. 
 
Ritchie replied that someone could cover the sides and the back of their buildings, just 
not on the front. 
 
Hoefner supported keeping it artistically open and observed that tenants with financial 
interests in a building would not support a bad mural. 
 
Howe asked if there were a board that could evaluate the murals. 
 
Zuccaro replied that public murals could go through a review process, but private artistic 
endeavors could not be regulated the same way. 
 
Hoefner noted that RiNo in Denver had a number of cool murals that had helped to put 
the neighborhood on the map. 
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Flags 
Ritchie described the changes to the flag criteria, since they could no longer be 
regulated by content. The new criteria included size restrictions and number of flag 
restrictions. 
 
Electronic Message Centers 
Ritchie noted that school signs were exempt from City regulations. 
 
Brauneis stated that he felt the fewer of these the better and noted that they could 
contribute to residential light pollution. 
 
Hoefner stated that gas stations did not bother him but other types of EMCs should go 
through a PUD. He did not support anything that flashed or moved through images too 
quickly. 
 
Brauneis noted that the messaging speed for some of these signs was set at an optimal 
speed to get messages across to people driving by. 
 
Ritchie stated that there are different regulations for not distracting drivers and it was 
important to consider who they were trying to create a message for.  
 
Moline appreciated the detail, but he was a little worried that enforcement might be 
difficult and suggested moving some of the criteria to guidelines.  
 
Ritchie responded that staff could dial back some of the specifics if the Commission 
decided to keep it as a PUD process only. 
 
Rice stated that keeping it as a PUD only would allow City control while also not trying 
to write a one-size-fits-all set of criteria.  
 
Zuccaro added that the community feedback was generally not comfortable with 
promoting these kinds of signs. 
 
Brauneis asked about the gas station and menu board signs. 
 
Zuccaro replied that those kinds of signs would be exempted. 
 
Howe stated that making it different for the downtown area was that it was a 
disadvantage to a business downtown.  
 
Ritchie replied that EMCs were not allowed downtown as menu boards. 
 
Rice stated that the EMCs did not seem “compatible” with downtown. He agreed with 
Chair Brauneis that he wanted fewer of these signs, not more. 
 
Zuccaro summarized that the Commission suggested keeping it as a PUD only and 
cutting back on the specificity in the criteria. 
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Commercial areas 
Ritchie encouraged the commissioners to continue thinking about signs they liked and 
didn’t like in the area and let staff know over the next few weeks. 
 
Moline asked if it would be possible to know how many signs would be made non-
conforming by these updates.  
 
Ritchie replied that it would be very difficult to evaluate all the signs, but anything 
existing would be grandfathered in and staff anticipated that more signs would be 
conforming than non-conforming based on these changes. 
 
Downtown 
Brauneis asked for examples of current freestanding signs in Louisville currently. 

Zuccaro listed Moxie, the Underground, and the gas station. He explained that 

freestanding signs might be appropriate for businesses that don’t come up to the front 

property line. He noted that allowing freestanding signs in any case might allow 

buildings with setbacks of a few feet to add freestanding signs in front of their wall signs.  

Rice suggested language offering that applicants could have either a wall sign or a 

freestanding sign.  

Temporary signs 

Rice noted that in commercial buildings that don’t fill up, signs for rent or sale are 

effectively permanent. While he did not like the signs usually, their utility was 

indisputable. 

Moline asked about the permit process. 

Ritchie responded that staff would have to make sure that the permit section was not 

regulating print on temporary signs.  

Zuccaro noted that staff had considered regulating changes of copy, especially 

situations with illumination changes. That would not affect the code, but would probably 

occur over the counter.  

Moline observed that there were a lot of regulations related to illumination. 

Richtie replied that those regulations attended to impact on neighbors and dark sky 

impacts. 

BRaD Requests 

Ritchie informed the Commission of the feedback from the BRaD discussion: 

 Consider teardrop banners for Grand Openings 

 Murals outside of Downtown and remove % restrictions 

 Support sandwich boards outside of downtown 

 Concern about allowing alley fronting businesses a sandwich board anywhere 
within the block 

 Allow Electronic Message Centers 
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 Freestanding signs – reduce minimum building size to get the larger size 

 
Brauneis observed that he thought teardrop banners were cheap and easy to use for 
businesses so they should not be outright banned. 
 
Howe stated that there was some benefit to the teardrop banners for people who are 
driving and can give businesses the opportunity to advertise in non-pedestrian areas. 
 
Hoefner voiced a concern about high winds and the teardrop banners. 
 
Moline asked for staff’s rationale for not allowing teardrop banners. 
 
Zuccaro replied that he did not think the teardrop banners were considered high-quality 
sign types, but on a very limited basis they could be okay. 
 
Brauneis asked if the 30-day grand opening counted as a “limited basis.” 
 
Ritchie noted that there were some areas that had high turnover and would have these 
signs more often. 
 
Rice liked the definition section and suggested adding “raceway” and “way-finding” to 
the list. 
 
Moline suggested that in the non-conforming signage language should regulate based 
on the area of the sign rather than the cost of the sign as a trigger.  
 
Brauneis stated that the update to the Downtown Sign Guidelines a few years ago was 
meant to foster creativity and that encouraging creativity was a good idea when 
possible. He did not want signs to look the same here as they do everywhere else. 
 
Moline stated that the graphics in the staff packet and the way the Code was laid out 
was user-friendly for laypeople in the community. 
 
Ritchie responded to Commissioner Moline’s emailed question, explaining that sign 
area was calculated using one viewpoint. So for a multidimensional sign where you 
could view multiple sides at once, whatever the largest surface area was visible from 
one point, that all counted toward your surface area.  
 
Ritchie also addressed Commissioner Moline’s other question about the language 
“enforced by city manager” and stated that that was typical language for enforcement. 
 
Howe asked if there were exceptions for entry points to the city. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the sign code would not address those issues. The consultant for 
the Small Area Plans designed entry signs for those plans but they had not been 
formally adopted or approved.  
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Hoefner suggested making it explicit in the language that the City wanted to encourage 
creativity and innovation around signs in the PUD process. General agreement from the 
Commission. 
 
Zuccaro noted that there was aspirational language in the Downtown Sign Guide and 
thought that adding that kind of language to the new manual was a good idea. 
 
Ritchie stated that the adoption of the sign code was tentatively on the June agenda 
and she encouraged the commissioners to reach out to staff with their observations 
over the coming months.  
 
2019 Planning Commission Work Plan 
Brauneis noted that some commissioners had requested this discussion. 
 
Zuccaro referred the commissioners to three documents to guide their discussion of the 
Commission’s 2019 work plan: The Strategic Planning Framework, City Program Goals 
and Objectives, and the City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan. He noted that 
takeaways from the Commission’s work plan would be funneled into the Council’s 2020 
work plan. He covered the goals from each of the three guiding documents and invited 
the Commission to address the following discussion points: 

 Study session on topics of interest and additional research from staff? 

 Explore and propose zoning or subdivision ordinance amendments? 

 Explore Comprehensive Plan Amendments? 

 Other ideas beyond the proposed workload? 

Rice found the prioritization of the various projects appropriate. 
 
Howe wondered how to approach the redevelopment and economic prosperity issues 
and if the Commission should be considering these issues on the scale of singular 
projects, like the McCaslin redevelopment, or considering them more broadly across the 
city? 
 
Zuccaro replied that the Small Area Plans had been an opportunity to consider making 
changes to encourage development desires in incorporating those into zoning. The 
McCaslin study allowed the City to do market analysis in a way that they had not done 
in the Small Area Plans and, as such, the McCaslin area study would be a case study 
for those broader processes and considerations. 
 
Howe asked who was responsible for pushing issues of economic development 
currently. 
 
Zuccaro replied that the City had a staff and a committee for economic development 
and they were tasked with being the liaison between the business community and City 
Council. If there were concerns that overlapped with zoning then the Planning 
Commission should be involved in those discussions. 
 
Howe wondered if there should be an additional box on the priorities list that addressed 
economic prosperity beyond specific area studies.  
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
June 13th, 2019 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
Call to Order – Chair Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:33 PM.  
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

Commission Members Present: Steve Brauneis, Chair  
Keaton Howe 
Jeff Moline 
Debra Williams 
Dietrich Hoefner 

Commission Members Absent: Tom Rice, Vice Chair 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Dir of Planning & Building Safety 
     Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

Felicity Selvoski, Planner/Historic Preservation 
Amelia Brackett, Planning Clerk  

   
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Moline moved and Howe seconded a motion to approve the June 13th, 2019 agenda. 
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Howe moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the April 11th, 2019 minutes. 
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
Williams abstained due to her absence from the meeting. 
 
Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the May 9th, 2019 minutes. 
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.  
Hoefner abstained due to his absence from the meeting. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 

NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
 

Sireno Neighborhood Child Care Center SRU: A request for approval of a Special 
Review Use to allow a Neighborhood Child Care Center to provide care for up to 12 
children at 224 Front Street (Resolution 8, Series 2019)  

 Applicant: Front Street Child Care, Denise Ehrmann Sireno 

 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 
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Moline supported Director Zuccaro’s suggestion and asked about height under current 
regulations. 
 
Zuccaro replied that under current regulations it was 35 feet under all of Parcel O. He 
clarified that his recommendation would reduce residential from three stories to two 
stories and from 40 feet to 35 feet while keeping the commercial heights the same. He 
stated that there was no setback within the GDP. He noted that having a walk-out might 
create a better streetscape, for example, so staff had wanted some flexibility there. The 
Commission could say that they did not want any buildings within the Dahlia line, which 
could provide some protections to the property owners.  
 
Moline noted that there had been no residential use allowed before and there had been 
commercial uses going all the way up to a street across from residential. He would 
rather see setbacks develop with the PUD proposals.  
 
Zuccaro stated that the current commercial design requirements would have minimum 
setbacks and the Commission could make recommendations on the updated 
commercial design requirements.  
 
Moline stated that he liked Zuccaro’s wording for the condition dealing with the 200-foot 
buffer. 
 
Zuccaro summarized that the Commission could approve the resolution with the 
condition that the MCB height restriction be reduced for residential from 3 stories to 2 
stories and from 40 feet to 35 feet (and 35 feet or 30.) 
 
Howe made a motion to approve Resolution 11, Series 2019 with the condition as 
stated by Director Zuccaro. Roll call vote. Williams voted nay. All else in favor. Motion 
passed 4-1.  
 
LMC Amendment – Sign Code Update: A request for approval of an ordinance 
amending Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code regarding sign regulations 
throughout the City of Louisville. (Resolution 12, Series 2019) 

 Applicant: City of Louisville 

 Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner 

 
Notice met as required. 
 
Ritchie presented the sign code update, noting that the consultants and staff were still 
working through how to handle signs for civic events on City property. She presented 
the changes to the amendment since the April Planning Commission meeting: 

 Additional language for sign purpose in Downtown, taken from Downtown Sign 
Manual 

 Property owners may follow PUD or new sign code 

 Removed requirement that building mounted flags count toward wall sign 
allowance 

 Master Sign Program removed 

 Waiver criteria, per Planning Commission discussion 
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 Some specificity for Electronic Message Centers (EMCs) removed   

 Properties east of the railroad tracks in Downtown subject to the Mixed-Use 
standards 

 Murals allowed on accessory and other structures 

 Up-lit monument signs not permitted 

 Sandwich Board signs – removed provision to allow alley-fronting businesses a 
sign anywhere within the block 

 Other minor clarifications 

 
Ritchie explained that the ordinance would repeal all existing sign regulations and adopt 
the new regulations as a single ordinance. She noted that a Council member wanted to 
know the Commission’s opinion on expanding allowed size for painted wall signs.  
 
Moline asked how that was different from a mural. 
 
Ritchie replied that murals did not have commercial speech. 
 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 12, Series 2019. 
 
Hoefner thought that the new proposal incorporated the feedback from the previous 
Commission meeting. He noted that there were compelling public comments about the 
sandwich board signs for businesses that front onto alleys. 
 
Ritchie acknowledged that the feedback on the boards was not unanimous. 
 
Howe asked about the options for temporary business signs beyond downtown.  
 
Ritchie replied that sandwich boards were allowed beyond downtown, but they could not 
be on right-of-way and they would have to be on building frontage. Temporary banners 
were allowed for up to 60 days a year and the size of those signs was tied to the 
building size up to 60 square feet in commercial areas. There were also sign allowances 
and requirements for yard and site signs.  
 
Brauneis asked about the logic on the painted signs. 
 
Ritchie replied that her understanding was that it was an aesthetic preference for 
painted signs. 
 
Hoefner stated that he liked painted signs, but he did not see any need to further 
incentivize them. 
 
Gerald Dahl of Murray Dahl Beery Renaud LLP, discussed banner signs in the right-of-
way. The 2015 Supreme Court ruling meant that cities could no longer regulate signs 
based on content. Now most people identify signs by type, like banner or roof signs. 
Exempt signs on public property include city-related communications, like speed signs 
or city library events signs. There was also concern over regulating the public forum. He 
stated that there were three choices for dealing with this issue: 

 City events only 
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 Generally civic-related signs  

 Using a permit program for the signs, with the City reserving a certain number for 
itself 

He stated that options 1 and 2 were the safest, even though most people went with a 
middle route. He requested guidance from the Commission as to if the City was 
interested in allowing limited civic signs beyond just those of the City itself, like from a 
county library or a private hospital. 
 
Brauneis asked Ritchie about quasi-public events. 
 
Ritchie replied that the current status was to allow city-related events on City property 
and staff was comfortable with keeping the allowance for city-sponsored or city-related 
events.  
 
Dahl noted that City-sponsored events were a safer option. 
 
Zuccaro added that city-sponsored meant either contributing money to or using staff 
time on the event. There were probably some events that people think are city-
sponsored that are not.  
 
Dahl noted that codifying that would mean that the City would have to say no to a sign 
based on the use of the banner.  
 
Moline asked for staff’s perspective on the permitted option. 
 
Zuccaro did not recommend that option since it opened up a slew of issues, including 
people not understanding the limit. 
 
Hoefner asked staff if they received inappropriate signage requests currently. 
 
Ritchie replied that in her experience someone who wanted to put up something 
controversial typically did not ask for permission from the City. 
 
Zuccaro noted that option 3 would not allow the City to distinguish between commercial 
and city-sponsored events. 
 
Ritchie added that the City-sponsored event was a clear line that staff could administer. 
 
Dahl replied that he would help codify that desire since it was not in the Code currently. 
 
Howe stated that he was supportive of the city-sponsored idea. 
 
Martin Landers with Plan Tools stated that he had been working with City staff on 
technical issues and offered to answer questions from the Commission. 
 
Brauneis asked for additional comment from the Commission. None. 
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Howe stated his support for the proposal because it addressed the needs of businesses 
and citizens without allowing signs everywhere. 
 
Williams stated that she did not approve of the edit that an alley-facing business could 
not put their signs on the street. 
 
Hoefner shared that concern.  
 
Hoefner moved to approve Resolution 12, Series 2019. Howe seconded. Roll call vote. 
All in favor. Motion passed unanimously. 
 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
None. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

None. 
 

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR JULY 11TH, 2019 

 Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment 

 Transportation Master Plan 

 824 South Street SRU 

 1776 Boxelder PUD 

 
Adjourn: Chair Brauneis adjourned meeting at 10:36 PM.  
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LCity,, Louisville
COLORADO • SINCE 1878

City Council
Business Retention and

Development Committee

Meeting Minutes
April 1, 2019

Library Meeting Room
951 Spruce Street

Louisville, CO 80027

I. CALL TO ORDER —The meeting was called to order by Chair Oberholzer at 8: 00 AM
in the Library Meeting Room at the Louisville Public Library, 951 Spruce Street, 
Louisville, Colorado 80027. 

II. ROLL CALL — The following members were present: 

Committee Members Present: 

Shelley Angell
Nicole Mansour

Steve Erickson

Mark Oberholzer

Todd Budin

Darryl LaRue

Staff Present: 

Council Liaisons: 

Council Member Susan Loo

Absent Committee Members: Scott Reichenberg

Aaron DeJong, Economic Development Director
Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner —Planning & Bldg Safety Dept. 
Rob Zuccaro, Director — Planning & Building Safety Director

Others Present: Laura Levesque -Catalano Sustainability Advisory Board, 
Jim Tienken, Randy Caranci, Mike Kransdorf, Mike Deborski

MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY COMMITTEE CHAIR OBERHOLZER

City of Louisville
City Council 749 Main Street Louisville CO 80027

303.335.4533 (phone) 303.335.4550 ( fax) www.LouisvilleCO.gov
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III. APPROVAL OF MARCH 4, 2019 MINUTES — On proper motion, the Committee
approved the BRaD Committee minutes of March 4, 2019. 

IV. APPROVAL OF AGENDA — Approved. 

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA: 

VI. BUSINESS MATTERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 

1. 2019 Louisville Sign Code Update: 

Senior Planner Lisa Ritchie provided the Committee with a review of the
comprehensive update being conducted for the Louisville signage ordinances. Ms. 

Ritchie noted that the process would seek comment of the public and businesses, 
and would extend through the summer, with planned presentation to the City
Council in the fall. Discussion / questions from the / committee and public included: 

How will the new ordinance handle sandwich boards and sidewalk signs; 

Will there be allowance for Grand Opening signs; 
Teardrop / feather and moving signs; 
Electronic Signs are the future of signage — updated signage code

should not unduly restrict use / incorporation of electronic signs; 

Kiosk signs are ideal medium / site for electronic signs; 

Support allowing wall murals; 

2. May Business Forum Discussion: Aaron DeJong informed the Committee that
Dr. Richard Wobbekind had accepted the invitation to present as Keynote Speaker
at the upcoming Louisville Business Forum. He is available the week of June 10. 

The Committee suggested targeting the Forum for: 
Date: Thursday morning June 13 ( fall -back date of Wed June 12) 
Time: 8 am networking; Speaker kickoff 8: 30 am; Finish 9: 30 - 10

Location: Louisville Rec Center

3. 2019 BRaD Topic Calendar. The Committee reviewed the suggested Topic

Schedule provided in the agenda packet. 

4. May 1, 2019 Open Government Training (6: 30 City Hall). Members that have not

attended the training within the last two years should attend. DeJong notified
those who are due for the refresher. 

VII. COUNCIL LIAISON UPDATE. 

Laura Levesque -Catalano, member of the Louisville Sustainability Advisory
Board, informed the Committee about the Louisville Green Business program
flyer attached). 

Ms. Levesque -Catalano noted that Colorado business recycling has much room
to improve. Ms. Levesque -Catalano circulated information regarding Colorado
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City Council Public Hearing
September 3, 2019

Ordinance 1779, Series 2019
Approval of Ordinance 1779, Series 2019, amending the Louisville 
Municipal Code to adopt a new Sign Code for the City of Louisville

Public Notice Certification:
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera – August 18, 2019
Posted in Required Locations – August 16, 2019

Why?
Consolidation of 
Regulations
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Why?
Supreme Court 
Rulings

Why?
Supreme Court 
Rulings

Time – How long can it 
stay in place?

Place – Where can the sign 
be located?

Manner – How tall, how 
big, what is it made of?
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Why?
Sign waivers & 
other feedback

What have we 
heard?

When…

• Focus Group feedback

• Public Open House

• Engage Louisville survey

• BRaD Discussion 

• DBA Discussion

• Planning Commission Discussion

• Planning Commission public hearing
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What have we 
heard?

Generally…

• Moderately larger and more flexible allowances

• High quality signage is important

• Location and context of the property is an 
important consideration

• Murals and Sandwich Boards outside of 
Downtown

• Low interest for Electronic Message Centers

Section 1
General Provisions

• Stated intent for consistency with the 1st

Amendment guarantee of free speech

• Additional discussion related to prevention 
of sign clutter

• Nonconforming sign and enforcement 
regulations

• The following prohibited signs were added
• Teardrop banner
• Inflatable signs
• Additional clarification on other types
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Section 1
General Provisions

• Provisions to allow a property owner(s) to 
install signs under the new Sign Code rather 
than what was approved on a PUD, 
provided all signs come into conformance 
with the new Sign Code, including those on 
a multi-tenant or multi-property PUD.

Section 2
Approval Procedure

• Requirements to obtain a sign permit

• Exemptions from sign permit

• Provisions for administrative approval of 
minor modifications of up to 10%

• Additional clarification and process for 
Iconic and Landmark signs

• New PUD waiver criteria for signs
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Section 2
PUD Waiver Criteria

1. The proposed sign(s) shall encourage excellence in design, 
exhibit improved creativity, promote community aesthetics, 
and be appropriate with the character of the area. 

2. The proposed sign(s) shall be compatible with the color, 
materials, design of the on-site building(s). 

3. The proposed signs(s) shall be scaled and located in a 
manner that is consistent with the scale of the lot and the 
massing of the building(s), with consideration of legibility 
of copy area.

4. The proposed sign(s) are otherwise in conformance with 
the standards of this chapter and applicable design 
regulations respecting the size, height, location, design and 
appearance of the sign(s) involved. 

Section 3
General Regulations

Residential Areas
• Single-family
• Multi-family
• Institutional

Commercial Areas
• Single and multi-tenant Commercial
• Single and multi-tenant Office

Industrial Areas
• Single and multi-tenant

Mixed-Use Areas
• Arterial and non-arterial frontage
• Single and multi-tenant sites

Downtown
• Single and multi-tenant sites
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Section 3
General Regulations

• How signs are measured

• How signs are illuminated
• Internal illumination standards
• External illumination standards – downcast 

only

• Other design considerations
• High quality
• Treatment of raceways and conduit
• Compatibility with site, architecture and 

other signs

Section 3
Electronic Message 
Centers

- Gas stations

- Menu board signs

- Kiosks

- Elsewhere 
through a PUD
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Section 4
Permanent Signs

• Staff evaluated all current regulations, typical 
approved waiver requests, other regional 
communities’ regulations and industry best 
practice

• Section 4 includes regulations for all sign 
types in all areas of the City

Section 4
Residential areas

- Single family
- Multi-family
- Institutional Uses
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Section 4
Commercial areas

- Primary, secondary 
& US 36 frontages

- Scale of 
development

- Slightly larger & 
more flexible 
locations

- Single tenant, multi-
tenant and office 
categories

Comparison
Commercial areas
Single tenant

Existing Sign = 43 sf  - 7’ tall
Draft Code = 48 sf  - 8’ tall

Existing Sign = 32 sf  - 5’ tall
Draft Code = 48 sf  - 8’ tall
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Comparison
Commercial areas
Multi-tenant

Existing Sign = 54 sf  - 11.5’ tall
Draft Code = 60 sf  - 12’ tall

Existing Sign = 92 sf  - 12.5’ tall
Draft Code = 60 sf  - 12’ tall

Comparison
Commercial areas
multi-tenant

Existing Sign = 96 sf  - 14’ tall
Draft Code = 96 sf  - 12’ tall

Existing Sign = 48 sf  - 15’ tall
Draft Code = 96 sf  - 12’ tall
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Comparison
Office areas

Existing Sign = 32 sf  - 6’ tall
Draft Code = 48 sf  - 8’ tall

Existing Sign = 13 sf  - 5’ tall
Draft Code = 48 sf  - 8’ tall

Comparison
Signs oriented to US 36

Draft Sign Code
Typical Commercial Sign:
Max. 100 sf & 3 ft tall

Draft Sign Code
US 36 Oriented 

50% increase height & area:
Max. 150 sf & 4’-6” tall

Alternative
US 36 Oriented
100% increase height:
Max. 150 sf & 6 ft tall
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Maximum number 1 per tenant

Single tenant - 1 primary, 1 secondary

Multi-tenant - 1 per tenant primary, 1 per tenant secondary

Maximum area
15 sf per 
tenant, 80 sf 
total

Single-tenant - Primary - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 60 sf, 
Secondary - 1sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 30 sf

Multi-tenant -Primary - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 40 sf per 
sign.  If a tenant space is larger than 60,000 sf, may have up to 
60 sf, Secondary - 1 sf/1 lin ft, not to exceed 25 sf

Maximum installation 
height

25 ft Roofline

Maximum sign height
None, regulates 
character 
height

3 ft

Standard        Existing     Proposed

In
du

st
ria

l W
al

l S
ig

ns

Section 4
Flexibility for other 
sign types

- Awning signs

- Canopy signs

- Projecting signs

- Window signs
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Section 4
Downtown

Minor changes

• Awning sign measurement and area

• Additional flexibility on canopy sign design

• Allow any color halo light, rather than white or 
yellow only

• Excludes properties on the east side of RR tracks –
Mixed Use standards apply

Section 4
Murals outside of 
downtown

Residential Areas – Does not apply
Commercial – 75%
Mixed-Use & Downtown – 100%
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Section 5
Temporary Signs

- Banners

- Site signs

- Yard signs

- Window signs

Section 5
Sandwich board 
signs

Commercial & 
Mixed Use –
Private property

Downtown –
Remains the same, 
in front of business
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Sign Code
Staff Recommendation

• Staff recommends approval of Ordinance 
1779, Series 2019, with the following 
conditions:
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8D 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1782, SERIES 2019 – AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING TITLE 2 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADDRESS 
MUNICIPAL CAMPAIGN VIOLATIONS AND COMPLAINTS – 2ND 
READING, PUBLIC HEARING (advertised Daily Camera 8/25/19) 

 
DATE:  SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: MEREDYTH MUTH, CITY CLERK 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
During the 2019 legislative session, the Colorado General Assembly enacted Senate 
Bill 19-232, which amended the Fair Campaigns Practices Act (FCPA) to provide that 
any complaint arising out of a municipal campaign finance matter must be exclusively 
filed with the Clerk of the applicable municipality. As complaints were previously 
handled by the Secretary of State’s Office, the City currently has no rules or processes 
in place to handle such a complaint. The attached ordinance would create a process for 
handling campaign finance complaints. 
 
As written the ordinance includes the following: 

 A process and timeline for a third party complaint to be filed with the City Clerk 

 A process for review of such a complaint 

 The allowance for a complaint to be cured in a set timeframe 

 If appropriate, a process and timeline for a hearing officer to hold an informal 
hearing on such a complaint and make a ruling 

 The establishment of civil fines for not adhering to campaign finance rules, not to 
exceed $999 for any one election cycle 

 And finally, a process whereby the City Clerk can file a complaint and use the 
same process for suspected campaign finance violations 

 
Preserving the integrity and openness in the political process is a matter of the highest 
public interest for the City Council, the Designated Election Officer (City Clerk), and 
City staff.  Thus, having clear and enforceable rules which all residents and 
candidates understand is imperative to the election process. 
 
If approved on second reading on September 3, the ordinance will be in place prior to 
the first campaign finance report deadline for the 2019 election and would be used to 
address any 2019 FCPA complaints. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
There may be costs associated with hiring a hearing officer for complaints requiring a 
hearing. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1782, SERIES 2019 
 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 PAGE 2 OF 2 
 

 
PROGRAM/SUB-PROGRAM IMPACT: 
The goals of the City Clerk subprogram are to ensure inclusive, responsive, transparent, 
friendly, fiscally responsible, effective, and efficient governance, administration, and 
support. This code amendment allows the City to provide a transparent election. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the ordinance. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Ordinance No. 1782, Series 2019 
 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT: 
 

 

☐ 

 
Financial Stewardship & 
Asset Management 

 

☒ 
 
Reliable Core Services 

 

☐ 

 
Vibrant Economic 
Climate 

 

☐ 

  
Quality Programs &   
Amenities 

 

☒ 

  
Engaged Community 

 

☐ 

  
Healthy Workforce 

 

☐ 

 
Supportive Technology 

 

☐ 

  
Collaborative Regional    
Partner 
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Ordinance No, 1782, Series 2019 
Page 1 of 7 

ORDINANCE NO. 1782 

SERIES 2019 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 2 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADDRESS 

MUNICIPAL CAMPAIGN FINANCE VIOLATIONS AND COMPLAINTS 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a Colorado home rule municipal corporation duly 

organized and existing under laws of the State of Colorado and the City Charter; and 

 

 WHEREAS, with respect to issues of municipal campaign finance, the City has operated 

under the provisions of Article XXVIII of the Colorado Constitution, entitled Campaign and Political 

Finance, and C.R.S. Title 1, Article 45, entitled the Fair Campaign Practices Act (“FCPA”); and    

 

WHEREAS, during the 2019 legislative session, the Colorado General Assembly enacted 

Senate Bill 19-232, which amended the FCPA to provide that any complaint arising out of a 

municipal campaign finance matter must be exclusively filed with the Clerk of the applicable 

municipality; and  

 

WHEREAS, prior to Senate Bill 19-232, such municipal campaign finance complaints 

were filed with and resolved by the Colorado Secretary of State; and  

 

WHEREAS, City Council finds it necessary to adopt amendments to the Louisville 

Municipal Code to address municipal campaign finance and to adopt a procedure for reviewing 

and resolving municipal campaign finance complaints; and  

 

WHEREAS, City Council finds and declares that preserving the integrity and openness 

in the political process is a matter of the highest public interest; that the people of the City can 

be better served through a more informed electorate; that the trust of the people is essentia l to 

representative government; and that public disclosure of campaign contributions and 

expenditures is necessary to promote public confidence in government and to protect the 

integrity of the electoral process. 

 

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

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 

 

 Section 1. The foregoing recitals are hereby affirmed and incorporated herein by this 

reference as findings of the City Council. 

 

 Section 2. Title 2 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby by the addition of a new 

Chapter 2.17 to read as follows:  

Chapter 2.17 

Municipal Campaign Finance 

 

Sec. 2.17.010.  Definitions   

Sec. 2.17.020.  Applicable law for campaign finance in City elections 

Sec. 2.17.030.  Third party complaints   
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Sec. 2.17.040.  Enforcement by City Clerk   

Sec. 2.17.050.  Rules and regulations   

 

Sec. 2.17.010.  Definitions.   

 

 For the purposes of this Chapter the following terms, phrases, words, and 

their derivatives shall have the meanings given in this section: 

 

 Article XXVIII shall mean Article XXVIII of the Colorado Constitution, 

entitled Campaign and Political Finance, as amended from time to time. 

 

 City Clerk shall mean the City Clerk of the City of Louisville or that 

person’s designee.   

 

 FCPA shall mean the Fair Campaign Practices Act, C.R.S. Section 1-45-

101, et seq., as amended from time to time.   

  

Sec. 2.17.020.  Applicable law for campaign finance in City elections. 

 

 Article XXVIII and the FCPA shall apply to and govern all City elections 

except to the extent that a direct and irreconcilable conflict with the provisions of 

this Chapter exists, in which case the provisions of this Chapter shall prevail. 

 

Sec. 2.17.030.  Third party complaints.   

 

 A. Any person who believes a violation of Article XXVIII or the FCPA 

has occurred related to a City election may file a written complaint with the City 

Clerk.  

 

 B. Complaints must be filed no later than ninety (90) calendar days 

after the complainant knew or should have known by the exercise of reasonable 

diligence of the alleged violation. 

 

 C. A written complaint filed with the City Clerk shall include the 

following information:  

 

 1.  The name, address, e-mail address, telephone number and 

signature of the complainant (if the complainant is represented by counsel, 

include the counsel’s name, address, e-mail address, telephone number and 

signature).  

 

 2.  The name and, if known, the telephone number and address of 

the person alleged to have committed a violation (the “respondent”).  

 

 3. The particulars of the violation and any available documentation 

or evidence supporting the allegation.  
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 D. If an incomplete complaint is received, the date on which the 

originally filed complaint was received is considered the filed date if a complete 

copy is received within three (3) business days of notification from the City Clerk 

that the complaint was incomplete.  

 

 E. If the City Clerk determines that the complaint was not timely filed, 

has not specifically identified a violation of Article XXVIII or the FCPA, or that 

the complainant did not assert facts or provide information sufficient to support the 

alleged violations, the City Clerk will dismiss the complaint and notify the 

complainant and respondent of the reasons for dismissal. The City Clerk’s dismissal 

is a final decision, and subject to review under Rule 106 of the Colorado Rules of 

Civil Procedure.  

 

 F. If the complaint is not dismissed pursuant to Subsection E, the City 

Clerk shall issue notice to the respondent by personal service, regular mail or 

electronic mail. The notice of violation shall:  

 

 1. Cite the section or sections of Article XXVIII or the FCPA the 

person allegedly violated and a general description of the violation.  

 

 2. Allow seven (7) business days for the correction of the violation 

or submission of a written statement explaining the reason that supports a 

conclusion that a violation was not committed.   

 

 3. Set forth the applicable civil fine for each violation, except that 

no such fine shall be due or payable if the person cures the violation within 

seven (7) business days of the date of the notice of violation. 

 

 4. Allow fourteen (14) business days for submission of a written 

request for an informal hearing before a hearing officer.    

 

 G. In the event the violation cannot be cured by complying with the 

reporting requirements in Article XXVIII or the FCPA, the person shall propose an 

alternative resolution to cure the violation to the City Clerk. The City Clerk shall 

have the discretion to accept, recommend an alternative, or decline the proposed 

alternative resolution. Acceptance of an alternative resolution by the City Clerk is 

deemed to be a cure of the violation if made within seven (7) business days of the 

date of the notice of violation.  

 

 H. If the person fails to cure or otherwise remedy the violation, the 

person shall within fourteen (14) days of the date of the notice of violation either 

pay the fine or contest the violation by submitting to the City Clerk a written request 

for hearing. 

 

 I. Upon timely receipt of a written request for a hearing, the City Clerk 
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shall forward the request to a hearing officer to hear and determine the complaint.   

 

 J. An informal hearing shall be scheduled as soon as practicable but, 

unless an enlargement of time is granted, the hearing shall be held within thirty (30) 

days of the referral of the complaint to the hearing officer.  Upon written motion, 

the hearing officer may grant the respondent a continuance upon a showing of good 

cause.    

   

 K. Notice of the hearing and any applicable rules governing the hearing 

process shall be sent to the complainant and to the respondent, who shall also 

receive a copy of the entire complaint received by the City Clerk within two (2) 

business days of the date of the referral to the hearing office.  

  

 L. Upon the request of either party, the hearing officer may issue an 

administrative subpoena requiring the attendance of a witness or party in relation 

to an alleged campaign finance violation, which shall be served on the party to 

whom it is directed by the requesting party pursuant to Rule 4 of the Colorado Rules 

of Civil Procedure. It shall be unlawful for a witness or party to fail to comply with 

such subpoena, and any person convicted of a violation hereof shall be punished in 

accordance with Section 1.28.010 of this Code.  

 

 M. At the hearing, the complainant and the respondent shall be allowed 

to be heard. The complainant shall have the burden of proof by proving the alleged 

violation by a preponderance of the evidence. 

 

 N. Following the hearing, the hearing officer shall issue a decision 

within fourteen (14) business days. The decision may be issued orally at the 

conclusion of the hearing or may be issued in writing, at the discretion of the 

hearing officer.  

 

 O. If the hearing officer determines that a violation has occurred, the 

hearing officer’s decision shall include any appropriate order, sanction or relief 

authorized hereunder and may include, without limitation, sanctions as follows:  

 

 1.  Impose the civil penalties set forth in Subsection P; except the 

hearing officer may increase or reduce the penalties upon a finding of good 

cause or excusable neglect based on evidence presented at the hearing.  

  

 2. Order disclosure of the source and amount of any undisclosed 

contributions or expenditures.  

 

 3.  Order the return to the donor of any contribution made which was 

the subject of the violation.   

  

 P. Civil fines for violations of Article XXVIII or the FCPA are set forth 

below. Candidates shall be personally liable for fines imposed against the 
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candidate’s committee.  In no event shall the maximum total combined fines for all 

violations of this section by a single person, candidate, or committee during a single 

election cycle exceed $999.00.  

 

 1. Failure to file a report required by Article XXVIII or the FCPA, 

other than independent expenditures, if not cured within seven business 

days of notice of violation issued by the City Clerk: $400.00  

 

  2.  Failure to file a report for independent expenditures: $200.00  

  

 3. After notification by the City Clerk, failure to cure a 

report/violation within the specified time period: $499.00   

 

 4. Accepting a contribution prohibited by Article XXVIII or the 

FCPA: $400; except that it shall not be considered a violation if the 

contribution is returned within 72 hours of its receipt. Each prohibited 

contribution accepted shall be a separate violation.    

 

 5. Acting as a conduit in violation of Article XXVIII or the FCPA: 

$400.00 for each violation 

 

 6. Failing to disclose a contribution or expenditure, including 

obligations entered into by the committee: $100.00 for each violation  

 

  7. Failure to timely file a candidate affidavit: $100.00  

 

 8. Failure to file a candidate committee, political committee or issue 

committee statement of registration: $100.00  

  

 9. Failure to deposit funds in a separate account in a financial 

institution: $100.00  

 

 10.  Accepting coin or currency in excess of the limits set by Article 

XXVIII or the FCPA: $50.00 for each violation 

 

 11. Use of unexpended campaign funds in violation of Article 

XXVIII or the FCPA: $400.00  

 

  12. Encouraging withdrawal from a campaign: $499.00  

   

 13. Any violation of Article XXVIII or the FCPA not otherwise set 

forth herein: $100.00 per violation  

 

 Q. The City Clerk shall reconcile all fines issued during an election 

cycle, including any judgment entered by the hearing officer, and adjust the amount 

due such that no single person, candidate, or committee owes more than $999.00 
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during a single election cycle.  

 

 R. If the civil fine is not paid when due or upon entry of a civil 

judgement by the hearing officer, the City may commence procedures to collect the 

fine, including commencement of a civil action to collect the fine. A person found 

to be in violation of this Chapter shall be responsible for all costs of collection, 

including reasonable attorney fees.  

 

 S. All decisions by the hearing officer shall be final subject only to 

judicial review pursuant to Rule 106 of the Colorado Rules of Civil Procedure. 

 

Sec. 2.17.040.  Enforcement by City Clerk.   

 

 If the City Clerk believes that a violation of the FCPA or Article XXVIII 

has occurred, the City Clerk may commence enforcement proceedings in 

accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 2.17.030 of this Code. 

 

Sec. 2.17.050.  Rules and regulations.   

 

The City Clerk is authorized to adopt such rules and regulations consistent 

with the provisions hereof as may be required to implement this Chapter. 

 

 Section 3. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason, such 

decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.  The City Council 

hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part hereof irrespective of the fact 

that any one part be declared invalid. 

 

 Section 4. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code of the City 

of Louisville by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or change in whole or in 

part any penalty, forfeiture, or liability, either civil or criminal, which shall have been incurred under 

such provision, and each provision shall be treated and held as still remaining in force for the purpose 

of sustaining any and all proper actions, suits, proceedings, and prosecutions for the enforcement of 

the penalty, forfeiture, or liability, as well as for the purpose of sustaining any judgment, decree, or 

order which can or may be rendered, entered, or made in such actions, suits, proceedings, or 

prosecutions. 

 

 Section 5. All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting with this 

ordinance or any portion hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or conflict. 

 

 INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this 20th day of August, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  

 

714



Ordinance No, 1782, Series 2019 
Page 7 of 7 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

______________________________ 

Kelly PC, City Attorney 

 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this 3rd day of 

September, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  

ATTEST: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8E 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – CITY MANAGER’S 
RECOMMENDED BUDGET FOR 2020, INCLUDING UPDATED 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN FOR 2019-2024, & UPDATED 
LONG-TERM FINANCIAL PLAN FOR 2019-2024 – SET PUBLIC 
HEARING FOR 10/1/19 

 
DATE:  SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: HEATHER BALSER, CITY MANAGER 
 KEVIN WATSON, FINANCE DIRECTOR 
 
SUMMARY 
This communication presents the main financial components of the City Manager’s 
Recommended 2020 Operating & Capital Budget.    
 
Included within this communication are: 

 Revenue estimates and assumptions for 2019 through 2024; 

 Operating expenditure estimates and targets for 2019 through 2024; 

 An update to the 2019-2024 Capital Improvements Plan;  

 Interfund Transfer Projections for 2020; and 

 An update to the 2019-2024 Long-Term Financial Plan. 
  
Attached to this communication are: 

 An updated 2019-2024 Capital Improvements Plan summary table; and 

 Schedules summarizing the Recommended 2020 Operating & Capital Budget by 
fund.   

 
REVENUE PROJECTIONS 
The following table summarizes the updated revenue assumptions for 2019 through 2024 
that have been incorporated into the Recommended 2020 Operating & Capital Budget 
and 2019-2024 Long-Term Financial Plan. 
 
All projections for construction-related revenue are based on forecasts by the Planning & 
Building Department.  Construction-related revenue includes Use Tax on Building 
Materials, Construction Permits, Impact Fees, and Utility Tap Fees.  All projections for the 
revenue generated at the Recreation Center and Golf Course are based on forecasts by 
the Parks & Recreation Department.  Golf Course User Fees include a consolidation of 
green fees, annual season passes, golf cart rentals, driving range fees, pro shop 
merchandise sales, daily rentals, golf lesson fees, club repair fees, and handicap fees.  
Projections for Solid Waste & Recycling Fees and Utility User Fees are based on 
forecasts by the Public Works Department.  All remaining projections are based on the 
Finance Department’s forecasts using simple trend analysis. 
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Since the July 16 Budget Retreat, the Recreation Center Fees and the Golf Course Fees 
for 2019 and 2020 have been reassessed and the projections have been updated for both 
years on an account-by-account basis.  Recreation Center Fees have been significantly 
increased for 2019 based on the first seven months of activity.  In general, the Recreation 
Center and Golf Course revenue projections for 2021 through 2024 have been made 
using a 3% annual inflator. 
 
Based on the discussions with Council at the Budget Retreat and with the Finance 
Committee at their August 16 meeting, staff has left the 2019 and 2020 sales tax 
projections at the levels previously presented: 

 2019 = 2.0% above 2018 actual; and 

 2020 = 1.5% above the 2019 projection. 
 
These are the lowest levels of sales tax projections used for the budget process in many 
years.  The projections are less than the estimated Consumer Price Index (CPI).   
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Sales tax is a significant revenue source for the City and the projections affect many of 
the City’s main operating funds: 

 General Fund 

 Open Space & Parks Fund 

 Historic Preservation Fund 

 Recreation Fund 

 Capital Project Fund 
 
The table below summarizes sales tax history and projections in both nominal/current 
dollars and in real/constant dollars. 
 

 
 
Assessed Valuation & Property Tax Revenue 
The City has received its preliminary 2019 assessed valuation amounts from the Boulder 
County Assessor.  These assessed valuations, multiplied by the mil levies, determine the 
amount of property tax revenue that will be received in 2020. 
 
The Assessor is reporting that the City of Louisville’s gross assessed valuation increased 
by 8.5%, from $664,626,555 in 2018 to $720,889,104 in 2019.  The City of Louisville’s 
total net assessed valuation, which is the City’s gross valuation less the Urban 
Revitalization District’s incremental assessed valuation, increased by 8.3%, from 
$645,591,119 in 2019 to $699,269,485 in 2019.  New construction accounted for 
$20,368,594 of the total change.   
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If the General Fund mil levy remains the same at 5.184 mils, General Fund property tax 
revenue will also increase by 8.3%, from $3,296,540 in 2019 to $3,570,640 in 2020.  A 
three year summary of the City’s mil levies is shown in the following table. 
 

       
  2018 [1]  2019 [1]  2020 [1] 
  Actual  Actual  Estimate 

General Levy  5.184  5.184  5.184 
Library Bonds Debt Service Levy  0.900  -  - 
Rec Center Bonds Debt Service Levy  2.785  2.750  2.750 

Total City of Louisville Mil Levy  8.869  7.934  7.934 

       
[1]  Collection year       
       

  
Factoring out new construction from the City’s actual value of all real property, results in 
an average increase in property value of approximately 7.5%.   
 
Section 3(1)(b) of Article X of the Colorado Constitution (Gallagher Amendment) was 
passed in 1982 and requires statewide residential property assessed values be adjusted 
to maintain a constant relationship to statewide non-residential taxable value of 
approximately 45% of the total of all property values.  Based on calculations by the 
Division of Property Taxation and the Department of Local Affairs (DOLA), Senate Bill 19-
255 reduced the residential assessment rate for 2019-2020 to 7.15% (from 7.20%) in 
order to maintain the residential target share in the statewide property tax base.  
 
The following schedule provides an example of the property tax impact on a residential 
unit with a 7.5% increase in actual value and a reduction in the residential assessment 
rate to 7.15%. 
 

     
  2019 [1]  2020 [1] 
  Estimate  Estimate 

Actual Value of Residential Property [2]  $500,000  $537,500 
x Residential Assessment Rate  7.20%  7.15% 

= Assessed Value  $36,000  $38,431 
x City of Louisville Mil Levy/1,000  0.007934  0.007934 

= Property Tax due to City of Louisville  $286  $305 

     
[1] Collection Year     
[2] As Determined by County Assessor     
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OPERATING EXPENDITURE TARGETS: 
The next table summarizes the operational expenditure estimates and targets by major 
expenditure category for 2019 through 2024.  These estimates and targets have been 
incorporated into the Recommended 2020 Operating & Capital Budget and 2019-2024 
Long-Term Financial Plan. 
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Wage & Benefit Projections 
The 2020 wage and benefit projections have been developed by staff using the Tyler-
Munis projection tool.  These projections have been used in the 2020 Recommended 
Budget and are the basis for projecting wages and benefits in the Long-Term Financial 
Plan for 2021 through 2024. 
 
Some of the assumptions/elements included in the wage and benefit projections for 2020 
include: 

 Promotions approved during 2019 

 Additional hours for Marketing Specialist (0.2 FTE’s) approved in 2019 

 Two full-time Lifeguard positions (partially offset by reduction in variable lifeguard 
hours) approved in 2019 

 Additional hours for Recreation Center Fitness Instructors (0.7 FTE’s) approved 
for 2019 

 One new full-time Police Officer proposed for 2020 

 An additional 1.61 full-time equivalents (FTE’s) for variable employees (non-
benefitted, part-time) proposed for 2020 

 A 3% merit increase for all full time employees and all variable employees 
proposed for 2020 

 Minimum wage adjustments proposed for 2020 to avoid compression issues 

 Market adjustments per the salary survey process proposed for 2020 
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The wage and benefit projections for 2021 through 2024 do not include any additional 
FTE’s for those years.  Recommendations from the six-year staffing plan are not included. 
 
Other Operational Additions to the 2020 Recommended Budget 
The following table summarizes some of the other more significant operational additions 
to the original 2020 Biennial Budget, which are included in the new 2020 Recommended 
Budget.  All of these adjustments were included in the presentation at the July 16 Budget 
Retreat. 
 

 
 

 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN UPDATE 
Since the Budget Retreat, staff has continued to update the 2019-2024 Capital 
Improvements Plan (C-I-P).  Attached is a new C-I-P Summary Table that includes these 
adjustments, as well as those discussed at the August 27 Council Meeting, and 
represents the new proposed C-I-P.  All changes to the original 2019-2024 C-I-P, 
presented during the 2019-2020 biennial budget process, are highlighted in red. 
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The following two tables summarize the additions and deletions to the updated C-I-P from 
what was approved during the 2019-2020 biennial budget process. 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Per Council discussion at the August 27 Special Meeting, staff has removed the BNSF 
Underpass Project from the Capital Projects Fund.  However, staff has not yet included a 
budget for repaying the Takoda Metropolitan District for their past contribution to the 
project.  If necessary, that will occur with a later version of the 2020 Recommended 
Budget or with a budget amendment to the 2020 Adopted Budget. 
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INTERFUND TRANSFERS 
Staff has reviewed and updated projections on all amounts expected to be transferred 
between funds during 2020.  The following table summarizes the inter-fund transfers 
included in the 2020 Recommended Budget. 
 

 
 
 
FUND FINANCIAL FORECASTS: 
Staff has incorporated the revenue projections, the operating expenditure targets, the 
updated C-I-P projections, and the interfund transfer projections outlined in the preceding 
discussion, along with some other operational adjustments and budget corrections, to 
create new financial forecasts for all budgeted funds.  The forecasts contain projected 
revenue, expenditures, and ending reserves through 2024.   
 
A City-wide summary of projected revenue, expenditures, and ending reserves for the 
2020 Recommended Operating & Capital Budget is shown in the following table.  
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Please note in the preceding table that staff has retained the turnback percentages that 
were discussed at the Budget Retreat.  “Turnback” refers to a positive actual-to-budget 
variance at year end.  Applying a turnback percentage accounts for the recognition that, 
due to budgetary limitations and controls, the main operating funds typically spend less 
than their total budget. 
 

 
 
 
Although staff has made basic forecasts of revenue, expenditures, and reserves for all 
funds, staff has performed a more detailed review, and has made more detailed forecasts, 
for the major operating and capital funds, defined as: 

 General Fund; 

 Open Space & Parks Fund; 

 Recreation Fund; 

 Capital Projects Fund; 

 Utility Funds; and 

 Golf Course Fund 
 
General Fund Long-Term Forecast 
Incorporating the revenue projections, the operating expenditure targets, the interfund 
transfer projections, and the updated C-I-P projections outlined in the preceding 
discussion, the following graph summarizes a history and projection of revenue, 
expenditures, and fund balances for the General Fund. 
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The City’s Reserve Policy for the General Fund states,  
 
The minimum unrestricted fund balance of the General Fund shall be maintained at or 
above 15% of current operating expenditures.  For purpose of this policy, operating 
expenditures are defined as all expenditures less any interfund transfers to other funds, 
regardless of whether the transfers are considered recurring or non-recurring.   
 
While the minimum unrestricted fund balance is set at 15% of current operating 
expenditures, the targeted unrestricted fund balance will be at or above 20% of current 
operating expenditures. 
 
The projected General Fund balance at the end of 2024 is $5.1 million.  This equates to 
25% of operating expenditures and well above the targeted fund balance as defined in 
the Reserve Policy. 
 
Open Space & Parks Fund Long-Term Forecast 
Incorporating the revenue projections, the operating expenditure targets, the interfund 
transfer projections, and the updated C-I-P projections outlined in the preceding 
discussion, the following graph summarizes a history and projection of revenue, 
expenditures, and fund balances for the Open Space & Parks Fund. 
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The Reserve Policy for the Open Space & Parks Fund, as proposed, states,  
 
The minimum fund balance of the Open Space and Parks Fund shall be maintained at or 
above 15% of current operating expenditures.  For purpose of this policy, operating 
expenditures include only open space and parks operations and exclude all interfund 
transfers and capital outlay.   
 
The projected Open Space & Parks Fund balance at the end of 2024 is $1.7 million.  This 
equates to 50% of operating expenditures and is well above the minimum fund balance 
as defined in the Reserve Policy. 
 
Recreation Fund Long-Term Forecast 
Incorporating the revenue projections, the operating expenditure targets, the interfund 
transfer projections, and the updated C-I-P projections outlined in the preceding 
discussion, the following graph summarizes a history and projection of revenue, 
expenditures, and fund balances for the Recreation Fund. 
 
This long-term forecast has changed the most from those presented at the Budget 
Retreat.  As previously stated, this is due to the review of 2019 revenue to-date and the 
adjustments in the revenue projections for both 2019 and 2020.   
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The Reserve Policy for the Recreation Fund, as proposed, states,  
 
The minimum unrestricted fund balance of the Recreation Fund shall be maintained at or 
above 15% of current operating expenditures.  For purpose of this policy, operating 
expenditures are defined as all expenditures, excluding interfund transfers and capital 
outlay.   
 
In addition to maintaining an operating reserve, the Recreation Fund will also maintain a 
capital asset renewal and replacement reserve.  The purpose of this reserve is to 
accumulate funds for the timely renewal and replacement of Recreation Center and 
Memory Square Pool assets.  The methodology for calculating this reserve will be 
approved by the Finance Committee on an annual basis. 
 
The projected Recreation Fund balance at the end of 2024 is $3.7 million.  This meets 
both the minimum operating reserve plus the renewal and replacement reserve. 
 
Note that the 2020 Recommended Budget proposes that the renewal and replacement 
reserve be maintained within the Recreation Fund.  At this time, the 2020 Recommended 
Budget does not include a separate Renewal & Replacement Reserve Fund to account 
for the reserve and the future capital outlay for the items accounted for in the reserve. 
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Capital Projects Fund Long-Term Forecast 
Incorporating the revenue projections, the operating expenditure targets, the interfund 
transfer projections, and the updated C-I-P projections outlined in the preceding 
discussion, the following graph summarizes a history and projection of revenue, 
expenditures, and fund balances for the Capital Projects Fund. 
 

 
 
Large fluctuations in revenue, expendtures, and reserves within capital project funds are 
typical.  The City does not have a reserve policy for the Capital Projects Fund.  The fund 
balance is projected to decline to approximately $3.2 million at the end of 2020, but 
increases to approximately $5.0 million by the end of 2024. 
 
Consolidated Utility Fund Long-Term Forecast 
The Consolidated Utility Fund consists of the Water Utility Fund, the Wastewater utility 
Fund, and the Storm Water Utility Fund.  Incorporating the revenue projections, the 
operating expenditure targets, the interfund transfer projections, and the updated C-I-P 
projections outlined in the preceding discussion, the following graph summarizes a history 
and projection of revenue, expenditures, and working capital for the Consolidated Utility 
Fund. 
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The Reserve Policy for the Utility Funds states,  
 
The minimum working capital for the Water, Wastewater, and Storm Water Utility Funds 
shall be maintained at or above 25% of current operating expenses, as measured on the 
City’s budgetary basis.  For purpose of this policy, operating expenses are defined as all 
budgetary-basis expenses, excluding interfund transfers and capital outlay. 
 
The Consolidated Utility Fund reserves are projected to remain at approximately $15 
million through the end of 2024.  There are substantial capital improvements planned for 
2025 and beyond that will significantly reduce these reserves in subsequent years.   
 
Ending 2024 reserves for all the individual utility funds are projected to remain in 
compliance with the Reserve Policy. 
 
Golf Course Fund Long-Term Forecast 
Incorporating the revenue projections, the operating expenditure targets, the interfund 
transfer projections, and the updated C-I-P projections outlined in the preceding 
discussion, the following graph summarizes a history and projection of revenue, 
expenditures, and working capital for the Golf Course Fund. 
  

731



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: 2020 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 
 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2019 PAGE 17 OF 19 
 

 

 
 

Effective April 1, 2010, the City entered into a license agreement with Western Golf 
Properties.  Under this agreement, all operational revenue and expenses were accounted 
for by Western Golf Properties.  Other than capital outlay, the only expenses recorded by 
the City were loan repayments to the Wastewater Utility fund.  The only revenue recorded 
by the City was license payments from Western Golf Properties. 
 
The revenue and expense spikes in 2014 reflect the flood reconstruction efforts and the 
related grants.  The City reassumed operations at the golf course in mid-2015. 
 
The revenue and expenses in 2015-2016 are significantly higher than 2017-2018 due to 
transfers-in from the General Fund and Capital Projects Fund and transfers-out to the 
Wastewater Utility Fund. 
 
The Reserve Policy for the Golf Course Fund, as proposed, states,  
 
The minimum working capital balance of the Golf Course Fund shall be maintained at or 
above 15% of current operating expenditures.  For purpose of this policy, operating 
expenditures are defined as all expenditures, excluding interfund transfers and capital 
outlay.   
 
In addition to maintaining an operating reserve, the Golf Course Fund will also maintain 
a capital asset renewal and replacement reserve.  The purpose of this reserve is to 
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accumulate funds for the timely replacement of Golf Course assets.  The methodology 
for calculating this reserve will be approved by the Finance Committee on an annual 
basis. 
 
The projected Golf Course Fund reserves at the end of 2024 are approximately $572,000.  
This meets the minimum operating reserve, but does meet the renewal and replacement 
reserve requirement.  In order to maintain the minimum reserve, all capital outlay planned 
for 2021 through 2024 is proposed to be funded out of the Capital Projects Fund, as 
directed during the 2019-2020 biennial budget discussions.   
 
Staff is interested in further discussion around providing an annual capital contribution, 
similar to the Recreation Center capital contribution, to assist with future capital needs at 
the Golf Course and to fund the renewal and replacement reserve in the Golf Course 
Fund.  
 
Additional Follow-Up to the July 16 Budget Retreat 

 Electrical Vehicle Charging Station will be at the Golf Course in 2020 as discussed 
instead of the Police Department. 

 Staff is proposing purchasing the current golf carts and replacing the batteries for 
an additional 5 years of use.  This is represented in the 2020 Golf Course budget 
with a new capital amount of $132,300 and a new operating amount of $5,000.  If 
approved, a decision will need to be made in 2024 whether to purchase new golf 
carts at that time, or pursue another lease option.   

 Staff has further reviewed the anticipated costs for the Chemical Storage Building 
at the Golf Course and is comfortable with cost assumptions.   

 The structural assessment in the Golf Course budget for $50,000 is to assess the 
current reliability and useful life of the building, as staff considers fixing and/or 
replacing certain items such as the kitchen, the deck, etc.    

 The Transportation Master Plan discussions and prioritizations are ongoing.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The City Manager and staff will provide a summary of the proposed budget, address 
questions, and ask the City Council to schedule the formal public hearing on the 
proposed budget for October 1, 2019. During the City Council’s subsequent meetings, 
staff will seek direction on any changes desired for the proposed budget or additional 
information City Council members require in order to finalize the budget.  Based on 
public comments and City Council direction during the budget meetings, staff will 
finalize the budget for adoption during the City Council’s November 4, 2019 meeting. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Updated C-I-P Summary Table 
2. 2020 Recommended Budget by Fund 
3. Sales Tax Report for the Period Ending June 30, 2019 
4. PowerPoint Presentation 

 
 
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPACT: 
 

 

☒ 

 
Financial Stewardship & 
Asset Management 

 

☐ 
 
Reliable Core Services 

 

☐ 

 
Vibrant Economic 
Climate 

 

☐ 

  
Quality Programs &   
Amenities 

 

☐ 

  
Engaged Community 

 

☐ 

  
Healthy Workforce 

 

☐ 

 
Supportive Technology 

 

☐ 

  
Collaborative Regional    
Partner 

 
 

734



Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

201314-640001 Machinery & Equipment         4,050            -                -                -                -                -                4,050              

201511-630071 Parks and Open Space Signs 111,250         -                -                -                -                -                111,250          

201511-630101 Irrig Replacements & Improvs (%) 30,000          -                -                -                -                -                30,000            

201511-630129 Playground Surfacing Replacement 12,000          12,000          -                -                -                -                24,000            

201511-630130 Sundance Park Master Plan 15,000          -                -                -                -                -                15,000            

201511-630131 Recycling Cans for Park Sites (%) 20,000          10,000          -                -                -                -                30,000            

201511-630132 Enhance BMX Track at Community Park 20,000          -                -                -                -                -                20,000            

201511-630133 Freeze Resistant Drinking Fountains 8,000            8,000            -                -                -                -                16,000            

201511-630135 Cottonwood Park Development -                216,000         -                -                -                -                216,000          

201511-630151 Miners Field Fencing Upgrade (%) 11,000          -                -                -                -                -                11,000            

201511-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment (%) 31,640          -                -                -                -                -                31,640            

201511-640001 Machinery & Equipment (%) 52,500          52,500          -                -                -                -                105,000          

201511-630127 Miner's Field Park Improvs    -                11,000          -                -                -                -                11,000            

201522-630004 Lastoska Property Conservation 25,000          -                -                -                -                -                25,000            

201522-630134 Fishing Pond Dredging & Master Plan -                35,000          -                -                -                -                35,000            

201522-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment (%) 35,000          -                -                -                -                -                35,000            

201523-630117 Interpretive Education        3,750            -                -                -                -                -                3,750              

201523-660093 Trail Connections (%) 35,000          -                -                -                -                -                35,000            

201524-660252 Coyote Run Slope Mitigation (50%) 300,000         -                -                -                -                -                300,000          

201528-660015 Open Space & Parks Signs (%) -                120,000         -                -                -                -                120,000          

201528-660067 Hwy 42 Multi-Use Underpass 2,291,520      -                -                -                -                -                2,291,520       

201528-660093 Trail Connections (%) 572,010         -                -                -                -                -                572,010          

201528-660201 Trail Projects -                37,800          -                -                -                -                37,800            

2 Equipment Replacement - Parks (70%) -                -                52,500          52,500          52,500          52,500          210,000          

6 Playground Surfacing Replacement -                -                12,000          -                -                -                12,000            

8 Recycling Cans for Park Sites (50%) -                -                10,000          -                -                -                10,000            

10 Freeze Resistant Drinking Fountains at Park Sites -                -                8,000            8,000            8,000            -                24,000            

11 Open Space & Parks Trail & Direct'l Signs (50%) -                -                19,200          -                78,000          -                97,200            

13 Fishing Pond Dredging & Master Plan -                -                180,000         -                -                -                180,000          

15 Trail Projects -                -                277,860         205,320         112,800         -                595,980          

17 Equipment Replacement -                -                -                -                7,000            60,000          67,000            

18 Damyanovich Master Plan -                -                -                -                25,000          -                25,000            

Total Open Space & Parks Fund 3,577,720      502,300         559,560         265,820         283,300         112,500         5,301,200       

-                -                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

202511-630048 Playgrounds (%) 224,000         224,000         -                -                -                -                448,000          

19 Playground Replacement (80%) -                -                224,000         224,000         224,000         236,000         908,000          

Total Conservation Trust - Lottery Fund 224,000         224,000         224,000         224,000         224,000         236,000         1,356,000       

-                -                

City of Louisville, Colorado

Six-Year Capital Improvement Plan

For the Years 2019 Through 2024

Open Space & Parks Fund

Conservation Trust - Lottery Fund
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Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

204799-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment (%) 3,930            -                -                -                -                -                3,930              

204799-640001 Machinery & Equipment (%) 7,500            7,500            -                -                -                -                15,000            

2 Equipment Replacement - Parks (10%) -                -                7,500            7,500            7,500            7,500            30,000            

Total Cemetery Fund 11,430          7,500            7,500            7,500            7,500            7,500            48,930            

-                -                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

205120-600008 PEG Capital 1,100            -                -                -                -                -                1,100              

Total PEG Fee Fund 1,100            -                -                -                -                -                1,100              

-                -                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

207542-620098 Austin Niehoff House Rehab (%) -                -                -                -                -                -                -                  

207542-620109 Miners' Cabins Relocation 208,000         -                -                -                -                -                208,000          

207542-620113 Historical Museum Structural Work (%) 60,850          -                -                -                -                -                60,850            

Total Historic Preservation Fund 268,850         -                -                -                -                -                268,850          

-                -                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

208533-640138 Rec Center Pool Table Replacements -                10,000          -                -                -                -                10,000            

208535-620122 Rec Center Pool Plaster -                79,000          -                -                -                -                79,000            

208535-620123 Memory Square Plaster 105,300         -                -                -                -                -                105,300          

208535-640137 Memory Square Pool Safety Cover 16,000          -                -                -                -                -                16,000            

208535-640139 Rec Center Pool Vacuums -                12,000          -                -                -                -                12,000            

208535-630148 Memory Square Pool Play Feature 13,000          -                -                -                -                -                13,000            

208538-610009 Sports Complex Infield Improvements 80,000          -                -                -                -                -                80,000            

208538-630152 Replace Miners Field Scoreboard 40,000          -                -                -                -                -                40,000            

208538-630153 Rebuild Cleo Dugout Roof 25,000          -                -                -                -                -                25,000            

208539-620121 Rec Center Gym Curtain Replacement 15,000          -                -                -                -                -                15,000            

208539-620124 MAC Gym Curtain 45,000          -                -                -                -                -                45,000            

208539-630149 Rec Center Interior and Exterior Signage 60,000          -                -                -                -                -                60,000            

208539-640123 Rec Center Equipment Replacement 70,000          70,000          70,000          70,000          70,000          70,000          420,000          

208539-640136 Rec Center Adjustable Basketball Hoops 11,760          -                -                -                -                -                11,760            

32 Rec Center Pool Deck Reseal -                -                -                35,000          -                -                35,000            

33 Recreation Center Campus Master Plan -                -                -                128,000         -                -                128,000          

Total Recreation Fund 481,060         171,000         70,000          233,000         70,000          70,000          1,095,060       

-                -                

Cemetery Fund

Historic Preservation Fund

PEG Fee Fund

Recreation Fund
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Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

301103-660025 Decorative Streetlight LED Conversion 50,000          135,000         -                -                -                -                185,000          

301103-630131 Recycling Cans for Park Sites (%) 20,000          10,000          -                -                -                -                30,000            

301103-640030 Electric Vehicle Charging Station 8,000            8,000            -                -                -                -                16,000            

301112-620115 City Clerk's Office Renovation 15,000          -                -                -                -                -                15,000            

301161-660241 Bike Share Program            10,000          -                -                -                -                -                10,000            

301165-620098 Austin Niehoff House Rehab (%) -                -                -                -                -                -                -                  

301173-650035 ERP System                    114,490         -                -                -                -                -                114,490          

(New) NEOGov Learning Management Software -                24,900          -                -                -                -                24,900            

301173-650090 Rec Center-Copier Replacement 9,800            -                -                -                -                -                9,800              

301173-650097 City-Wide Surveillance Refresh 124,710         -                -                -                -                -                124,710          

301173-650098 IT Core Switching Fabric Upgrades 36,500          -                -                -                -                -                36,500            

301173-650099 Storage, Server, & Backup Refresh -                135,000         -                -                -                -                135,000          

301173-660258 Middle Mile Fiber 200,000         -                -                -                -                -                200,000          

301191-640118 City Hall Security Improvements 8,150            -                -                -                -                -                8,150              

301211-620116 Police Dept Basement Restrooms & Lockers 282,500         -                -                -                -                -                282,500          

301211-620118 Police Dept Basement Sleep Room 27,000          -                -                -                -                -                27,000            

301211-620125 Police Dept Lobby Security Glass 20,000          -                -                -                -                -                20,000            

301211-640024 LTE D-Block Radio Program     11,100          -                -                -                -                -                11,100            

301211-640106 Body Cams                     24,170          -                -                -                -                -                24,170            

301211-640114 FM Radio Stations 6,000            5,000            -                -                -                -                11,000            

301211-640124 Handheld 700-800 Portable Radios 15,420          -                -                -                -                -                15,420            

301211-650027 Toughbook, Prntrs, Dockng Stns 8,000            -                -                -                -                -                8,000              

301211-650089 Police/Courts Records Mgmt Sys 300,000         -                -                -                -                -                300,000          

301219-610010 Police Dept Parking Lot Repaving 35,000          -                -                -                -                -                35,000            

301219-620120 Police Dept Electrical Work 25,000          -                -                -                -                -                25,000            

301219-660276 Police Dept Concrete Replacement 199,000         -                -                -                -                -                199,000          

301311-630138 Bus Stop Improvements 157,000         -                -                -                -                -                157,000          

301311-630139 Street Lighting Safety Upgrades 41,620          -                -                -                -                -                41,620            

301311-660202 Railroad Quiet Zones 3,317,900      -                -                -                -                -                3,317,900       

301311-660227 SH 42: Hecla Dr Traffic Signal 39,710          -                -                -                -                -                39,710            

301311-660239 SBR Connectivity Feasibility S 35,030          -                -                -                -                -                35,030            

301312-630120 Bus then Bike Shelter         25,000          -                -                -                -                -                25,000            

301312-630141 ADA Parking Improvements 15,000          75,000          -                -                -                -                90,000            

301312-630142 Traffic Mitigation 25,000          25,000          -                -                -                -                50,000            

301312-630144 Transportation Master Plan First Steps 1,000,000      3,000,000      -                -                -                -                4,000,000       

301312-640001 Machinery & Equipment (%) 5,030            -                -                -                -                -                5,030              

301312-660012 Pavement Booster Program      5,028,130      4,840,000      -                -                -                -                9,868,130       

301312-660022 Concrete Replacement          75,000          75,000          -                -                -                -                150,000          

301312-660064 Bridge Inspection Follow-Up Repairs 30,000          100,000         -                -                -                -                130,000          

301312-660068 South Street Underpass (%) 184,250         -                -                -                -                -                184,250          

301312-660079 SH42 Short Intersection Design  153,550         -                -                -                -                -                153,550          

301312-660222 SH42 Short Intersection Construction 3,279,840      -                -                -                -                -                3,279,840       

301312-660226 Downtown Clay/Concrete Paver 119,490         -                -                -                -                -                119,490          

301312-660247 DRCOG Traffic Signal Improvts 50,000          -                -                -                -                -                50,000            

301312-660255 SH42 & Hecla Drive Traffic Signal -                -                -                -                -                -                -                  

301312-660256 Downtown Ornamental Light Replacement 70,000          72,000          -                -                -                -                142,000          

301312-660257 Downtown Surface Parking Expansion -                -                -                -                -                -                -                  

301313-630101 Irrigation Clock Replacements (%) 20,000          -                -                -                -                -                20,000            

301313-630140 Downtown Tree Grate Conduit Replacement 26,000          28,000          -                -                -                -                54,000            

301313-630145 Subdivision Entry Landscape Improvements 7,000            57,000          -                -                -                -                64,000            

Capital Projects Fund
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Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

301313-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment (%) 31,400          -                -                -                -                -                31,400            

301313-640001 Machinery & Equipment (%) 7,500            7,500            -                -                -                -                15,000            

(New) Sander Box Leg Kit -                22,150          -                -                -                -                22,150            

301313-660103 Median Improvements 275,000         275,000         -                -                -                -                550,000          

301313-660226 Downtown Clay/Concrete Paver Replacement 110,000         110,000         -                -                -                -                220,000          

301313-660254 Utility Undergrounding 680,000         -                -                -                -                -                680,000          

301314-640001 Machinery & Equipment (%) 7,500            7,500            -                -                -                -                15,000            

301314-640135 Snow & Ice Attachment 18,000          -                -                -                -                -                18,000            

301511-630048 Playground Replacement (%) 56,000          56,000          -                -                -                -                112,000          

301511-630067 Heritage Restroom Renovation 28,000          200,000         -                -                -                -                228,000          

301511-630151 Miners Field Fencing Upgrade (%) 44,000          -                -                -                -                -                44,000            

301524-660252 Coyote Run Slope Mitigation (50%) 300,000         -                -                -                -                -                300,000          

301528-660015 Open Space & Parks Signs (%) -                120,000         -                -                -                -                120,000          

301528-660068 South Street Underpass (%) 92,640          -                -                -                -                -                92,640            

301528-660069 BNSF RR Underpass/N Drainage (%) -                -                -                -                -                -                -                  

301531-630127 Miners Field Fencing Upgrade (%) -                22,000          -                -                -                -                22,000            

301532-630127 Miners Field Fencing Upgrade (%) -                22,000          -                -                -                -                22,000            

301532-640046 Fitness Equipment             22,360          -                -                -                -                -                22,360            

301537-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment (%) 4,000            -                -                -                -                -                4,000              

301551-650087 Upgrade Makerspace -                15,000          -                -                -                -                15,000            

301551-620036 Library Building Improvements 16,820          -                -                -                -                -                16,820            

301552-620097 Historical Museum Campus (%) 20,850          165,400         -                -                -                -                186,250          

301552-620038 Museum Campus Building Improvements 51,210          -                -                -                -                -                51,210            

301552-620113 Historical Museum Structural Work (%) 60,850          -                -                -                -                -                60,850            

301553-620114 Center for the Arts Restoration 46,620          -                -                -                -                -                46,620            

301553-630136 Community Park Stage Improvements 24,000          -                -                -                -                -                24,000            

301553-640001 Machinery & Equipment (%) 5,020            -                -                -                -                -                5,020              

301651-630137 Downtown Patio Program Expansion 25,000          25,000          -                -                -                -                50,000            

50 Concrete Replacement -                -                75,000          75,000          75,000          75,000          300,000          

53 Downtown Clay/Concrete Paver Replacement -                -                110,000         -                -                -                110,000          

54 Downtown Tree Grate Conduit Replacement -                -                56,000          56,000          -                -                112,000          

60 Downtown Ornamental Light Replacement -                -                75,000          80,000          -                -                155,000          

61 Pavement Management Program -                -                4,000,000      4,600,000      4,300,000      4,500,000      17,400,000     

2 Equipment Replacement - Parks (20%) -                -                15,000          15,000          15,000          15,000          60,000            

63 Median Landscape Renovation -                -                275,000         -                -                -                275,000          

66 Transportation Master Plan First Steps -                -                1,200,000      2,800,000      4,000,000       

8 Recycling Cans for Park Sites (50%) -                -                10,000          -                -                -                10,000            

19 Playground Replacement (20%) -                -                56,000          56,000          56,000          59,000          227,000          

68 Decorative Streetlight LED Conversion -                -                100,000         110,000         100,000         100,000         410,000          

69 Subdivision Entry Landscape Improvements -                -                57,000          57,000          57,000          -                171,000          

11 Open Space & Parks Trail & Direct'l Signs (50%) -                -                19,200          -                78,000          -                97,200            

73 Golf Maintenance Facility Improvements -                -                99,910          -                -                124,130         224,040          

74 Golf Division Equipment Replacement -                -                117,360         117,360         117,360         117,360         469,440          

75 Public Parking Lot Paving Program -                -                -                130,000         130,000         130,000         390,000          

76 Improvements to Community Dog Park -                -                -                -                57,500          215,630         273,130          

Total Capital Projects Fund 17,181,210    9,637,450      6,265,470      8,096,360      4,985,860      5,336,120      51,502,470     

-                -                

Capital Projects Fund (continued)
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Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

303120-620106 Rec Center Construction       3,637,610      -                -                -                -                -                3,637,610       

Total Recreation Center Construction Fund 3,637,610      -                -                -                -                -                3,637,610       

-                -                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

501498-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment (%) 190,500         -                -                -                -                -                190,500          

501498-640001 Machinery & Equipment (%) 9,650            -                -                -                -                -                9,650              

501498-640045 Meters 168,000         -                -                -                -                -                168,000          

501498-640121 WTP Resvr Treat Boat & Trailer 28,140          -                -                -                -                -                28,140            

501498-660182 Water Line Replacement 1,844,000      1,273,000      -                -                -                -                3,117,000       

501498-660205 PRV Replacement 75,000          -                -                -                -                -                75,000            

501498-660221 HBWTP Filter Media Replacement 5,000            -                -                -                -                -                5,000              

501498-660234 Tube Settler Replacement 380,920         -                -                -                -                -                380,920          

501498-660237 Water Tank Int Structure Maint 92,600          -                -                -                -                -                92,600            

501498-660259 Floride Equipment Replacement 105,000         -                -                -                -                -                105,000          

501499-600025 Fire Hydrant Painting 44,690          -                -                -                -                -                44,690            

501499-620119 Utilities Electrical Assessment (%) -                32,500          -                -                -                -                32,500            

501499-630146 Marshall Lake Sediment Control -                110,000         -                -                -                -                110,000          

501499-640116 Water Plants Disinfection Eval 408,040         -                -                -                -                -                408,040          

501499-640127 Excavation Shoring Box (%) 9,000            -                -                -                -                -                9,000              

501499-640131 Water Utility Trucks 80,000          -                -                -                -                -                80,000            

501499-650035 ERP System 3,000            -                -                -                -                -                3,000              

501499-650080 Water Facilities SCADA Upgrade 36,000          -                -                -                -                -                36,000            

501499-660175 WTP Chemical Storage Tanks -                405,000         -                -                -                -                405,000          

501499-660190 NCWCD-Windy Gap Firming Proj 2,500,000      747,000         -                -                -                -                3,247,000       

501499-660211 Howard Diversion Upgrades 128,740         -                -                -                -                -                128,740          

501499-660212 SCWTP Recycle Pond Maintenance 86,000          -                -                -                -                -                86,000            

501499-660230 HBWTP HVAC Upgrade 3,000            -                -                -                -                -                3,000              

501499-660231 Louisville Lateral Ditch Pipin 20,000          -                -                -                -                -                20,000            

501499-660232 Cent/McCaslin Hi Zone Water Lp 22,230          -                -                -                -                -                22,230            

501499-660236 SBR Ditch Lining 170,200         88,310          -                -                -                -                258,510          

501499-660237 WTP Tank Cleaning & Evaluation -                50,000          -                -                -                -                50,000            

501499-660243 Louisville Pipeline Flow Control 417,930         -                -                -                -                -                417,930          

501499-660244 HBWTP Upgrades 197,220         -                -                -                -                -                197,220          

501499-660245 SCWTP Upgrades 550,770         -                -                -                -                -                550,770          

501499-660260 WTP Vault Painting -                225,000         -                -                -                -                225,000          

501499-660261 WTP Raw Water Study -                75,000          -                -                -                -                75,000            

501499-660274 NCWCD SWSP Eastern Pump Station -                150,000         -                -                -                -                150,000          

501499-660275 NCWCD SWSP Transmission Capacity 287,000         1,324,000      -                -                -                -                1,611,000       

77 SBR Ditch Lining -                -                90,510          -                -                -                90,510            

78 Water Line Replacement -                -                205,000         205,000         483,000         140,000         1,033,000       

80 Louisville Lateral Ditch Piping -                -                -                2,693,000      -                -                2,693,000       

83 NCWCD - Windy Gap Firming Project -                -                747,000         747,000         747,000         747,000         2,988,000       

87 WTP Vehicle & Equipment Replacement -                -                -                -                80,000          48,500          128,500          

95 Marshall Lake Sediment Control -                -                566,000         -                -                -                566,000          

96 WTP Tank Cleaning & Evaluation -                -                -                48,000          -                -                48,000            

98 WTP Raw Water Study -                -                100,000         -                -                -                100,000          

Water Utility Fund

Recreation Center Construction Fund
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Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

100 Water Rights Acquisition -                -                565,000         552,000         566,000         580,000         2,263,000       

101 Pump Replacement & Rehabilitation -                -                84,000          276,000         17,000          -                377,000          

102 SCWTP Filter Media Replacement -                -                -                -                447,000         -                447,000          

103 Meter Replacement -                -                -                -                754,000         773,000         1,527,000       

Total Water Utility Fund 7,867,440      4,479,810      2,357,510      4,521,000      3,094,000      2,288,500      24,608,260     

-                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

502498-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment -                37,000          -                -                -                -                37,000            

502498-640001 Machinery & Equipment 9,650            -                -                -                -                -                9,650              

502498-640134 Replacement High Pressure Sewer Cleaner 260,000         -                -                -                -                -                260,000          

502498-660183 Sewer Utility Lines 498,000         275,000         -                -                -                -                773,000          

502498-660216 Reuse System Replacement 32,000          -                -                -                -                -                32,000            

502498-660265 Reuse System Equipment Replacement 32,000          66,000          -                -                -                -                98,000            

502498-660272 Drum Thickener Replacement -                275,000         -                -                -                -                275,000          

502499-620119 Utilities Electrical Assessment (%) -                32,500          -                -                -                -                32,500            

502499-630147 WWTP Digester and Reuse Lighting Improvements 40,000          -                -                -                -                -                40,000            

502499-640127 Excavation Shoring Box (%) 3,000            -                -                -                -                -                3,000              

502499-640132 WWTP Tractor 62,000          -                -                -                -                -                62,000            

502499-640133 Portable Lift Station Pump 50,000          -                -                -                -                -                50,000            

502499-650035 ERP System 3,000            -                -                -                -                -                3,000              

502499-660153 Wastewater Plant Upgrade 15,000          -                -                -                -                -                15,000            

502499-660262 WWTP Additional Influent Pump 72,000          -                -                -                -                -                72,000            

502499-660263 WWTP Asphalt Addition 50,000          -                -                -                -                -                50,000            

502499-660264 WWTP Digester Control Improvements 100,000         -                -                -                -                -                100,000          

502499-660266 WWTP Digester and Digester Lights 40,000          -                -                -                -                -                40,000            

502499-660267 WWTP Aeration Basin & Reuse Mixers 150,000         -                -                -                -                -                150,000          

502499-660268 WWTP Total Suspended Solids (TSS) Probes 45,000          -                -                -                -                -                45,000            

502499-660269 WWTP Vac Dump Station 235,000         -                -                -                -                -                235,000          

502499-660271 OPS Lift Station Painting -                75,000          -                -                -                -                75,000            

114 Sewer Line Replacement -                -                420,000         400,000         350,000         425,000         1,595,000       

119 WWTP Vehicle Replacement -                -                -                -                -                48,500          48,500            

120 WWTP Dewatering Building Upgrades -                -                76,000          753,000         -                -                829,000          

Total Wastewater Utility Fund 1,696,650      760,500         496,000         1,153,000      350,000         473,500         4,929,650       

-                -                

Wastewater Utility Fund

Water Utility Fund (continued)
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Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

503499-630032 Ctywide Strm Sewr Outfall Imps 5,100            -                -                -                -                -                5,100              

503499-630096 Detention Pond Maintenance 118,500         121,500         -                -                -                -                240,000          

503499-630150 Drainageway "A-1" Garfield/Cottonwood -                500,000         -                -                -                -                500,000          

503499-640001 Machinery & Equipment 4,620            -                -                -                -                -                4,620              

503499-640128 Arterial Snow Plow Replacement (%) 56,000          -                -                -                -                -                56,000            

503499-660251 Drainageway G Dillon Rd Crossing 150,000         -                -                -                -                -                150,000          

503499-660273 Storm Water Quality Master Plan 100,000         150,000         -                -                -                -                250,000          

121 Storm Sewer Detention Pond Maintenance -                -                124,500         150,000         129,000         135,500         539,000          

122 Storm Water Quality Master Plan -                -                150,000         150,000         150,000         -                450,000          

Total Storm Water Utility Fund 434,220         771,500         274,500         300,000         279,000         135,500         2,194,720       

-                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

520799-620112 Shelter Improvements 14,500          -                -                -                -                -                14,500            

520799-650015 Irrigation Computer Replacement 11,200          -                -                -                -                -                11,200            

520799-630115 Cart Path Repairs -                18,410          -                -                -                -                18,410            

Chemical Storage Building -                35,000          -                -                -                -                35,000            

Golf Carts -                132,300         -                -                -                -                132,300          

Total Golf Course Fund 25,700          185,710         -                -                -                -                211,410          

-                -                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

602120-650015 Computer-Hardware 60,000          60,000          -                -                -                -                120,000          

126 Computer-Software -                -                60,000          60,000          60,000          60,000          240,000          

Total Technology Management Fund 60,000          60,000          60,000          60,000          60,000          60,000          360,000          

-                -                

Request Project 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

No. Account Project Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

603120-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment 35,000          -                -                -                -                -                35,000            

603211-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment 254,170         177,240         -                -                -                -                431,410          

603314-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment 352,500         -                -                -                -                -                352,500          

127 603211-640000 Motor Vehicle/Road Equipment -                -                171,920         180,530         189,550         199,030         741,030          

Total Fleet Management Fund 641,670         177,240         171,920         180,530         189,550         199,030         1,559,940       

-                -                

Fleet Management Fund

Golf Course Fund

Storm Water Utility Fund

Technology Management Fund
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2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 6-Year

Fund Description Estimate Budget Planned Planned Planned Planned Totals

Open Space & Parks Fund 3,577,720      502,300         559,560         265,820         283,300         112,500         5,301,200       

Conservation Trust - Lottery Fund 224,000         224,000         224,000         224,000         224,000         236,000         1,356,000       

Cemetery Fund 11,430          7,500            7,500            7,500            7,500            7,500            48,930            

PEG Fee Fund 1,100            -                -                -                -                -                1,100              

Historic Preservation Fund 268,850         -                -                -                -                -                268,850          

Recreation Fund 481,060         171,000         70,000          233,000         70,000          70,000          1,095,060       

Capital Projects Fund 17,181,210    9,637,450      6,265,470      8,096,360      4,985,860      5,336,120      51,502,470     

Recreation Center Construction Fund 3,637,610      -                -                -                -                -                3,637,610       

Water Utility Fund 7,867,440      4,479,810      2,357,510      4,521,000      3,094,000      2,288,500      24,608,260     

Wastewater Utility Fund 1,696,650      760,500         496,000         1,153,000      350,000         473,500         4,929,650       

Storm Water Utility Fund 434,220         771,500         274,500         300,000         279,000         135,500         2,194,720       

Golf Course Fund 25,700          185,710         -                -                -                -                211,410          

Technology Management Fund 60,000          60,000          60,000          60,000          60,000          60,000          360,000          

Fleet Management Fund 641,670         177,240         171,920         180,530         189,550         199,030         1,559,940       

Total for All Funds 36,108,660    16,977,010    10,486,460    15,041,210    9,543,210      8,918,650      97,075,200     

All Funds
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Taxes:

   Property Taxes 2,800,682      3,250,690      3,301,600      3,296,540      3,570,640      

   Sales Taxes (Net of BAP's) 8,267,631      9,028,920      8,551,100      8,567,740      8,698,650      

   Use Taxes (Net of BAP's) 2,165,757      2,927,090      2,420,180      2,669,910      2,570,550      

   Franchise Taxes 1,078,608      1,074,576      1,096,350      1,042,230      1,070,460      

   Other Taxes 830,159         892,428         750,500         819,310         745,040         

Licenses & Permits:

   Construction Permits (Net of BAP's) 1,045,677      651,947         877,820         900,480         909,720         

   Other Licenses & Permits 427,078         1,766,261      935,400         694,230         434,350         

Intergovernmental Revenue:

   Recurring State-Shared Revenue 1,353,961      1,547,152      1,416,260      1,484,430      1,391,280      

   Non-Recurring Grants/Contributions 28,182          40,785          15,000          25,260          25,000          

Charges for Services:

   Recreation /Senior Center Fees 1,878,517      1,714,745      -                -                -                

   Other Charges for Servcies 169,337         148,532         276,720         201,710         253,050         

Fines & Forfeitures 210,720         185,851         196,460         144,280         130,280         

Miscellaenous Revenue 176,003         751,847         228,040         289,720         219,960         

Interfund Transfers -                -                79,210          79,210          80,840          

Total Revenue 20,432,313    23,980,822    20,144,640    20,215,050    20,099,820    

Expenditures:

General Government:

   City Manager 415,786         368,754         334,550         364,240         402,930         

   Economic Development 219,781         253,931         239,140         232,740         272,100         

   City Attorney 349,827         268,633         330,000         330,000         330,000         

   City Clerk & Municipal Court 499,777         503,777         628,810         588,400         622,010         

   Human Resources 517,490         528,006         595,800         579,570         627,880         

   Information Technology 497,386         538,048         874,720         836,480         800,540         

   Finance, Accounting, & Tax 852,428         728,017         761,130         767,580         709,640         

   Planning & Building Safety 1,299,735      1,449,279      1,749,300      1,607,110      1,443,740      

   General Administration Service 1,158,858      1,293,268      2,571,700      2,574,520      1,726,600      

Public Safety 4,872,386      5,198,680      6,257,850      6,071,450      6,118,810      

Public Works 2,311,031      2,508,844      2,968,610      3,033,690      3,269,050      

Culture & Recreation:

   Library & Museum Services 1,850,154      1,886,041      2,112,440      2,099,470      2,206,470      

   Parks & Recreation Services 3,019,308      3,243,994      212,440         191,350         196,070         

Debt Service 8,995            9,090            8,480            8,480            8,480            

Interfund Transfers 67,800          2,471,660      3,937,730      3,939,600      3,030,240      

Total Expenditures 17,940,742    21,250,021    23,582,700    23,224,680    21,764,560    

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 2,491,571      2,730,802      (3,438,060)    (3,009,630)    (1,664,740)    

Projected Turnback N/A N/A 1,375,150      1,349,960      936,720         

Beginning Fund Balance 5,305,766      7,797,337      10,528,139    10,528,139    8,868,469      

Ending Fund Balance 7,797,337    10,528,139  8,465,229    8,868,469     8,140,449     

General Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Taxes:

   Sales Taxes 1,563,969     1,582,141   1,613,780     1,613,780     1,637,990   

   Use Taxes 536,241        642,259      569,870        656,660        594,420      

Intergovernmental Revenue 4,800            3,402          1,150,760     1,150,760     5,000          

Miscellaenous Revenue:

   Developer Contributions 213,125        -              -               -               -              

   Land Dedication Fees 602,257        -              -               448,860        -              

   Other Miscellaneous Revenue 75,065          169,747      63,050          89,340          76,840        

Other Financing Sources 6,500            -              -               10,400          -              

Interfund Transfers 173,950        1,029,360   1,203,170     1,000,290     1,180,060   

Total Revenue 3,175,907     3,426,909   4,600,630     4,970,090     3,494,310   

Expenditures:

Central Fund-Wide Charges 264,063        255,222      300,310        330,720        342,990      

Snow & Ice Removal 81,986          81,213        97,600          94,450          98,690        

Open Space Administration & Operations 312,162        313,919      433,360        422,610        390,110      

Open Space Acquisition 3,897            4,113          8,840            8,900            14,010        

Open Space Education & Outreach 109,092        161,947      197,130        199,080        230,070      

Open Space Trail Maintenance 80,475          80,252        89,360          88,790          92,770        

Open Space New Trails 19,717          18,239        19,280          19,310          20,230        

Parks Administration & Operations 1,324,697     1,335,766   1,739,350     1,722,930     1,836,370   

Capital - Streetscapes 19,021          14,722        -               -               -              

Capital - Snow & Ice Removal 10,145          3,000          -               4,050            -              

Capital - Parks 70,405          78,259        305,750        311,390        309,500      

Capital - Open Space Maintenance 5,466            21,092        58,700          60,000          35,000        

Capital - Open Space Eduction & Outreach 1,064            52,857        -               38,750          -              

Capital - Open Space Trail Maintenance 46,416          16,894        300,000        300,000        -              

Capital - Open Space New Trails 120,550        351,247      2,863,530     2,863,530     157,800      

Capital - Athletic Fields -               9,900          -               -               -              

Capital - Open Space Acquisition 2,065,250     -              -               -               -              

Total Expenditures 4,534,406     2,798,642   6,413,210     6,464,510     3,527,540   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures (1,358,499)    628,267      (1,812,580)    (1,494,420)    (33,230)       

Projected Turnback N/A N/A 201,970        202,080        151,260      

Beginning Fund Balance 4,005,324     2,646,825   3,275,092     3,275,092     1,982,752   

Ending Fund Balance 2,646,825   3,275,092 1,664,482   1,982,752     2,100,782  

Open Space & Parks Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Intergovernmental Revenue:

   Recurring State-Shared Lottery Proceeds 200,418     198,925     194,410   228,760    228,760   

   Non-Recurring Grants/Contributions -            -            60,000     60,000      60,000     

Miscellaenous Revenue 4,962         7,466         340          1,500       1,870       

Total Revenue 205,380     206,390     254,750   290,260    290,630   

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 415           239           400          50            400          

Capital - Parks 335,076     264,868     224,000   224,000    224,000   

Capital - Open Space Maintenance 11,841       -            -           -           -           

Capital - Youth Activities 6,375         -            -           -           -           

Capital - Adult Activities 6,375         -            -           -           -           

Interfund Transfers -            430,280     -           -           -           

Total Expenditures 360,082     695,387     224,400   224,050    224,400   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures (154,703)   (488,997)   30,350     66,210      66,230     

Beginning Fund Balance 643,700     488,997     -           -           66,210     

Ending Fund Balance 488,997   -          30,350   66,210      132,440   

Conservation Trust - Lottery Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2019 2019 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Licenses & Permits:

   Burial Permits 39,567     29,620     28,160     32,150     33,760     

Miscellaenous Revenue 3,966       9,849       13,390     12,590     12,010     

Total Revenue 43,533     39,469     41,550     44,740     45,770     

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 327          297          300          300          300          

Interfund Transfers 3,966       9,849       13,390     12,590     12,010     

Total Expenditures 4,293       10,147     13,690     12,890     12,310     

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 39,240     29,323     27,860     31,850     33,460     

Beginning Fund Balance 515,001   554,241   583,564   583,564   615,414   

Ending Fund Balance 554,241 583,564 611,424 615,414 648,874   

Cemetery Perpetual Care Fund
2020 Recommended Budget
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Licenses & Permits:

   Burial Permits 39,567     29,620     28,160     32,150      33,760     

Intergovernmental Revenue -           378          -           -           -           

Charges for Services:

   Burial Fees (Open & Close Fees) 38,790     38,890     39,830     39,770      41,760     

Miscellaenous Revenue 299          524          620          700          640          

Interfund Transfers 71,766     98,719     115,990   133,540    98,760     

Total Revenue 150,421   168,131   184,600   206,160    174,920   

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 138,468   160,939   199,110   194,730    167,420   

Capital - Parks 14,410     1,375       10,750     11,430      7,500       

Total Expenditures 152,877   162,314   209,860   206,160    174,920   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures (2,456)      5,817       (25,260)    -           -           

Beginning Fund Balance 30,152     27,696     33,513     33,513      33,513     

Ending Fund Balance 27,696   33,513   8,253     33,513    33,513     

Cemetery Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Charges for Services:

   PEG Fees - Comcast 27,533   28,608     28,000   28,830      29,000   

Miscellaenous Revenue 462        364          250        190          240        

Interfund Transfers -         70,000     -         -           -         

Total Revenue 27,995   98,972     28,250   29,020      29,240   

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 36          23            50          50            50          

Capital - Administration & Support Services 2,858     167,661   -         1,100       -         

Interfund Transfers -         -           25,000   25,000      25,000   

Total Expenditures 2,894     167,684   25,050   26,150      25,050   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 25,101   (68,712)    3,200     2,870       4,190     

Beginning Fund Balance 51,275   76,376     7,664     7,664       10,534   

Ending Fund Balance 76,376 7,664     10,864 10,534     14,724   

PEG Fees Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Taxes:

   Sales Taxes 521,333      527,380      537,930      537,930      546,000      

   Use Taxes (Net of BAP's) 178,717      214,091      189,930      218,890      198,140      

Intergovernmental Revenue 4,219          -              -              -              -              

Miscellaenous Revenue 11,830        33,585        32,880        45,330        43,400        

Total Revenue 716,099      775,057      760,740      802,150      787,540      

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 148,570      139,743      159,240      159,240      157,550      

Historic Preservation Incentives 117,243      188,233      275,000      275,000      275,000      

Historic Preservation Acquisitions 1                 95,488        351,350      268,850      -              

Interfund Transfers -              -              54,210        54,210        55,840        

Total Expenditures 265,815      423,464      839,800      757,300      488,390      

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 450,284      351,593      (79,060)       44,850        299,150      

Beginning Fund Balance 1,309,494   1,759,778   2,111,371   2,111,371   2,156,221   

Ending Fund Balance 1,759,778 2,111,371 2,032,311 2,156,221 2,455,371   

Historic Preservation Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Taxes:

   Sales Taxes -              -              643,310      643,310         652,960         

   Use Taxes -              -              230,440      216,640         196,710         

Intergovernmental Revenue -              -              55,000        55,000          55,000          

Charges for Services -              -              2,384,210   2,816,820      2,995,340      

Miscellaneous Revenue -              -              -              122,000         47,580          

Interfund Transfers -              -              1,860,360   1,860,360      1,221,030      

Total Revenue -              -              5,173,320   5,714,130      5,168,620      

Expenditures:

Central Fund-Wide Charges -              -              43,720        43,720          48,090          

Recreation Center Building Maintenance -              -              769,940      800,230         853,890         

Recreation Center Management -              -              538,730      608,130         625,850         

Recreation Center - Aquatics -              -              794,480      793,870         820,400         

Fitness & Wellness -              -              402,150      406,890         407,630         

Youth Activities -              -              371,700      355,380         408,310         

Memory Square Pool -              -              171,410      188,170         182,040         

Youth Sports -              -              226,040      225,560         227,080         

Adult Sports -              -              43,770        43,540          44,990          

Seniors -              -              468,570      480,040         456,420         

Senior Meals -              -              170,650      170,610         173,780         

Nite at the Rec -              -              105,570      105,030         106,320         

Memory Square Building Maintenance -              -              54,660        43,290          56,730          

Athletic Fields Maintenance -              -              183,250      221,360         185,470         

Capital - Senior Services -              -              -              -                10,000          

Capital - Aquatics -              -              134,000      134,300         91,000          

Capital - Athletic Fields -              -              145,000      145,000         -                

Capital - Recreation Center Building -              -              201,760      201,760         70,000          

Total Expenditures -              -              4,825,400   4,966,880      4,768,000      

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures -              -              347,920      747,250         400,620         

Projected Turnback N/A N/A 217,230      224,290         137,910         

Beginning Fund Balance -              -              -              -                971,540         

Ending Fund Balance -            -            565,150    971,540        1,510,070     

Recreation Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Taxes:

   Sales Taxes (Net of BAP's) 4,130,009   4,206,298   4,282,880      4,291,193      4,356,760      

   Use Taxes (Net of BAP's) 2,018,889   2,405,045   2,045,960      2,419,750      2,184,730      

Intergovernmental Revenue 233,234      96,558        4,200,490      4,200,490      1,671,600      

Charges for Services 15,300        24,350        25,000          28,000          25,000          

Miscellaenous Revenue:

   Developer Contributions 453,405      110,000      -                282,000         -                

   URD Contributions 303,952      325,023      637,310         1,188,110      72,000          

   Other Miscellaneous Revenue 121,761      179,146      113,010         174,090         148,340         

Other Financing Sources 2,050          10,200        -                -                -                

Interfund Transfers 825,151      947,290      1,669,600      2,107,940      1,314,040      

Total Revenue 8,103,751   8,303,910   12,974,250    14,691,573    9,772,470      

Expenditures:

Central Fund-Wide Charges 368,768      292,687      319,560         319,580         333,530         

Capital - Sustainability -              -              78,000          78,000          153,000         

Capital - City Clerk -              8,627          15,000          15,000          -                

Capital - Community Design 365             487,890      10,000          10,000          -                

Capital - Historic Preservation -              -              52,500          -                -                

Capital - Information Technology 133,741      21,235        485,500         485,500         159,900         

Capital - General Facilities 22,855        27,797        -                8,150            -                

Capital - Patrol & Investigations 65,772        84,345        694,190         694,190         5,000            

Capital - Code Enforcement 157             -              -                -                -                

Capital - Municipal Court -              17,307        -                -                -                

Capital - Police Department Building Maintenance -              -              259,000         259,000         -                

Capital - Planning & Engineering 211,804      252,980      3,589,640      3,591,260      -                

Capital - Transportation 4,492,130   4,490,713   10,535,290    10,060,340    8,187,000      

Capital - Streetscapes -              19,768        1,151,500      1,156,900      499,650         

Capital - Snow & Ice Removal -              -              25,500          25,500          7,500            

Capital - Parks -              -              128,000         128,000         256,000         

Capital - Open Space Trail Maintenance -              -              300,000         300,000         -                

Capital - Open Space New Trails 872,179      82,522        1,376,140      92,640          120,000         

Capital - Youth Activities -              -              -                -                22,000          

Capital - Adult Activities 51,192        66,454        22,360          22,360          22,000          

Capital - Aquatics 18,637        -              -                -                -                

Capital - Golf Course -              -              3,250            4,000            -                

Capital - Recreation Center Building 321,215      -              -                -                -                

Capital - Library Services 126,591      195,435      14,490          16,820          15,000          

Capital - Museum Services 50,204        8,145          132,910         132,910         165,400         

Capital - Cultural Arts & Special Events 51,228        35,820        75,640          75,640          -                

Capital - Business Retention & Development -              68,260        25,000          25,000          25,000          

Interfund Transfers -              395,100      125,000         125,000         127,500         

Total Expenditures 6,786,835   6,555,086   19,418,470    17,625,790    10,098,480    

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 1,316,916   1,748,825   (6,444,220)    (2,934,217)    (326,010)       

Beginning Fund Balance 3,376,846   4,693,763   6,442,587      6,442,587      3,508,370      

Ending Fund Balance 4,693,763 6,442,587 (1,633)         3,508,370      3,182,360    

Capital Projects Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2018 2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Charges for Services:

   Impact Fees - Municipal Government 86,944     -              -              -              -           

   Impact Fees - Transportation 269,508   456,677      407,060      343,100      292,050   

   Impact Fees - Parks & Trails 173,437   216,560      359,300      185,560      338,070   

   Impact Fees - Recreation 49,179     -              -              -              -           

   Impact Fees - Library 26,732     28,784        -              24,680        -           

Miscellaenous Revenue 9,010       26,977        1,750          22,690        13,440     

Total Revenue 614,810   728,998      768,110      576,030      643,560   

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 3,235       796             1,000          1,000          1,000       

Interfund Transfers 584,640   1,163,860   1,020,500   1,024,940   644,140   

Total Expenditures 587,875   1,164,656   1,021,500   1,025,940   645,140   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 26,934     (435,658)     (253,390)     (449,910)     (1,580)      

Beginning Fund Balance 935,664   962,599      526,941      526,941      77,031     

Ending Fund Balance 962,599 526,941    273,551    77,031       75,451     

Impact Fee Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Taxes -           1,747,796   1,751,430   1,748,740   1,894,150   

Miscellaenous Revenue 4,194       3,214          620             37,030        37,090        

Bond Proceeds for Capitalized Interest 561,546   -              -              -              -              

Total Revenue 565,740   1,751,010   1,752,050   1,785,770   1,931,240   

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations -           300             300             550             600             

Debt Service:

   Principal -           665,000      680,000      680,000      705,000      

   Interest 561,546   1,075,300   1,062,000   1,062,000   1,034,800   

Total Expenditures 561,546   1,740,600   1,742,300   1,742,550   1,740,400   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 4,194       10,410        9,750          43,220        190,840      

Beginning Fund Balance -           4,194          14,604        14,604        57,824        

Ending Fund Balance 4,194     14,604      24,354      57,824       248,664      

Recreation Center Debt Service Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Intergovernmental Revenue 335,181         -                -                -                -                

Charges for Services:

   User Fees 5,851,124      6,416,158      5,794,630      5,669,830      5,770,630      

   Tap Fees 4,659,014      1,647,686      3,282,870      2,500,000      2,585,600      

Miscellaenous Revenue 416,444         529,048         408,190         497,200         362,620         

Other Financing Sources -                1,000            -                -                -                

Total Revenue 11,261,763    8,593,893      9,485,690      8,667,030      8,718,850      

Expenditures:

Central Fund-Wide Charges 476,752         464,275         520,330         520,330         511,760         

Utility Billing 135,665         133,692         150,300         150,850         154,390         

Water Utility Engineering 69,564          65,216          74,260          75,030          77,700          

Water Plant Operations 1,324,028      1,712,260      1,603,370      1,501,730      1,544,410      

Raw Water Operations 481,185         626,309         965,790         719,490         949,410         

Water Distribution 461,871         471,988         604,630         583,900         567,430         

Water Treatment Plant Builidng Maintenance 186,069         186,986         306,620         286,550         251,940         

Debt Service 976,824         987,674         981,820         981,820         988,050         

Replacement Capital - Public Works 2,049,987      1,894,462      2,895,670      2,898,810      1,273,000      

Capital - Public Works 1,869,152      4,844,581      5,055,820      4,968,730      3,206,810      

Total Expenditures 8,031,098      11,387,443    13,158,610    12,687,240    9,524,900      

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 3,230,664      (2,793,550)    (3,672,920)    (4,020,210)    (806,050)       

Projected Turnback N/A N/A 633,800         575,680         405,700         

Beginning Working Capital 14,666,139    17,896,803    15,103,253    15,103,253    11,658,723    

Ending Working Capital 17,896,803  15,103,253  12,064,133  11,658,723    11,258,373  

Water Utility Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Charges for Services:

   User Fees 3,366,598      3,580,936   3,506,000     3,575,540     3,780,030   

   Tap Fees 819,240         161,360      469,800        283,560        400,720      

Miscellaenous Revenue 160,451         235,748      132,160        157,300        133,690      

Total Revenue 4,346,289      3,978,044   4,107,960     4,016,400     4,314,440   

Expenditures:

Central Fund-Wide Charges 371,666         310,345      365,690        365,140        377,830      

Utility Billing 113,671         111,761      135,690        136,040        137,890      

Wastewater Utility Engineering 44,841          64,220        146,500        72,620          72,870        

Wastewater Collections 224,838         208,353      279,840        251,920        284,150      

Wastewater Treatment Plant Operations 758,609         854,219      974,590        957,580        1,020,310   

Preatreatment 44,433          52,364        80,680          72,270          29,580        

Wastewater Treatment Plant Builidng Maint 300,726         288,728      455,670        445,140        387,070      

Debt Service 1,272,007      1,278,242   1,282,310     1,282,310     1,285,190   

Replacement Capital - Public Works 1,051,821      502,186      831,650        831,650        653,000      

Capital - Public Works 6,473,209      752,834      864,000        865,000        107,500      

Total Expenditures 10,655,819    4,423,253   5,416,620     5,279,670     4,355,390   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures (6,309,531)    (445,209)     (1,308,660)    (1,263,270)    (40,950)       

Projected Turnback N/A N/A 243,870        230,070        115,490      

Beginning Working Capital 12,374,069    6,064,538   5,619,330     5,619,330     4,586,130   

Ending Working Capital 6,064,538    5,619,330 4,554,540   4,586,130     4,660,670  

Wastewater Utility Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Licenses & Permits 500             625             2,000          2,000          2,000          

Intergovernmental Revenue 265,643      68,814        229,380      229,380      250,000      

Charges for Services 739,801      779,643      828,970      837,250      1,001,880   

Miscellaenous Revenue 9,870          20,106        9,610          21,280        19,300        

Total Revenue 1,015,814   869,188      1,069,960   1,089,910   1,273,180   

Expenditures:

Storm Water Utility Engineering 34,501        33,203        35,920        36,520        37,580        

Storm Water Administration & Operations 253,443      243,557      338,530      333,540      332,330      

Debt Service 260,532      261,809      262,650      262,650      263,230      

Capital - Public Works 390,646      560,574      434,220      434,520      771,500      

Total Expenditures 939,122      1,099,144   1,071,320   1,067,230   1,404,640   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 76,692        (229,956)     (1,360)         22,680        (131,460)     

Projected Turnback N/A N/A 56,170        55,510        36,990        

Beginning Working Capital 1,165,980   1,242,672   1,012,716   1,012,716   1,090,906   

Ending Working Capital 1,242,672 1,012,716 1,067,526 1,090,906  996,436     

Storm Water Utility Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Charges for Services:

   User Fees 1,424,193   1,455,963   1,520,470   1,446,440   1,291,320   

   Administration Fees 127,936      150,933      148,980      150,930      150,930      

   Hazardous Waste Fees 54,834        59,113        71,400        61,200        76,500        

   Other Fees 10,657        13,117        9,550          9,550          9,550          

Miscellaenous Revenue (3)                1,189          2,450          2,480          4,040          

Total Revenue 1,617,618   1,680,316   1,752,850   1,670,600   1,532,340   

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 96,944        93,490        84,600        101,650      105,910      

BC Household Hazardous Waste 62,256        48,376        59,760        59,760        71,230        

Professional Services - Solid Waste Hauling 1,433,766   1,465,869   1,478,480   1,446,440   1,291,320   

Total Expenditures 1,592,967   1,607,735   1,622,840   1,607,850   1,468,460   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 24,651        72,581        130,010      62,750        63,880        

Beginning Working Capital (7,332)         17,319        89,900        89,900        152,650      

Ending Working Capital 17,319      89,900      219,910    152,650      216,530     

Solid Waste & Recycling Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2,018        2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Charges for Services:

   Green Fees 833,131      867,029      925,000      890,000      916,700      

   Annual Season Passes 152,940      149,175      178,000      178,000      183,340      

   Golf Cart Rentals 221,517      206,692      235,000      225,000      231,750      

   Driving Range Fees 108,124      111,091      124,000      115,000      118,450      

   Pro Shop Merchandise Sales 98,642        119,005      115,000      106,000      109,180      

   Other Charges for Services 121,088      145,233      148,700      128,340      131,280      

Miscellaenous Revenue 4,107          131,541      8,600          65,460        11,860        

Other Financing Sources -              550             -              -              -              

Total Revenue 1,539,549   1,730,315   1,734,300   1,707,800   1,702,560   

Expenditures:

General & Marketing 134,525      114,824      117,570      117,360      177,470      

Golf Operations & Pro Shop 630,213      697,908      713,180      735,660      674,790      

Golf Course Maintenance 551,453      871,183      914,460      692,370      775,350      

Golf Clubhouse Operations & Maintenance 86,596        147,737      94,890        92,510        93,540        

Capital - Parks & Recreation 8,757          -              25,360        25,700        185,710      

Total Expenditures 1,411,543   1,831,653   1,865,460   1,663,600   1,906,860   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures 128,006      (101,338)     (131,160)     44,200        (204,300)     

Projected Turnback N/A N/A 73,600        65,520        68,850        

Beginning Working Capital 158,792      286,798      185,460      185,460      295,180      

Ending Working Capital 286,798    185,460    127,900    295,180      159,730     

Golf Course Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Replacement Contributions 70,242     68,130     70,640     70,640      53,030     

Miscellaenous Revenue 1,426       3,313       4,380       4,280       3,970       

Total Revenue 71,668     71,443     75,020     74,920      57,000     

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 119          1,334       750          750          750          

Capital - Equipment Replacment 92,214     50,895     60,000     60,000      60,000     

Total Expenditures 92,333     52,229     60,750     60,750      60,750     

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures (20,665)    19,214     14,270     14,170      (3,750)      

Beginning Fund Balance 200,247   179,582   198,796   198,796    212,966   

Ending Fund Balance 179,582 198,796 213,066 212,966  209,216   

Technology Management Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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2017 2018 2020

Actual Actual Budget Estimate Budget

Revenue:

Replacement Contributions -            238,880   342,200     342,200     342,200   

Miscellaenous Revenue 4,839         61,933     5,300         16,000       6,950       

Other Financing Sources -            60,000     -            -            -           

Total Revenue 4,839         360,813   347,500     358,200     349,150   

Expenditures:

Administration & Operations 415           285          500           500           500          

Capital - Equipment Replacment 188,885     361,080   621,390     641,670     177,240   

Total Expenditures 189,300     361,365   621,890     642,170     177,740   

Revenue Over/(Under) Expenditures (184,462)   (552)         (274,390)   (283,970)   171,410   

Beginning Fund Balance 752,327     567,866   567,313     567,313     283,343   

Ending Fund Balance 567,866   567,313 292,923   283,343   454,753   

Fleet Management Fund
2020 Recommended Budget

2019
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FINANCE COMMITTEE COMMUNICATION 

 

FINANCE COMMITTEE 
COMMUNICATION

SUBJECT: SALES TAX REPORTS FOR THE MONTH ENDED JUNE 30, 
2019 

 
DATE:  AUGUST 16, 2019 
 
PRESENTED BY: PENNEY BOLTE, FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
Attached are the monthly revenue reports for sales tax, lodging tax, auto use tax, 
consumer use tax, and building use tax for the month ending June 30, 2019.  Also 
included are the monthly and quarterly reports on sales tax revenue by area, by industry 
for both inside-City and outside-City vendors, revenue by area graphs for restaurants, 
and historical revenue. 
 
Total revenue through June 2019 for the specific taxes contained on the Revenue History 
report, increased 8.9% YTD from the same period in 2018.   
 
The month of June 2019 ended with total sales tax revenue up 7.9% from June 2018.  
YTD sales tax revenue through Q2-2019 is 1.6% above 2018 and 1.9% below projections.  
Excluding audit revenue, sales tax is trending 0.7% above 2018 YTD. 
 
Lodging tax revenue for June 2019 decreased 6.6% from June 2018, and YTD revenue 
through Q2-2019 is down 9.3% as compared to 2018.  However, lodging tax revenue is 
currently 2.3% above projections.  
 
Auto use tax revenue for June 2019 increased 9.2% from June 2018.  YTD revenue 
through Q2-2019 is up 12.6% to 2018 and right at current projections. 
 
Building use tax revenue for June 2019 increased 205.3% from June 2018.  YTD revenue 
through Q2-2019 is 28.7% above 2018 revenue YTD, and 4.8% above projections. 
 
Consumer use tax revenue for June 2019 increased 11.5% from June 2018 and YTD 
revenue through Q2-2019 is currently 28.7% above 2018.  Consumer use is 4.8% above 
projections.  Excluding audit revenue, consumer use tax is trending 31.8% above 2018 
YTD. 
 
The monthly and quarterly sales tax revenue by area reports represent the YTD retail 
health of various quadrants of the City.  These reports include all vendors remitting tax to 
the City. 
 
The Monthly Revenue by Area report for June 2019 indicates gains for Outside City, CTC, 
and Centennial Valley.  The areas Interchange, Louisville Plaza, McCaslin North, 
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Downtown, Hwy 42 South, and South Suburban decreased slightly.  The areas of South 
Boulder Road, Highway 42 North, Pine Street, and Residential, saw larger percentage 
declines for the month.   
 
The Quarterly Revenue by Area sales tax report through 2nd quarter 2019 is a one-page 
snapshot for major areas in the City.  The original sectors are combined into Western, 
Eastern, Northern, Central and Outside City areas.   
 
The Outside City, Downtown/Central, and CTC/Eastern sectors of the City recognized 
gains through Q2-2019, but the McCaslin/Western and South Boulder Rd/Northern 
sectors declined through 2nd quarter. 
 
The monthly and quarterly sales tax revenue by industry reports represent the retail health 
of individual industry sectors of the City.  These reports include all vendors remitting tax 
to the City.   
 
The Monthly Revenue by Industry report for June 2019 indicates gains for all industries 
except; Grocery, Finance/Leasing, Automotive, and Agriculture, which declined.  
Communications/Utilities, Building Materials/Construction, General Merchandise had the 
largest percent increases for the month. 
 
As with the Quarterly Revenue by Area report, the Quarterly Revenue by Industry sales 
tax report through 2nd quarter 2019 represents industry sectors that have been grouped 
together and are color-coded.   
 
All major industry sectors ended up through 2nd quarter 2019 except Grocery and 
General Merchandise.   
 
Also included are separate quarterly reports by industry for Inside-City and Outside-City 
sales tax revenue.  Through Q2-2019, Inside-City sales tax revenue decreased overall by 
4.1%, and Outside-City sales tax revenue increased 12.7% as compared to 2018. 
 
The Restaurant Revenue graphs indicate Eating and Drinking establishment revenue 
continues to be flat to 2018 through 2nd quarter.   Sales tax revenue for 2019 reflects 
small increases for Downtown and McCaslin areas while SBR/Hwy 42, Louisville Plaza 
and the Interchange were flat or declined slightly.   
 
The Historical quarterly report excludes audit revenue and provides 2nd quarter 
comparisons from 2012 to present.   
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YEAR MONTH SALES TAX CONS. USE TAX BLDG USE TAX AUTO USE TAX LODGING TAX AUDIT REVENUE TOTAL
2019

JANUARY 1,071,558           127,245              82,854                         201,074                      21,423                       18,826                             1,522,980        
FEBRUARY 936,429               147,890              256,667                      118,258                      21,707                       67,844                             1,548,795        
MARCH 1,334,863           152,930              65,076                         142,231                      27,356                       74,188                             1,796,643        
APRIL 1,159,948           284,945              216,439                      123,778                      30,600                       27,803                             1,843,514        
MAY 1,223,169           92,960                281,555                      162,333                      44,797                       105,311                           1,910,125        
JUNE 1,579,107           154,476              324,102                      109,552                      53,263                       44,863                             2,265,363        
JULY ‐                         
AUGUST ‐                         
SEPTEMBER ‐                         
OCTOBER ‐                         
NOVEMBER ‐                         
DECEMBER ‐                         

YTD TOTALS 7,305,074           960,447              1,226,693                   857,226                      199,145                    338,835                           10,887,421      
YTD Variance % to Prior Year 0.7% 31.8% 32.9% 12.6% ‐9.3% 201.7% 8.9%

2018
JANUARY 1,141,972           128,132              293,454                      114,134                      29,376                       13,506                             1,720,575        
FEBRUARY 984,046               102,847              264,342                      135,811                      26,701                       22,330                             1,536,077        
MARCH 1,254,090           142,326              80,344                         151,611                      29,394                       63,215                             1,720,980        
APRIL 1,131,949           124,051              131,283                      134,771                      32,459                       6,816                                1,561,328        
MAY 1,284,619           86,666                86,100                         124,497                      44,481                       (24,431)                            1,601,930        
JUNE 1,458,894           144,902              67,534                         100,297                      57,035                       30,865                             1,859,528        
JULY 1,247,212           74,536                202,707                      189,545                      58,802                       18,943                             1,791,745        
AUGUST 1,198,848           98,692                356,991                      286,799                      58,980                       196,689                           2,196,997        
SEPTEMBER 1,425,270           145,883              295,455                      233,665                      45,157                       125,089                           2,270,519        
OCTOBER 1,187,020           103,396              294,551                      240,914                      39,845                       10,093                             1,875,820        
NOVEMBER 1,113,867           98,406                128,352                      173,601                      31,504                       24,264                             1,569,994        
DECEMBER 1,889,403           194,260              71,376                         146,093                      18,792                       82,181                             2,402,104        

YTD TOTALS 15,317,190         1,444,095           2,272,490                   2,031,737                   472,526                    569,560                           22,107,598      
YTD Variance % to Prior Year 9.8% 5.1% 24.6% 36.5% ‐8.6% ‐43.8% 9.6%

2017
JANUARY 1,052,366           120,516              275,878                      144,997                      27,069                       27,040                             1,647,866        
FEBRUARY 864,842               92,210                103,187                      110,561                      24,240                       8,935                                1,203,976        
MARCH 1,182,825           127,911              300,687                      123,024                      33,056                       48,822                             1,816,325        
APRIL 1,044,230           108,870              95,596                         92,463                         34,743                       97,793                             1,473,695        
MAY 1,183,115           88,324                76,348                         137,918                      49,217                       20,318                             1,555,239        
JUNE 1,336,406           188,150              151,145                      96,187                         61,489                       600,842                           2,434,220        
JULY 1,137,813           82,143                94,455                         123,752                      61,409                       25,805                             1,525,376        
AUGUST 1,119,641           78,263                126,830                      145,656                      67,270                       16,805                             1,554,465        
SEPTEMBER 1,209,258           172,598              125,682                      140,721                      51,452                       60,646                             1,760,358        
OCTOBER 1,154,708           74,279                164,724                      122,230                      49,334                       11,343                             1,576,618        
NOVEMBER 1,112,434           87,717                37,893                         132,970                      26,870                       45,130                             1,443,015        
DECEMBER 1,554,048           153,334              271,190                      118,218                      30,714                       50,309                             2,177,813        

YTD TOTALS 13,951,686         1,374,317           1,823,614                   1,488,699                   516,863                    1,013,786                        20,168,965      
YTD Variance % to Prior Year 8.7% ‐16.0% ‐8.9% 9.7% 3.3% 135.0% 7.5%

2016
JANUARY 886,723               222,163              174,842                      100,855                      25,767                       8,203                                1,418,554        
FEBRUARY 920,875               109,063              76,430                         97,034                         28,321                       23,180                             1,254,904        
MARCH 1,054,128           112,590              159,627                      121,325                      32,422                       21,364                             1,501,456        
APRIL 949,906               131,439              62,683                         109,192                      35,442                       122,599                           1,411,260        
MAY 1,032,963           93,047                235,856                      90,115                         48,597                       24,809                             1,525,386        
JUNE 1,216,853           145,283              510,772                      109,738                      56,221                       8,832                                2,047,699        
JULY 1,136,035           65,541                161,699                      140,522                      61,691                       233                                   1,565,722        
AUGUST 1,050,800           124,102              155,447                      112,981                      60,005                       3,013                                1,506,350        
SEPTEMBER 1,153,466           101,636              64,269                         115,244                      49,801                       12,266                             1,496,681        
OCTOBER 1,003,857           244,682              305,287                      124,471                      46,278                       3,267                                1,727,843        
NOVEMBER 1,005,580           94,546                49,929                         95,372                         33,551                       85,313                             1,364,290        
DECEMBER 1,420,942           192,820              44,792                         140,458                      22,127                       118,246                           1,939,385        

YTD TOTALS 12,832,129         1,636,914           2,001,634                   1,357,306                   500,223                    431,325                           18,759,531      
YTD Variance % to Prior Year 7.2% 28.6% 26.3% ‐1.1% 7.2% ‐6.4% 9.5%

2015
JANUARY 930,279               85,960                65,576                         106,340                      24,681                       10,554                             1,223,389        
FEBRUARY 751,446               89,441                35,569                         113,225                      23,429                       64,859                             1,077,969        
MARCH 966,850               124,548              136,921                      111,521                      30,900                       52,296                             1,423,036        
APRIL 926,082               94,037                93,561                         89,588                         34,080                       72,649                             1,309,996        
MAY 931,057               89,679                157,466                      93,186                         47,601                       36,203                             1,355,193        
JUNE 1,116,715           136,236              42,484                         99,549                         51,846                       6,755                                1,453,585        
JULY 1,026,333           68,703                472,951                      107,445                      57,071                       29,908                             1,762,410        
AUGUST 983,178               95,308                214,635                      131,001                      55,216                       61,248                             1,540,586        
SEPTEMBER 1,097,796           122,579              98,891                         123,913                      45,015                       42,235                             1,530,430        
OCTOBER 948,794               101,783              149,737                      123,187                      45,615                       56,024                             1,425,141        
NOVEMBER 933,235               119,106              72,504                         131,168                      28,694                       19,884                             1,304,591        
DECEMBER 1,360,790           145,597              45,098                         142,083                      22,498                       8,276                                1,724,342        

YTD TOTALS 11,972,557         1,272,978           1,585,392                   1,372,205                   466,646                    460,891                           17,130,668      
YTD Variance % to Prior Year 7.0% 18.7% 30.0% 11.0% 9.2% ‐44.0% 7.3%

CITY OF LOUISVILLE
Revenue History
2015 through 2019
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Mnthly Y‐T‐D Mnthly Y‐T‐D
Month 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2019 % Of % Of % Of % Of
Of Sale Actual Actual Actual Actual Projection Actual 2018 2018 Proj. Proj.

Jan 938,911         890,050         1,054,675      1,150,144     1,166,862    1,071,177    93.1% 93.1% 91.8% 91.8%
Feb 808,454         922,502         866,877         999,636        1,047,207    987,642       98.8% 95.8% 94.3% 93.0%
Mar 979,639         1,055,715      1,189,196      1,259,719     1,304,507    1,362,876    108.2% 100.4% 104.5% 97.2%
Apr 968,100         964,682         1,045,769      1,132,162     1,228,106    1,181,395    104.3% 101.4% 96.2% 97.0%
May 944,922         1,043,401      1,192,302      1,287,256     1,308,896    1,225,638    95.2% 100.0% 93.6% 96.3%
Jun 1,120,140      1,218,023      1,859,310      1,467,403     1,496,525    1,583,559    107.9% 101.6% 105.8% 98.1%
Jul 1,038,928      1,136,243      1,149,068      1,252,821     1,298,330    0.0% 86.7% 0.0% 83.8%
Aug 993,159         1,053,719      1,134,443      1,202,431     1,268,261    0.0% 76.0% 0.0% 73.3%
Sep 1,103,330      1,154,610      1,256,653      1,432,059     1,384,787    0.0% 66.3% 0.0% 64.4%
Oct 954,697         1,003,914      1,160,202      1,187,678     1,241,955    0.0% 59.9% 0.0% 58.2%
Nov 935,693         1,011,439      1,124,996      1,132,530     1,233,526    0.0% 54.9% 0.0% 53.0%
Dec 1,364,240      1,422,983      1,571,740      1,896,863     1,711,667    0.0% 48.1% 0.0% 47.2%
Totals 12,150,213    12,877,281    14,605,231    15,400,702    15,690,630    7,412,286     

% Of Change 6.1% 6.0% 13.4% 5.4% 1.9%

Mnthly Y‐T‐D Mnthly Y‐T‐D
Month 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2019 % Of % Of % Of % Of
Of Sale Actual Actual Actual Actual Projection Actual 2018 2018 Proj. Proj.

Jan 24,681            25,767            27,069            29,376          24,511          21,423          72.9% 72.9% 87.4% 87.4%
Feb 23,429            28,321            24,240            26,701          23,975          21,707          81.3% 76.9% 90.5% 89.0%
Mar 33,963            32,422            33,056            29,394          27,699          27,356          93.1% 82.5% 98.8% 92.5%
Apr 34,080            35,442            34,743            32,459          29,292          30,600          94.3% 85.7% 104.5% 95.8%
May 47,601            48,597            49,217            44,481          42,351          44,797          100.7% 89.8% 105.8% 98.7%
Jun 51,846            56,221            61,489            57,035          46,897          53,263          93.4% 90.7% 113.6% 102.3%
Jul 57,071            61,691            61,409            58,802          50,460          0.0% 71.6% 0.0% 81.2%
Aug 55,216            60,005            67,270            58,980          50,406          0.0% 59.1% 0.0% 67.4%
Sep 45,015            49,801            51,452            45,157          40,287          0.0% 52.1% 0.0% 59.3%
Oct 45,615            46,278            49,334            39,845          40,159          0.0% 47.2% 0.0% 53.0%
Nov 28,694            33,551            26,870            31,504          27,341          0.0% 43.9% 0.0% 49.4%
Dec 22,498            22,127            30,714            18,792          21,893          0.0% 42.1% 0.0% 46.8%
Totals 469,709         500,223         516,863         472,526          425,270         199,145        

% Of Change 9.7% 6.5% 3.3% ‐8.6% ‐10.0%

Mnthly Y‐T‐D Mnthly Y‐T‐D
Month 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2019 % Of % Of % Of % Of
Of Sale Actual Actual Actual Actual Projection Actual 2018 2018 Proj. Proj.

Jan 106,340         100,855         144,997         114,134        146,760       201,074       176.2% 176.2% 137.0% 137.0%
Feb 113,225         97,034            110,561         135,811        139,206       118,258       87.1% 127.8% 85.0% 111.7%
Mar 111,521         121,325         123,024         151,611        153,753       142,231       93.8% 114.9% 92.5% 105.0%
Apr 89,588            109,192         92,463            134,771        136,587       123,778       91.8% 109.1% 90.6% 101.6%
May 93,186            90,115            137,918         124,497        135,593       162,333       130.4% 113.1% 119.7% 105.0%
Jun 99,549            109,738         96,187            100,297        137,920       109,552       109.2% 112.6% 79.4% 100.9%
Jul 107,445         140,522         123,752         189,545        153,122       0.0% 90.2% 0.0% 85.5%
Aug 131,001         112,981         145,656         271,704        176,668       0.0% 70.1% 0.0% 72.7%
Sep 123,913         115,244         140,721         233,665        175,577       0.0% 58.9% 0.0% 63.3%
Oct 123,187         124,471         122,230         240,914        177,306       0.0% 50.5% 0.0% 55.9%
Nov 131,168         95,372            132,970         173,601        143,834       0.0% 45.8% 0.0% 51.1%
Dec 142,083         140,458         118,218         146,093        152,243       0.0% 42.5% 0.0% 46.9%
Totals 1,372,205      1,357,306      1,488,699      2,016,642      1,828,570      857,226        

% Of Change 11.0% ‐1.1% 9.7% 35.5% ‐9.3%

2015 ‐2019

City of Louisville, Colorado

City of Louisville, Colorado
Total Sales Tax Revenue

2015 ‐2019

Lodging Tax Revenue

2015 ‐2019

City of Louisville, Colorado
Auto Use Tax Revenue

Actual G/L amounts may vary
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Mnthly Y‐T‐D Mnthly Y‐T‐D
Month 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2019 % Of % Of % Of % Of
Of Sale Actual Actual Actual Actual Projection Actual 2018 2018 Proj. Proj.

Jan 65,576            174,842         275,878         293,454        207,555       86,568          29.5% 29.5% 41.7% 41.7%
Feb 35,569            76,430            103,187         264,342        158,888       263,922       99.8% 62.8% 166.1% 95.6%
Mar 136,921         159,627         300,687         80,344          216,450       65,076          81.0% 65.1% 30.1% 71.3%
Apr 93,561            62,683            95,596            131,263        147,362       216,439       164.9% 82.1% 146.9% 86.5%
May 157,466         235,856         76,348            86,100          222,207       281,555       327.0% 106.8% 126.7% 95.9%
Jun 42,484            510,772         151,145         106,167        228,628       324,102       305.3% 128.7% 141.8% 104.8%
Jul 472,951         161,699         94,455            202,707        230,380       0.0% 106.3% 0.0% 87.7%
Aug 214,635         155,447         126,830         356,991        230,335       0.0% 81.4% 0.0% 75.4%
Sep 98,891            64,269            125,682         295,455        161,921       0.0% 68.1% 0.0% 68.6%
Oct 149,737         305,287         164,724         294,551        239,222       0.0% 58.6% 0.0% 60.6%
Nov 72,504            49,929            37,893            128,352        126,183       0.0% 55.3% 0.0% 57.1%
Dec 45,098            44,792            271,190         71,376          135,389       0.0% 53.6% 0.0% 53.7%
Totals 1,585,392      2,001,634      1,823,614      2,311,102      2,304,520      1,237,661     

% Of Change 30.0% 26.3% ‐8.9% 26.7% ‐0.3%

Mnthly Y‐T‐D Mnthly Y‐T‐D
Month 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2019 % Of % Of % Of % Of
Of Sale Actual Actual Actual Actual Projection Actual 2018 2018 Proj. Proj.

Jan 86,310            226,633         140,390         132,262        144,146       142,282       107.6% 107.6% 98.7% 98.7%
Feb 92,813            126,682         97,871            106,800        112,473       159,797       149.6% 126.4% 142.1% 117.7%
Mar 146,179         129,773         153,044         173,536        165,021       189,651       109.3% 119.2% 114.9% 116.6%
Apr 94,037            177,473         204,559         127,868        152,661       290,688       227.3% 144.8% 190.4% 136.2%
May 101,700         103,736         96,617            100,007        128,537       165,145       165.1% 147.9% 128.5% 134.8%
Jun 139,860         152,470         252,267         166,583        195,810       185,766       111.5% 140.4% 94.9% 126.1%
Jul 83,003            65,541            93,569            87,178          103,879       0.0% 126.7% 0.0% 113.0%
Aug 135,998         124,102         82,678            257,159        170,274       0.0% 98.4% 0.0% 96.6%
Sep 151,963         110,699         184,530         250,108        183,888       0.0% 80.9% 0.0% 83.5%
Oct 140,631         247,533         78,777            111,410        173,135       0.0% 74.9% 0.0% 74.1%
Nov 133,558         155,633         114,528         102,920        181,457       0.0% 70.1% 0.0% 66.2%
Dec 149,597         227,012         169,722         268,009        361,157       0.0% 60.2% 0.0% 54.7%
Totals 1,455,649      1,847,288      1,668,551      1,883,839      2,072,440      1,133,329     

% Of Change ‐0.9% 26.9% ‐9.7% 12.9% 10.0%

2015 ‐2019

City of Louisville, Colorado

City of Louisville, Colorado
Consumer Use Tax Revenue

Building Use Tax Revenue
2015 ‐2019

Actual G/L amounts may vary
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2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 % Of %

AREA NAME Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Total Change

Interchange 336,331        374,069        389,184       421,941      445,930      435,171       27.6% ‐2.4%
Outside City 283,136        307,312        451,624       358,664      454,117      587,899       37.2% 29.5%
Louisville Plaza 154,496        168,026        174,706       174,677      184,733      181,367       11.5% ‐1.8%
McCaslin North 60,218          64,705          (13,073)        65,664        73,941        70,979         4.5% ‐4.0%
Downtown 88,262          90,057          96,719         95,267        117,922      116,930       7.4% ‐0.8%
Hwy 42 South 23,247          24,454          29,163         27,542        31,778        30,212         1.9% ‐4.9%
CTC 27,137          20,457          13,384         120,991      70,749        95,671         6.1% 35.2%
S Boulder Rd 13,920          42,298          45,050         41,667        39,015        23,235         1.5% ‐40.4%
Hwy 42 North 8,277             7,562             7,810            7,774           9,011           7,016            0.4% ‐22.1%
Pine Street 7,571             7,690             6,406            7,185           11,924        9,884            0.6% ‐17.1%
Centennial Valley 6,250             4,407             3,041            2,693           3,585           6,003            0.4% 67.4%
S Suburban 2,513             2,084             10,382         9,922           12,117        12,084         0.8% ‐0.3%
Residential 2,541             3,594             2,458            2,420           4,071           2,658            0.2% ‐34.7%
Total Revenue 1,013,900    1,116,715    1,216,853   1,336,406  1,458,894  1,579,107  

% Of Change 13.2% 10.1% 9.0% 9.8% 9.2% 8.2%

Monthly Sales Tax Revenue Comparisons by Area (June 2019)
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2014 % Var 2015 % Var 2016 % Var 2017 % Var 2018 % Var 2019 % Var % of Total

McCaslin ‐ Western 2,088,414       4.59% 2,166,539        3.74% 2,321,687       7.16% 2,497,689        7.58% 2,665,216        6.71% 2,614,908        ‐1.89% 35.8%

Outside City 1,525,448       10.18% 1,470,171        ‐3.62% 1,620,126       6.21% 1,770,826        9.30% 2,076,411        17.26% 2,340,453        12.72% 32.0%

South Bldr Rd ‐ Northern 1,010,619       10.66% 1,245,283        23.22% 1,319,726       30.59% 1,311,445        ‐0.63% 1,425,811        8.72% 1,226,315        ‐13.99% 16.8%

Downtown/Central 594,973          8.72% 625,551           5.14% 667,928          12.26% 667,846           ‐0.01% 784,482           17.46% 797,380           1.64% 10.9%

CTC/Eastern 112,068          0.52% 114,886           2.51% 131,981          17.77% 415,977           215.18% 303,650           ‐27.00% 326,018           7.37% 4.5%

5,331,522       7.6% 5,622,430        5.5% 6,061,448       7.8% 6,663,784        9.9% 7,255,570        8.9% 7,305,074        0.7%

CITY OF LOUISVILLE
Sales Tax Revenue History by Area (Jan. ‐ Jun. 2019)
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2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 % Of %
AREA NAME Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Total Change
Grocery 169,821        219,349        235,799      251,069      259,975      245,637        15.6% ‐5.5%
Food/Beverage 176,169        188,669        205,460      203,201      246,143      246,158        15.6% 0.0%
Communications/Utilities 116,903        119,534        142,168      140,573      118,342      150,064        9.5% 26.8%
Building Matl's/Construction 165,589        192,031        198,761      205,091      222,170      259,370        16.4% 16.7%
General Merchandise 146,998        142,432        141,881      151,513      200,226      247,439        15.7% 23.6%
Services 113,318        127,236        145,591      144,149      184,540      200,536        12.7% 8.7%
Finance/Leasing 36,056          35,144          38,691        40,272        65,210        55,411          3.5% ‐15.0%
Manufacturing 22,572          21,888          12,436        121,663      75,995        87,675          5.6% 15.4%
Furniture 26,657          27,907          34,716        31,854        31,571        32,941          2.1% 4.3%
Wholesale 18,758          27,326          29,019        26,694        31,492        32,068          2.0% 1.8%
Automotive 7,194             2,581             18,816        5,949           6,488           5,034             0.3% ‐22.4%
Apparel 8,288             7,674             8,659           9,806           10,247        10,924          0.7% 6.6%
Agriculture 5,578             4,946             4,825           4,573           6,495           5,850             0.4% ‐9.9%
Totals 1,013,900    1,116,715    1,216,822  1,336,406  1,458,894  1,579,107   
% Of Change 13.2% 10.1% 9.0% 9.8% 9.2% 8.2%

Monthly Sales Tax Revenue Comparisons by Industry (June 2019)
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2014 % Var 2015 % Var 2016 % Var 2017 % Var 2018 % Var 2019 % Var % of Total

Grocery 999,255          4.3% 1,233,479       23.4% 1,396,795      13.2% 1,490,904       6.7% 1,564,754      5.0% 1,433,168      ‐8.4% 19.6%

Food/Beverage 966,101          7.5% 1,002,918       3.8% 1,100,506      9.7% 1,159,642       5.4% 1,334,710      15.1% 1,363,213      2.1% 18.7%

Comm/Util. 745,009          4.3% 695,210           ‐6.7% 756,019          8.7% 809,093           7.0% 750,690          ‐7.2% 826,449          10.1% 11.3%

Services 596,598          ‐4.2% 697,740           17.0% 779,405          11.7% 858,345           10.1% 905,325          5.5% 940,400          3.9% 12.9%

Bldg Materials 744,392          0.4% 729,922           ‐1.9% 828,229          13.5% 880,064           6.3% 960,802          9.2% 1,022,704      6.4% 14.0%

All Other 518,186          34.9% 445,424           ‐14.0% 471,484          5.9% 799,495           69.6% 741,918          ‐7.2% 767,913          3.5% 10.5%

Merchandise 761,979          20.2% 817,736           7.3% 728,925          ‐10.9% 666,241           ‐8.6% 997,372          49.7% 951,227          ‐4.6% 13.0%

5,331,522      7.6% 5,622,430       5.5% 6,061,363      7.8% 6,663,784       9.9% 7,255,570      8.9% 7,305,074      0.7%

CITY OF LOUISVILLE
Revenue History by Industry (Jan. ‐ Jun. 2019)
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2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 % Of %
INDUSTRY NAME Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Total Change
Grocery 989,501        1,216,666     1,377,928   1,472,530   1,546,158   1,404,813     28.3% ‐9.1%
Food/Beverage 964,195        1,002,066     1,098,932   1,156,945   1,327,715   1,346,339     27.1% 1.4%
Communications/Utilities 10,413           17,469           345              279              1,810           2,995             0.1% 65.5%
Building Matl's/Construction 682,901        667,828        710,208      760,779      823,479      827,899        16.7% 0.5%
Services 403,058        467,553        503,271      536,334      548,140      511,010        10.3% ‐6.8%
General Merchandise 477,389        529,665        488,436      414,162      495,080      430,511        8.7% ‐13.0%
Manufacturing 109,603        67,402           72,408         360,383      214,573      212,088        4.3% ‐1.2%
Finance/Leasing 16,746           20,711           23,264         21,323         21,316         26,712           0.5% 25.3%
Furniture 43,736           53,883           49,268         37,487         60,698         61,505           1.2% 1.3%
Wholesale 18,937           22,597           27,252         33,917         34,262         41,507           0.8% 21.1%
Automotive 35,766           30,941           27,616         32,243         36,602         31,724           0.6% ‐13.3%
Apparel 32,122           32,976           38,099         41,708         42,378         39,406           0.8% ‐7.0%
Agriculture 21,707           22,504           24,293         24,868         26,945         28,112           0.6% 4.3%
Totals 3,806,074     4,152,260     4,441,322   4,892,957   5,179,159   4,964,621    
% Of Change 6.6% 9.1% 7.0% 10.2% 5.8% ‐4.1%

Quarterly Sales Tax Revenue Comparisons by Industry ‐ Inside City Area (June 2019)
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2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 % Of %
INDUSTRY NAME Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Total Change
Grocery 9,755             16,813          18,866        18,373        18,595        28,355          1.2% 52.5%
Food/Beverage 1,906             853                1,574           2,697           6,994           16,874          0.7% 141.3%
Communications/Utilities 734,596        677,741        755,674      808,814      748,880      823,454        35.2% 10.0%
Building Matl's/Construction 61,491          62,094          118,021      119,285      137,323      194,805        8.3% 41.9%
Services 63,552          75,485          99,227        130,847      134,406      199,735        8.5% 48.6%
General Merchandise 284,591        288,071        240,489      252,079      502,292      520,716        22.2% 3.7%
Manufacturing 54,213          41,307          46,404        65,934        72,919        131,262        5.6% 80.0%
Finance/Leasing 113,242        133,991        153,643      169,842      201,462      202,943        8.7% 0.7%
Furniture 66,826          73,205          84,396        96,818        100,461      96,287          4.1% ‐4.2%
Wholesale 129,246        93,188          91,003        93,026        139,995      109,871        4.7% ‐21.5%
Automotive 261                921                1,306           115              16                463                0.0% 2793.8%
Apparel 2,622             4,984             6,455           10,217        9,350           13,675          0.6% 46.3%
Agriculture 3,147             1,518             3,068           2,780           3,718           2,014             0.1% ‐45.8%
Totals 1,525,448    1,470,171    1,620,126  1,770,826  2,076,411  2,340,453   
% Of Change 10.2% ‐3.6% 10.2% 9.3% 17.3% 12.7%

Quarterly Sales Tax Revenue Comparisons by Industry ‐ Outside City Area (June 2019)
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Restaurant Graphs
June 2019
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Restaurant Graphs
June 2019
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Restaurant Graphs
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MONTH 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018* 2019
January        681,326         777,242         798,792         930,279         886,723         1,052,366       1,141,972       1,071,558       
February      656,603         669,879         708,164         751,446         920,875         864,842         984,046         936,429         
March          816,468         820,313         891,756         966,850         1,054,128       1,182,825       1,254,090       1,334,863       
April             757,617         870,965         990,489         926,082         949,906         1,044,230       1,131,949       1,159,948       
May              855,685         918,954         928,421         931,057         1,032,963       1,183,115       1,284,619       1,223,169       
June              890,833         895,906         1,013,900       1,116,715       1,216,853       1,336,406       1,458,894       1,579,107       
July               794,745         856,770         866,647         1,026,333       1,136,035       1,137,813       1,247,212       -                     
August         776,002         821,538         983,356         983,178         1,050,800       1,119,641       1,198,848       -                     
September  836,117         1,017,791       974,352         1,097,796       1,153,466       1,209,258       1,425,270       -                     
October       737,769         827,461         876,022         948,794         1,003,857       1,154,708       1,187,020       -                     
November   855,913         812,544         867,460         933,235         1,005,580       1,112,434       1,113,867       -                     
December    1,091,578       1,125,418       1,294,297       1,360,790       1,420,942       1,554,048       1,889,403       -                     
Total Tax 9,750,654$     10,414,782$   11,193,655$   11,972,557$   12,832,129$   13,951,686$   15,317,190$   7,305,074$     
Tax Variance % 7.0% 6.8% 7.5% 7.0% 7.2% 8.7% 9.8% -52.3%

QUARTERLY SUMMARY 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018* 2019
1st Quarter   2,154,396       2,267,435       2,398,712       2,648,576       2,861,726       3,100,032       3,380,108       3,342,849       
2nd Quarter 2,504,135       2,685,825       2,932,810       2,973,855       3,199,722       3,563,751       3,875,462       3,962,225       
3rd Quarter  2,406,864       2,696,099       2,824,355       3,107,307       3,340,301       3,466,712       3,871,330       -                 
4th Quarter  2,685,259       2,765,423       3,037,779       3,242,820       3,430,379       3,821,190       4,190,290       -                 
Tax Incr/(Decr) 173,320         181,690         246,985         41,045           225,867         364,030         311,710         86,763           
Tax Variance % 7.4% 7.3% 9.2% 1.4% 7.6% 11.4% 8.7% 2.2%

* Includes Recreation/Senior Center tax rate of .15% or 4.3% increase in total tax rate.

CITY OF LOUISVILLE
2018 HISTORICAL SALES TAX REVENUE (COMPARISONS FROM 2012 - 2019)
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1

2020 Recommended 
Operating & Capital Budget 

Presented September 3, 2019

2020 Recommended Budget

• The initial 2020 Operating & Capital Budget was 
informally approved during the 2019‐2020 Biennial 
Budget process.

• The updated 2020 Budget presented for formal
adoption in November includes updates to:

– Revenue estimates and assumptions

– Expenditure estimates and targets

– Capital Improvements Plan

– Interfund transfer projections

– Long‐Term Financial Plan

776



2

Revenue Estimates & Assumptions

Revenue Estimates & Assumptions

• Preliminary net assessed valuation for 2019 increased 
8.3% over 2018.

– Residential Assessment Rate declined to 7.15%

• Sales tax revenue projected at a 2% year‐over‐year 
growth in 2019 and 1.5% for both 2020 and 2021.  
Sales tax revenue projections affect:

– General Fund

– Open Space & Parks Fund

– Historic Preservation Fund

– Recreation Fund

– Capital Projects Fund
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Revenue Estimates & Assumptions

Expenditure Estimates & Targets
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4

Expenditure Estimates & Targets

Expenditure Estimates & Targets
• Wage and benefit projections include:

– Promotions approved during 2019

– Additional hours for Marketing Specialist (0.2 FTE’s) approved in 2019

– Two full‐time Lifeguard positions (partially offset by reduction in variable 
lifeguard hours) approved in 2019

– Additional hours for Recreation Center Fitness Instructors (0.7 FTE’s) 
approved for 2019

– One new full‐time Police Officer proposed for 2020

– Additional 1.61 FTE’s for non‐benefitted, part‐time employees, proposed for 
2020

– 3% merit increase for all employees proposed for 2020

– Minimum wage adjustments proposed for 2020

– Market adjustments per Salary Survey proposed for 2020
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5

Expenditure Estimates & Targets

Expenditure Estimates & Targets
Use of “turnback” percentages accounts for the recognition 
that, due to budgetary limitations and controls, the main 
operating funds typically spend less than their total budget.
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6

Capital Improvements Plan

• The initial 2019‐2024 Capital Improvements Plan 
was developed during the 2019‐2020 biennial 
budget process and was published in the 2019‐
2020 Biennial Operating & Capital Budget 
document.

• The updated Capital Improvements Plan includes:

– Significant changes approved at the June 4 budget 
amendment hearing

– Additional changes proposed with the 2020 
Recommended Budget

Capital Improvements Plan
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Capital Improvements Plan

Interfund Transfer Projections
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8

Long‐Term Financial Plan

Fund Financial Forecasts have been developed 
using the:

• Revenue estimates and assumptions

• Expenditure estimates and targets

• Updated Capital Improvements Plan

• Updated Interfund Transfers

Long‐Term Financial Plan
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9

Long‐Term Financial Plan

Long‐Term Financial Plan
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10

Long‐Term Financial Plan

Long‐Term Financial Plan
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11

Long‐Term Financial Plan

Current Budget Calendar
• September 3, 2019 – City Manager presents 
Recommended Budget to City Council at (set 
public hearing)

• September 17, 2019 – City Council reviews 
Recommended Budget at Regular Meeting

• October 1, 2019 – City Council conducts Public 
Hearing on Revised Recommended Budget

• October 15, 2019 – City Council reviews Revised 
Recommended Budget at Regular Meeting

• November 4, 2019 – City Council approves 
resolutions to adopt the budget, appropriate 
funds, and levy property taxes
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