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Planning Commission

March 12, 2020
City Hall, Council Chambers
749 Main Street
6:30 PM

For agenda item detail see the Staff Report and other supporting documents
included in the complete meeting packet.

Public Comment will be limited to three (3) minutes per speaker.
Call to Order

Roll Call
Approval of Agenda

w0 DdPF

Approval of Minutes
a. January 9, 2020
Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda

o

6. New Business — Public Hearing Items

a. Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment: A request for a PUD Amendment
addressing sign design and waivers for 1414 Hecla Way, 1408 Hecla
Way, and 1712 Plaza Dr (Resolution 14, Series 2019)

i. Applicant: Speedy Sparkle Car Wash — Louisville, LLC
ii. Case Manager: Robert Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety

b. St Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP, Second Amendment: A
request for approval of a second amendment to the St Louis Parish and
Commercial Park General Development Plan to amend allowed uses and
development standards, located at the northeast corner of S. 96" Street
and Dillon Road. (Resolution 2, Series 2020)

i. Applicant: United Properties
ii. Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner

7. Planning Commission Comments
8. Staff Comments

9. Items Tentatively Scheduled for the regular meeting April 9, 2020:

» Napa Auto Parts PUD Amendment

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone)  303.335#550 (fax)  www.louisvilleco.gov
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10. Adjourn
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COLORADO - SINCE 1878
Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes
January 9", 2020
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
Tom Rice, Vice Chair
Jeff Moline
Debra Williams
Keaton Howe

Ben Diehl
Commission Members Absent:  Dietrich Hoefner
Staff Members Present: Rob Zuccaro, Dir. of Planning & Building

Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner
Elizabeth Schettler, Senior Admin. Assistant

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Williams moved and Howe seconded a motion to approve the January 9th, 2020
agenda. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

Moline made a motion to nominate the current officers, Chair Brauneis, Vice Chair Rice,
and Secretary Williams, to continue their positions. Howe seconded. Motion passed
unanimously by voice vote.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Williams noted that there was an unfinished sentence on page 13 in the staff packet and
suggested that it be deleted.

Rice moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the December 12, 2019
minutes with Commissioner Williams’ correction. Motion passed unanimously by voice
vote. Howe and Diehl abstained.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
None.

DISCUSSION OF THE 2020 WORK PLAN
Ritchie listed the completed work items from 2019:
e Adopted the Transportation Master Plan

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street o Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone) 303.335.?550 (fax)  www.LouisvilleCO.gov
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e Sign Code Update
e Marijuana Regulations Update
e Parcel O Study and Recommendations

Ritchie described the upcoming work plan items. Staff hoped to present the remaining
Open Space re-zoning projects to the Commission. Staff was also underway on the
Design Guidelines and PUD Criteria, which would be accompanied by revised PUD and
Waiver criteria. A review of the Old Town Overlay and Building Height would be
reviewed together in 2020, as well. That item could involve a work session for the
Commission and there would also be community comment. Ritchie listed several other
items under consideration for the 2020 work plan, including group home regulations and
a city-initiated rezoning process. She added that staff was working on the biennial
budget and requested recommendations for projects that would require consultant work
so staff could work those suggestions into the budget.

Zuccaro noted that in 2022 there would be a 10-year update to the Comprehensive
Plan.

Rice asked if the update to the Comprehensive Plan was a significant undertaking.
Zuccaro replied that it was.
Williams asked if the Comprehensive Plan would be in the same year as the budget.

Zuccaro replied that the next biennial budget would include a recommended line for the
Comprehensive Plan process.

Williams asked why the City picked 2022.

Rice replied that the process was started in 2012 and adopted in 2013 and the Code
required an update every 10 years.

Moline asked if there were things in the 2013 Comp Plan that had not been attended to
already and should be included in the next iteration.

Ritchie replied that a lot of the policies and recommendations had been implemented,
but one thing that had not been implemented were the neighborhood planning efforts.
She thought that the City needed to revisit whether those efforts should remain in the
plan.

Zuccaro added that the City had decided not to do the neighborhood planning process
since a lot of the goals of those projects were better addressed in the Transportation
Master Plan (TMP). He invited the commissioners to offer their suggestions on the
neighborhood planning process and its usefulness.

Rice asked for the status of the sign code.
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Ritchie replied that the new sign regulations had been approved in October and had
gone into effect in November. Code Enforcement was advertising that there were new
regulations in place. Any new sign-related items would come under those guidelines.

Rice asked about the area plans for South Boulder and McCaslin.

Ritchie replied that she was currently working on the design guidelines for those plans.
The land-use policies had been reviewed extensively under the Parcel O plan.

Zuccaro noted that the main recommendation that came out of both of the corridor plans
was to update the design guidelines. He noted that there was no land-use change policy
with the corridor plans, except one policy in the South Boulder Road plan, which called
for no longer allowing residential SRUSs.

Rice expressed interest in hearing back about the outcomes of the Commission’s
discussions.

Zuccaro replied that all of the character areas and districts in the Small Area Plans
(SAP), which the Commission had worked on, would be reflected in the design
guidelines.

Ritchie added that the Small Area Plan surveys had been informative and would apply
to more areas of the city than those two small areas. She thought the height discussions
would be relevant, as would the street and setback orientations.

Moline asked how people could track the ongoing City prioritization of the items in the
TMP.

Zuccaro responded that there were TMP programs and projects that would need
attention in the Capital Implementation Plan (CIP) and that an interdepartmental group
would be formed to make recommendations to Council. In addition, the new budget
would include a 6-year CIP budget. Staff would start with the TMP priorities and
approach Council with next steps.

Moline appreciated that staff was taking an active role in working on the priorities of the
TMP.

Zuccaro added that staff was actively working on construction design documents for
implementing the Pine Street improvements that were in the TMP.

Ritchie added that the TMP was a useful tool for staff.
Brauneis observed that the work plan was more administrative than it had been in past
years when it had included more technical, hands-on projects. He welcomed additional

requests from Council.

Williams asked how often staff reviewed the Municipal Code.
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Ritchie replied that anyone could make recommendations for amending the Code,
including the Planning Commission. She noted that staff worked with Code every day
and could be working on it all the time, but it was a matter of priority. The Old Town
Overlay lives in the Code and would be a potential major amendment. Staff usually
brought a code amendment or two before the Commission each year.

Williams asked if staff ever went through a comprehensive code review.
Ritchie replied that she would like to, but it was a matter of priority.

Zuccaro replied that it was definitely something a City could do. For example, cities
consolidated parts of the Code and hired consultants to help do that work. A
Comprehensive Plan Amendment in the next couple of years would be a good time to
revisit the Code.

Howe noted that a big concern for citizens coming to the Planning Commission had
been when developers leave large piles of dirt on construction sites. He wondered how
to encourage development while avoiding those kinds of issues.

Zuccaro replied that there could be construction staging standards in the Code. He
noted that the City had recently changed its administrative policy due to issues with dirt
storage. The current policy was to no longer allow dirt import onto a property without
PUD approval and an approved set of Civil Construction (CC) plans. The City had not
always done that in the past. In addition, the approval of those CC plans would include
a time limit that would require the dirt to be removed if time limits were not met.

Howe stated that if a PUD expired a developer should be required to return the land to
the way it was. That would also serve as an incentive to the developer to continue to
develop it.

Rice asked if the CC addressed earthwork and infrastructure.

Zuccaro confirmed.

Diehl asked if those changes were in place today.

Zuccaro replied that the changes were administrative and, if the problems continued,
the next step would be to put construction staging standards in the Code.

Rice asked if those would be for existing issues or if existing developments would go
through enforcement.

Zuccaro replied that the changes in administrative policy only applied to upcoming plans
and that existing construction issues were a matter of enforcement.

Diehl asked what the enforcement mechanism would be for a dirt pile.
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Zuccaro replied that staff would have to consult with the City Attorney’s office to
determine the right way to address enforcement in each situation. Options included
addressing it under storage of construction material, dust, or grading and drainage.

Howe stated that he thought it would be worth a discussion to update the PUD Code
and to attend to the process for expired PUDs. General agreement.

Ritchie noted that there were currently no special criteria for extensions, but there could
be.

Diehl asked where those regulations would live.
Ritchie replied that they would live in the Code.

Williams noted that there was a discussion on the extension of PUDs and construction
staging and asked if both of them were in the Code.

Zuccaro confirmed and noted that part of the discussion could be about how and where
to address these issues. For example, some of these issues happen on non-PUD
properties. He noted that these issues might not be easy to enforce, but the City’s ability
to do so could be improved.

Williams asked if the City had recourse to put liens on properties.

Zuccaro replied that the City could place a lien if a property owner did not pay for
abatement costs.

Rice noted that there were other recourses that were not often invoked.

Williams asked if there were other committees that the Planning Commission should
meet with and if the Commission should meet with Council more often.

Zuccaro replied that the Old Town Overlay revision could involve a joint meeting with
the Historic Preservation Commission.

Brauneis noted that they used to have liaisons, but there wasn'’t a lot of live discussion.
He thought that there were specific cases where it was appropriate to hear from other
committees. He thought the Sustainability Advisory Board was one example, but that it
would be more of a project-specific, case-by-case basis.

Williams thought that there would be some overlap with other committees on the Open
Space items.

Ritchie replied that the Commission’s role was to look at applications on Open Space
property versus looking at policy.

Ritchie finished her presentation by updating the Commission on the status of the
Strategic Planning Framework.
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Moline asked if Planner Ritchie had a sense of upcoming development proposals.

Ritchie replied that there was a little bit left out at CTC and that, in general, there were
larger-scale development applications and fewer smaller-scale applications.

Rice asked if the ConocoPhillips property would come on the agenda this year.

Zuccaro replied that it would likely be on the agenda during the first half of the year. He
added that the Tennis Center property might also come in.

Brauneis asked who was up for the Sunshine Law review.

Ritchie replied that she would reach out to the City Clerk and see who was due for that
training.

Brauneis and Ritchie advised the commissioners to avoid public meetings on
applications that may come before the Commission.

Zuccaro added that there could be site visits using the City Attorney’s guidelines.

Williams asked for a heads-up before the Medtronic application came forward so she
could sit down with staff and the attorney to figure out conflicts of interest.

Ritchie replied that there was a list of current developments on the City website. Staff
would also send out a spreadsheet with all active applications.

Zuccaro added that staff and the City Attorney could work with commissioners on
conflicts of interest.

Zuccaro replied that they should not get into more detail about specific applications.

Brauneis asked for other questions on the 2020 Work Plan. Seeing none, he asked for
staff comments.

STAFF COMMENTS
e Open Government & Ethics Pamphlet — 2020 Edition

Ritchie asked the commissioners to take a look at the pamphlet.

e Public Notice Posting Locations (Resolution No. 1, Series 2020)

Rice moved to approve Resolution 1, Series 2020. Howe seconded. Resolution
approved unanimously by voice vote.

e 2020 Meeting Dates

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR FEBRUARY 13, 2020

e St Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP 2" Amendment
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Dinner with City Council on February 25%
Howe noted that he would not be able to attend the February meeting.

Brauneis stated that he would not be in attendance in March.

Adjourn: Howe moved to adjourn. Williams seconded. Adjourned at 7:14 PM.
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COLORADO - SINCE 1878

ITEM: PUD-0222-2019; 1414 Hecla Way; 1408 Hecla Way and 1712 Plaza
Drive - Planned Unit Development Amendment Addressing Sign

Design Waivers

PLANNER: Rob Zuccaro, AICP, Planning and Building Safety Director
OWNER: Car Wash 2, LLC
REPRESENTATIVE: Chip Weincek

CW Associates, PLLC
672 W. Pine Street
Louisville, CO 80027

EXISTING ZONING: Planned Community Zone District — Commercial (PCZD-C)

LOCATION: 1414 Hecla Way; 1408 Hecla Way; and 1712 Plaza Drive (Lot 6,
Louisville Plaza Filing 2 and Lots 1 and 2 Louisville Plaza Filing 3)

TOTAL SITE AREA: 90,682 Square Feet

RESOLUTION: Approval of Resolution 14, Series 2019, a resolution recommending

approval to City Council

ive

N
(@]
©
N

:!
Ry

NN S

‘4‘,._‘ —‘“—‘!’;a': — =3 '
Harney'liastoka Open Space

10



The applicant, Speedy Sparkle Car Wash — Louisville, LLC, requests approval of an amended
Planned Unit Development (PUD) to modify the sign allowance for their property at 1414 Hecla
Way and modify the joint monument sign facing South Boulder Road that also serves 1408
Hecla Way (Jiffy Lube) and 1712 Plaza Drive (King Soopers Fueling Center) (see Attachment 2
for application materials). More specifically, the proposal includes the following:

e South Boulder Road Monument Sign. Modification to the existing shared monument
sign by increasing the overall height of the sign by 2 ft. and allocating that additional
height to the bottom two tenant panels. This increases the sign area from 60 sq. ft. to 80
sq. ft. Each bottom sign panel will be increased from 10 sq. ft. to 20 sq. ft.
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e Hecla Way Monument Sign. This replaces the design of a previously approved
monument sign facing Hecla Way that was never constructed. The proposed has a
masonry base and steel beam frame on both sides. The sign is 4 ft., 2 in. tall and has a
sign area of 17.1 sq. ft.
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Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment Page 2 of 7

PC — March 12, 2020
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Menu Board Signs. Two menu board sign on the north side of the building. These signs
have already been installed. The signs are on a short dual-pole mounted based, are 8’-
3" tall and 27 sq. ft. in sign area.
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e Canopy Sign. There is an existing wall-mounted sign extending over a canopy on the
south side of the building. This PUD plans do not note this existing sign. The sign
includes individual, 24 in. internally illuminated letters, is 14 ft. wide and has a sign area
of 28 sq. ft.

e Sign lllumination. The applicant proposes the following standards for illumination:

o South Boulder Road Monument Sign — Opaque panels with translucent letters
and graphics. No time limits on illumination.

o Hecla Way Monument Sign — Opaque panel with translucent letters and
graphics. lllumination limited to business hours.

o Menu Board Signs — Translucent panels. Illlumination limited to business hours.

o Canopy Sign — Internally lit channel letters. Illumination times not noted on
plans.

Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment Page 3 of 7

PC — March 12, 2020
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BACKGROUND:
The City has approved several previous PUDs for the subject properties addressing signage.
These are summarized below:

Black Diamond Car Wash and Lehrer Flowers PUDs, 2000. The City approved both
PUDs in 2000 and established a joint monument sign facing South Boulder Road for the
Black Diamond Car Wash and Lehrer’'s Flowers. The Lehrer’s Flowers property was
later split into two lots that are now the 1408 Hecla (Jiffy Lube) and 1712 Plaza Drive
(King Soopers Fueling Station). The sign included two panels for each business. The
PUDs also allowed separate monument signs for both the car wash and Lehrer’s
Flowers facing Hecla Way. The PUD does not show the existing car wash wall sign on
the south side of the building. At the time, the staff report noted that the two applicants
“have worked together to develop a sign program that minimizes the impact of signs in
this suburban-rural setting of the City while recognizing the needs of the businesses.”
The subject properties are located directly across the street from the Harney Lastoka
Open Space adding to the rural context of the area.

FROFERTY LINE 2.2
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STANDARD DESIGN FOR
GATEWAYS
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LEHRER'S PUD,

FLANTING BED
HWITH FLAGSTONE
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Lehrer’s Flowers and Jiffy Lube PUD, 2005. This PUD, and accompanying plat, split the
Lehrer’'s Flowers lot to allow the Jiffy Lube development. Wall signs for each building
were approved and a note was included stating:

An existing monument sign is currently located on the east property line at the

SE corner of the Site. This monument sign will be shared between Black

Diamond Car Wash, Lehrer’s Flowers and Jiffy Lube. A revised drawing will be

submitted at a later date.

King Soopers Fueling Center PUD, 2010. This PUD allowed the redevelopment of the
Lehrer’s Flowers property to the King Soopers Fueling Center and included sign
allowances for that property as well as modifications to the shared monument sign facing
South Boulder Road. This PUD outlines the currently allowed sign design for the shared
sign.

Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment Page 4 of 7
PC — March 12, 2020
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PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEWS - JULY 11, 2019 & OCTOBER 10, 2019:

The Planning Commission reviewed two previous versions of this proposal on July 11 and
October 10" of 2019. The Commission continued the request after each meeting for the
applicant to address concerns over the proposal. The minutes of each meeting are attached.

ANALYSIS:

Sign design is subject to LMC Chapter 17.24 and Chapter 7 of the Commercial Development
Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG). The CDDSG includes “standards” that must be
met and “guidelines” that are preferred design elements. Any proposal that does not comply
with LMC Chapter 17.24 or a CDDSG “standard” must receive a waiver through the Planned
Unit Development (PUD) process. Although a new sign code has been adopted since this
hearing, the original application took place prior to adoption and the applicant has requested this
application to be reviewed under the code in existence at the time of application.

The Goal statement from the CDDSG for signs is the following:

Signs should be consistent with project and overall development design but
should be subordinate to architectural and landscape elements. Signs serve to
identify, inform, direct, regulate and interpret. Each commercial building or group
of commercial buildings should have a consistent and comprehensive sign
program from project identification at the street through individual tenant suite
identity. Placement, scale, and readability should be considered in developing a
sign package

Waivers needed for current proposal:

o Number of Signs Allowed. CDDSG Sec. 7.2.B.1) states: “One monument sign is allowed
per free standing building.” The applicant’s proposal includes two stand-alone signs for
Speedy Sparkle, including the joint sign facing South Boulder Road and a stand-alone
sign facing Hecla Way.

¢ Monument Sign Size. CDDSG Sec. 7.2.C.1) states: “Monument signs shall not exceed

60 square feet per sign face in retail zones....” The proposed South Boulder Road
monument sign is 80 sq. ft., exceeding the maximum size by 20 sq. ft.
Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment Page 5 of 7

PC — March 12, 2020
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e Sign illumination. CDDSG Sec. 7.4.E. states: “When using an internally illuminated sign
cabinet, 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.” Although both
monument signs meet this requirement, the menu board signs are translucent and do
not meet this standard.

The criteria to waive any of these above requirements is found in LMC Sec. 17.28.110, which
states “requirements may be waived or modified through the approval process of the planned
unit development if the spirit and intent of the development plan criteria contained in Sec.
17.28.120 are met and...that the modification or waiver is warranted by the design and
amenities incorporated into the development plan.”

PUD Waiver Criteria

Staff finds that having a joint monument sign that reasonably exceeds the maximum allowed
sign area located on South Boulder Road provides an improved design over separate
monument signs for each business, which would add to “sign clutter.” Sign clutter is a concept
of having too many signs located together in close proximity, leading to ineffective wayfinding,
distracting (and thus unsafe) signage, and signage that detracts from a quality built
environment. The sign panels provided on the lower part of the sign are proportional to the
development and consistent in size with other joint monument signs in the City. Staff finds this
sign design will also provide improved visibility for all three businesses, while maintaining the
“suburban-rural” setting this site due to its close proximity to protected open space and
agricultural lands.

Staff finds that the Hecla Way monument sign provides appropriate design elements to match
the architecture and site design on the property. This includes the use of a masonry base to
match the retaining wall along South Boulder Road and the metal beam sign frame to mimic
architectural elements of the car wash building. This sign will aid in business wayfinding for
vehicles entering from Hecla Way. Potential glare impacts on the adjacent neighborhood will be
limited by a restriction on the sign illumination only being allowed during business hours.

Staff finds that the use of translucent panels on the menu board signs is an acceptable waiver
since these signs are internal to the site and the illumination will have limited impact on
surrounding properties due to their location. Potential glare impacts on the adjacent
neighborhood will also be limited by a restriction on the sign illumination only being allowed
during business hours.

Staff Conditions
If the Commission recommends approval, Staff requests Commission adoption of the following
conditions:
e Add a call-out and note to the site plan on Sheet A1.0 noting the location of the existing
canopy sign and stating: “Existing canopy sign. Sign has area of 28 sq. ft., is 14 ft. wide
and copy height of 2 ft.”

¢ Remove Note No. 5 from Sheets A2.1 and A2.2 that states that staff designed the South
Boulder Road monument sign. City staff does not provide sign design for applicants.
Staff's analysis from the last hearing included an image to demonstrate joint monument
sign alternatives, which has been adopted by the applicant, but does not constitute staff
designing the sign on behalf of the applicant. A proposed design must come from the
applicant.

Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment Page 6 of 7
PC — March 12, 2020
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PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Public comments received by staff are included as Attachment 10. These comments include
those received prior to the previous hearings and additional comment received after those
hearings.

STAFF RECOMMENDATON:
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 14, Series 2019, recommending approval of the
application to City Council with the following conditions:

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the PUD to add call-out and

note to the site plan on Sheet A1.0 noting the location of the existing canopy sign and
stating: “Existing canopy sign. Sign includes internally illuminated channel letters, has
area of 28 sq. ft., is 14 ft. wide and copy height of 2 ft.”

Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the PUD to remove Note No.
5 from Sheets A2.1 and A2.2 that states that staff designed the South Boulder Road
monument sign.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.

2
3
4
5.
6.
7
8
9
1

0.

Resolution No.14, Series 2019

Application Materials

Black Diamond Carwash PUD

Lehrer’s Flowers PUD

Lehrer’'s Flowers and Jiffy Lube PUD

King Soopers Fueling Center PUD

July 11, 2019 Planning Commission Minutes
October 10, 2019 Planning Commission Minutes
Chapter 7, CDDSG - Sign Regulations

Public Comments

Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment Page 7 of 7
PC — March 12, 2020
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RESOLUTION NO. 14
SERIES 2019

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING CONDITIONAL APPORVAL OF A REQUEST
FOR A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT ADDRESSING SIGN
DESIGN WAIVERS FOR 1414 HECLA WAY; 1408 HECLA WAY; AND 1712 PLAZA
DRIVE (LOT 6, LOUISVILLE PLAZA FILING 2 AND LOTS 1 AND 2 LOUISVILLE
PLAZA FILING 3)

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an
application for approval of a request for a Planned Unit Development Amendment to
allow design changes to the signs on the subject properties that required waivers from
Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) Chapter 17.24 and the Commercial Development
Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG); and

WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that
the application complies with applicable PUD waiver criteria in LMC Sec. 17.28.110 as
described in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated March 12, 2020;
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly
noticed public hearing on March 12, 2020, where evidence and testimony were entered
into the record, including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report
dated March 12, 2020.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a request for a Planned Unit
Development Amendment to allow changes to the signage that include waivers from the
adopted City standards for properties at 1414 Hecla Way; 1408 Hecla Way and 1712
Plaza Drive, with the following conditions:

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the PUD to add call-out and
note to the site plan on Sheet A1.0 noting the location of the existing canopy sign and
stating: “Existing canopy sign. Sign includes internally illuminated channel letters, has
area of 28 sq. ft., is 14 ft. wide and copy height of 2 ft.”

2. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the PUD to remove Note No.
5 from Sheets A2.1 and A2.2 that states that staff designed the South Boulder Road
monument sign.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 12" day of March, 2020.

By:

Steve Brauneis, Chairperson
Planning Commission
Attest:
Debra Williams, Secretary
Planning Commission
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CWA

23 December 2019

Mr. Rob Zuccaro

Director of Planning & Building Safety
749 Main Street

Louisville, CO 80027

RE: Speedy Sparkle Car Wash
PUD Amendment #3 - Signage
CWA #18021

Dear Mr. Zuccaro,

This is the response to the last Planning Commission hearing on 10/10/2019 and further
discussions with you on this amended signage proposal.

Please reference the attached revised drawings, revision dated 12/23/2019, that reflect
the current modifications, as you have requested and as listed below:

1. Existing South Boulder Road Monument Sign — reference sheet A1.0 and details 2
& 2a on sheet A2.1 which reflect the following:
e The existing Speedy Sparkle Car Wash and Jiffy Lube sign panels will be
increased in size from 10 SF to 20 SF.
e The Speedy Sparkle separate individual monument sign on their property
has been eliminated.
¢ Sign lighting clarified - lllumination allowed on at all times.
e Existing sign area to be increased from 60 SF to 80 SF.
¢ Transparent and opaque sign surfaces are clarified for Speedy Sparkle
sign panel. Sign letters and logo areas are translucent and sign green
trademark background made opaque.
e King Soopers sign panel will remain as existing.
Jiffy Lube sign panel will be designed per Jiffy Lube.

2. Revised Speedy Sparkle Hecla Way Sign - reference sheet A2.2 revised as
follows:

e $4 bubble removed.

e Square Footage at 17.2 sf.

e Steel -beam detail provided, along with the concrete block base, aiding
the city code three-sided design element.

¢ Transparent and opaque sign surfaces are clarified. Sign letters and logo
areas are translucent and sign green trademark background made
opaque.

e Sign lighting clarified - lllumination off at end of the business day.

e Concrete block base (CMU) added to reflect the existing retaining wall
materials.

cCwW ASSOCIATES, PLLC
ARCHITECTURE « PLANNING « DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
P.O. Box 271033 = Louisville, Colorado = 80027
303-666-8941 =« chip@cwa-architect.com =« www.cwa-architect.com
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1414 Address on base has been removed.
“Free Vacuums” changed to “Entry” with graphic directional arrow.
Lowered in height from 5’-2” to 4’-2”.

3. Menu Signs — reference sheet A2.1 detail 2 and 2a.

No revisions requested or required to the existing built signs.
Menu graphic areas are translucent and illuminated.

Menu background area is opaque and unlit.

Sign lighting clarified - lllumination off at end of the business day.

The King Soopers and Jiffy Lube support letters for this Speedy Sparkle Car Wash PUD
Amendment #3 - Signage proposal are underway.

Reference the 200+ customer support signatures that agree with the need for these
proposed signs.

Per your request you have asked the applicant to comment on waivers for (4) items as
listed below:

1. Number of signs Allowed:
CDDSG allows:
7.2 Sign Number and Area:

The existing South Boulder Monument sign meets the original approved
PUD intent with your request to expand the existing south boulder
monument sign from the existing 60 SF to 80 SF and eliminate the
applicants proposed separate speedy sparkle monument sign.

This PUD amendment provides for the same number of signs as the original
approved PUD. Your waiver request is met by increasing the existing South
Boulder Monument sign from 60 SF to 80 SF as you require.

2. Sign illumination:
CDDSG allows:
7.4 Sign lllumination:

The Speedy Hecla Way monument sign exceed this requirement, as the
opaque area is a portion of the trademark logo design. The South Boulder
monument sign is per your design. Reference the drawings for
clarification. No waivers needed.

3. Sign Cabinet:
CDDSG allows:

The current proposal meets the City/CDDSG requirements— no waivers
needed.
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Sign Materials:

CDDSG allows:
The current proposal exceeds the CDDSG/City requirements, providing
the three-sided architecture sign elements with the steel i-beams on two
sides and the colored concrete block base that matches the existing
retaining wall concrete block.

Menu Signs: — (Not addressed in the CDDSG or City Code, no waivers needed.)

Per your request you have asked the applicant to address the following PUD Waiver

Criteria — Waiver Warranted by Design and Amenities:

1. Sign Clutter:

This PUD Amendment #3 has been adjusted to reflect your request for no
allowance of an individual Speedy Sparkle south boulder monument sign on their
property. Current design for the expanded existing South Boulder Monument sign
reflects your design for no sign clutter. No wavier required.

Proportionality of the sign area to the development, the lot area and lot frontage:
King Soopers Fueling Station has approval for two large monument signs (40 sf &
29 sf = 69 sf monument sign area) with less ot area and less lot frontage then
Speedy Sparkle?

e Property Size: Speedy = 45,687 sf, King Soopers= 19,236 sf

e Lot Frontage: Speedy = 294.75’, King Soopers = 229.5’

Speedy Sparkle’s current sign proposal = 37.2 sf monument sign area for both
the South Boulder monument sign and the Hecla Way directional monument
sign. No wavier required

Quality of Sign Materials and Design:
The current proposal meets the CDDSG/City requirements per you design and
requests - No wavier required.

4. Visibility needs for the sign:

e Speedy Sparkle Car Wash’s application meets your design of the signs as

you have requested.

This revised Speedy Sparkle Car Wash PUD Amendment #3 - Sighage proposal with your

required modifications, is consistent with the overall development design and
complements the architectural, landscape elements and the existing signs.

The applicant believes we meet your request per the existing approved PUD, City Code

and the CDDSG (Commercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines).
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We believe this current PUD Amendment #3 — Signage modifications meets all your
design directions and city codes. We request approval by the City staff and Planning
Commission for this re-submitted Speedy Sparkle Car Wash PUD Amendment #3 —
Sighage.

Sincerely,

Robert Kearney Chip Weincek, AIA LEED AP
Owner Principal Architect/Planner
Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville CWA

Attachments
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HECLA WAY

SOUTH BOULDER ROAD

PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT P.U.D.
AMENDMENT #3

Project Data

PROJECT: P.U.D. AMENDMENT - SITE SIGNAGE MODIFICATIONS
IONING: PLANNED COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL
LOT SIZE = 45,687 SF
USE: CAR WASH
LEGAL: LOT 6, LOUISVILLE PLAZA SUBDIVISION, FILING No. 2
LOUISVILLE, COLORADO
COUNTY: BOULDER COUNTY

Project Team

OWNER: ROBERT KEARNEY
SPEEDY SPARKLE CAR WASH - LOUISVILLE
549 N. 4th STREET
BERTHOUND, COLORADO 80513
970-532-4243 - phone
robert@speedysporklecarwosh.com

ARCHITECT CWA - CW ASSOCIATES, PLLC

PLANNER: 672 WEST PINE STREET
LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 80027
303-666-8941 - phone
CONTACT - CHIP WEINCEK, AIA, LEED AP
chip@cwa-architect.com

SURVEY: FLATIRONS, INC.
BOULDER, COLORADO
303-936-6997 - phone

PLANNING: CITY OF LOUISVILLE

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

749 MAIN STREET

LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 80027
303-335-4590 - PHONE

CONTACT - ROBERT ZUCCARO, AICP
rzuccaro@lovisvileco.gov

Signatures

1 )SITE PLAN b
—_—

SCALE: 1/16" =

SCREENED SITE PLAN IS IMPORTED FROM THE 2017 PUD
ADMINISTRATED AMENDMENT #2 DOCUMENTS AS PROVIDED BY

HE OWNER AND ON FILE WITH THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CO.
KEYNOTE ITEMS ARE THE ONLY PROPOSED CHANGES WITH THIS
PUD AMENDMENT #3

Carwosn2.ic
SN S
Berhoud, CO0513

sy Lube Sore 23
1412 Logend i . Ste 20
Clecrfilc, V184015

Dilon Compares, e
Poperly Tax- 7l
s

2/20/20 PLANNING COMMISSION RE-SUBMITTAL

KEYNOTES:

CWA

(D EXISTING SOUTH BOULDER ROAD MONUMENT SIGN IS
BEING MODIFIED SEE DETAIL 1&1a/A2.1.

(@ EXISTING/PROPOSED MENU SIGNS. REFERENCE THE
ATTACHED DETAIL 2 & 20/A2.1 FOR THE EXISTING/PROPOSED|
SIGN DESIGN,

(® AS-BUILT EXISTING CURB LOCATION.

(® PROPOSED HECLA WAY SIGN. REFERENCE DETAIL 1/A2.2
FOR THE NEW PROPOSED SIGN DESIGN.

(® 10" UTILITY EASEMENT - SEE SURVEY.

() 20' DRAINAGE EASEMENT AND ACCESS EASEMENT -
SEE SURVEY.

(@ UTILITY EASEMENT - SEE SURVEY.

UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENT - SEE SURVEY.

CW ASSOCIATES, PLLC
Architecture, Planning &
Development Services

672 West Pine Street

Louisville, Colorado 80027

303-666-8941, fax 303.665-3020
v cwa-architect.com

S Gocimart G e e
et by Qo Asoces PLE (OAA)

aton P )

NoDate| Revisions

NOTES:

1. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT [P.U.D.] CAR WASH HISTORY:

BLACK DIAMOND CAR WASH PUD
5 SEPT 2000

RES. 55 SERIES 2000

RECEPTION NO. 2126651

BLACK DIAMOND CAR WASH ADMIN PUD
30 MAY 2001
RECEPTION NO. 2160401

BLACK DIAMOND CAR WASH ADMIN 2 PUD
28 SEPT. 2017
RECEPTION NO. 03617546

2. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (P.U.D.) KING SOOPERS
FUELING STATION: PUD APPROVAL - OCTOBER 2010. FOR
SOUTH BOULDER MONUMENT SIGN.

3.THE SPEEDY SPARKLE CAR WASH PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT (P.U.D.] AMENDMENT #3 SUBMITTAL
DOCUMENTS ARE FOR PLANNING APPROVAL ONLY.

THESE ARE NOT CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND ARE NOT
TO BE USED FOR SIGN PERMIT APPROVAL.
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10-0"
510" . 5.0"

& KingSoopers

UNLEADED MID-GRADE DIESEL

2.25°2.35°2.53°]

8.0"

jiffylube

EAST ELEVATION  twO SIDED
80 SF PER SIDE SIGN

1 SB ROAD MONUMENT SIGN

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

TO EXISTING SIGN

SCALE: 1/2" = 10"

ONE 1/4"
SDED 3"

g.3"

§
PROPOSED PROPOSED
SIGN =30 SF SECTION
ONE SIDED

DRIVE-UP MENU SIGN

10'

TWO SIDED
SIGN

SB ROAD MONUMENT SIGN

KEYNOTES:

CWA

(D METAL PLATE WITH FULL COVER PRINTED GRAPHICS,
NON-LLUMINATED.

(@ METAL SIGN BOX - WITH EXISTING TRANSPARENT ILLUMINATED)
SIGN PANEL.

(3 METAL BASE PLATE,

(3) GRADE.

(8) 10" ALUMINUM CONSTRUCTION PAINTED CABINET.

(®) ACRYLIC FACE WITH FULL SPEEDY SPARKLE LOGO DIGITALLY
PRINTED GRAPHICS WITH LED INTERNAL CABINET LIGHTS

(?) SPEEDY SPARKLE, CAR WASH, FREE VACUUMS AND
GRAPHICS ARE TRANSPARENT.

SPEEDY SPARKLE SIGN BACKGROUND AREA TO BE OPAGUE.

(9) SPEEDY SPARKLE, CAR WASH, ENTER AND GRAPHICS
ARE TRANSPARENT.

WAX15 STEEL -BEAM SUPPORTS PAINTED TO MATCH
STEEL MEMBERS ON BUILDING.

() CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT (CMU) TO MATCH EXISTING
CMU RETANING WALL

(@ FOUNDATION.

@ EXISTING METAL SIGN BOX FOR THE KING SOOPERS SIGN
TO REMAIN - RELOCATE ON TOP OF THE NEW SIGN BOX
BELOW. ANY NEW SIGN PANELS MUST MEET THE CITY
OPACITY STANDARD.

(@ NEW SIGN BOX FOR THE SPEEDY SPARKLE AND JIFFY LUBE
NEW SIGNS TO MATCH THE EXISTING METAL SIGN BOX.

(® EXISTING CONCRETE MASONRY UNITS (CMU) BASE TO

PANEL AREA FOR JIFFY LUBE - SIGN DESIGN, LAYOUT AND
PANEL CONSTRUCTION PER JIFFY LUBE.

(@ ANY NEW JIFFY LUBE SIGN PANEL MUST MEET THE CITY
OPACITY STANDARD.

CW ASSOCIATES, PLLC
Architecture, Planning &
Development Services
672 West Pine Street
Louisvile, Colorado 50027
303°666-8941, fax 3036653020

www.cw:

a‘architect.com

INo|Date|

Revisions

la

EXISTING SIGN 60 SF PER SIDE

DRIVE-UP MENU SIGNS

2a

SIGNS SHOWN AS-BUILT

NOTES:

1. SIGN MANUFACTURE WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FINAL SIGN

PANEL DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND SIGN
BUILDING PERMIT.

2. THE MENU SIGNS AND HECLA WAY MONUMENT SIGN WILL
HAVE THEIR LIGHTS TURNED OFF AT THE END OF BUSINESS.

3. THE SOUTH BOULDER MONUMENT SIGN LIGHTS WILL BE
ALLOWED TO BE ON AT ALL TIMES.

4. MENU SIGNS AND HECLA WAY MONUMENT SIGNAGE
PROVIDED BY OWNER. SIGN DESIGN BY SCHLOSSER SIGNS,
INC. LOVELAND, COLORADO.

5.SOUTH BOULDER MONUMENT SIGN MODIFICATION DESIGN BY
ROBERT ZUCCARO, AICP PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY
DIRECTOR - CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO.

SPEEDY SPARKLE CAR WASH

1414 Hecla Way
Louisville, Colorado 80027
SIGNAGE

Date:

CWA#

Drawn:

Checked

Phase

PUD AMENDMENT

Sheet:

A2.1
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3o

410

1.0"

KEYNOTES:

CWA

WESTELEVATION  TwO SIDED SIDE
17.2.5F PER SIDE SIGN 2=t

HECLA WAY MONUMENT SIGN

o v 2 a
SCALE: 1/2" =

(@ METAL PLATE WITH FULL COVER PRINTED GRAPHICS,
NON-ILLUMINATED.

(@ METAL SIGN BOX - WITH EXISTING TRANSPARENT ILLUMINATED)
SIGN PANEL.

(® METAL BASE PLATE

(® GRADE

() 10" ALUMINUM CONSTRUCTION PAINTED CABINET.

(&) ACRYLIC FACE WITH FULL SPEEDY SPARKLE LOGO DIGITALLY
PRINTED GRAPHICS WITH LED INTERNAL CABINET LIGHTS.

(@ SPEEDY SPARKLE, CAR WASH, FREE VACUUMS AND
GRAPHICS ARE TRANSPARENT.

SPEEDY SPARKLE SIGN BACKGROUND AREA TO BE OPAGUE

@ SPEEDY SPARKLE, CAR WASH, ENTER AND GRAPHICS
ARE TRANSPARENT.

WEX15 STEEL [BEAM SUPPORTS PAINTED TO MATCH
STEEL MEMBERS ON BUILDING.

(® CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT (CMU) TO MATCH EXISTING
CMU RETAINING WALL

@ FOUNDATION

@ EXISTING METAL SIGN BOX FOR THE KING SOOPERS SIGN
TO REMAIN - RELOCATE ON TOP OF THE NEW SIGN BOX
BELOW. ANY NEW SIGN PANELS MUST MEET THE CITY
OPACITY STANDARD.

(@ NEW SIGN BOX FOR THE SPEEDY SPARKLE AND JIFFY LUBE
NEW SIGNS TO MATCH THE EXISTING METAL SIGN BOX.

(@ EXISTING CONCRETE MASONRY UNITS [CMU] BASE TO
REMAIN.

PANEL AREA FOR JIFFY LUBE - SIGN DESIGN, LAYOUT AND
PANEL CONSTRUCTION PER JIFFY LUBE.

(@ ANY NEW JIFFY LUBE SIGN PANEL MUST MEET THE CITY
OPACITY STANDARD.

'CW ASSOCIATES, PLLC
Architecture, Planning &
Development Services
672 West Pine Street
Louisvile, Colorado 50027
303°666-8941, fax 3036653020
waw.cwa-architect.com

enctaied by O Asocats, ALC (CHA) it

© cw asocten, e (cwA)

INoDate| Revisions

1. SIGN MANUFACTURE WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FINAL SIGN

NOTES:

PANEL DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND SIGN
BUILDING PERMIT.

2. THE MENU SIGNS AND HECLA WAY MONUMENT SIGN WILL
HAVE THER LIGHTS TURNED OFF AT THE END OF BUSINESS.

3. THE SOUTH BOULDER MONUMENT SIGN LIGHTS WILL BE
ALLOWED TO BE ON AT ALL TIMES.

4. MENU SIGNS AND HECLA WAY MONUMENT SIGNAGE
PROVIDED BY OWNER. SIGN DESIGN BY SCHLOSSER SIGNS,
INC. LOVELAND, COLORADO.

5. SOUTH BOULDER MONUMENT SIGN MODIFICATION DESIGN BY
ROBERT ZUCCARO, AICP PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY
DIRECTOR - CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO.
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203 Signatures in Support of Speedy Sparkle Car Wash Signage

For a few hours on several days between July 28 and August 7, my daughter and | asked our customers if
they supported additional signage for Speedy Sparkle Car Wash.

The overwhelming result was 203 signatures supporting our request. The support requested:

“I support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash'’s sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the attached
sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper, just
like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their sighage requests.”
A scan of the laminated sheet is attached.

The response was dramatic a mere handful of customers declined to sign the sheet, usually due to time
constraints. This response is a clear indication that consumers doing business in Louisville appreciate
adequate signage. Some commented that Google or another app did not do a great job of helping them
navigate directly to the car wash’s entrance on Hecla Way. Others noted South Boulder Road as
requiring better signage and still others noted uncertainty as to how to enter the car wash facility.

This appreciation of how signage helps was reflected in the research done by the City on the upcoming
sign code update...consumers appreciate good signage and agree that bigger signs are helpful. No
comments were made regarding too many signs or sign clutter.

We are providing these signatures and the address information to the City for sharing with the staff,
Planning Commission and City Council. We respectfully request that these signature pages NOT be
made public or posted on the internet as part of public disclosure documents. This request is to protect
the privacy and security of our customers and their participation in the signing.

The point is that a small sample of our customers over a handful of days brought very strong support to
signs, sign sizes and our designs that are dwarfed by the very large number and size of those King
Soopers has on its tiny gas station plot. The support is for signs larger than our amended application
includes. We submit this as evidence of need, support and interest in the community.
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I support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash's sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the

——

Z

Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Signage Support

attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,

just like big businesses require adequate signage.

7

< Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date

Print Name

Street Address City Signature
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Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Signage Support

| support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash's sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Sighage Support

I support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash's sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the

d

sheet.

The'rgquest is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,

just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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&

| support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash's sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Signage Support

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

I believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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oA
I support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash’s sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Sighage Support

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their sighage requests.

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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Speed‘? Sparkle Car Wash — Louisville Signage Supgort

I support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash'’s sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Signage Support

| support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash's sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

A

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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&

Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Signage Support

I support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash'’s sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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N Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Signage Support

| support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash’s sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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Speedy Sparkle Car Wash — Louisville Signage Support

| support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash’s sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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| support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash's sign request with the City of Louisville as shown

fc/t.\

Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Signage Support

attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

oRthe

.Y

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

1

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville Signage Support

I support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash's sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the
attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

Date Print Name Stree( Address City Signature
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| support Speedy Sparkle Car Wash’s sign request with the City of Louisville as shown on the

Speedy Sparkle Car Wash — Louisville Signage Support

attached sheet.

The request is for 50% as much signage as King Soopers Fuel Station currently has.

| believe local small businesses require adequate signage to serve our community and prosper,
just like big businesses require adequate signage.

Small businesses should receive fair treatment in their signage requests.

N

Date Print Name Street Address City Signature
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Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville, LLC
1414 Hecla Way

Louisville, CO 80027

303-666-6696

Business Address:

549 N. 4™ Street

Berthoud, CO 80513

January 22, 2020

Jennifer Welch
Jiffy Lube/Griffin Companies
Sent by email to: Jenifer@Griffco.com

RE: PUD Signage Conflict Resolution — PUD Amendment

Dear Jennifer:

We are continuing the process with the City of Louisville to amend the Speedy Sparkle
PUD. This amendment will resolve the PUD signage conflict between the ori ginal Black
Diamond PUD and the Kroger/Jiffy Lube PUD.

This PUD Amendment version attached provides for our sign and your sign to each be
increased in size to 4 feet tall by 5 feet wide. The size of each of our si gns goes from 10
square feet to 20 square feet. King Soopers will retain its current sign at 40 square feet in
size. The City wants the authorization and agreement of all three property owners and for
us to sign the final PUD amendment (Signature block to be revised at City direction).

This amendment will also provide official City approval of our existing menu signs and
approve a new entrance sign at the North end of our property

Once approved, so long as we both desire to expand our space on the existing monument
sign, we can split the cost of increasing the size.

['have attached the PUD Amendment #3 sheets showing these changes.

['will really appreciate it if you can indicate your support for this amendment by si gning
this letter. Thank you for your interest and assistance. My office number is shown above, my cell
phone is 303-902-9100 and my email is robert@coloansonline.com.

Sincerely, Griffi 555 £Ji e Louisville)

Robert E Kearney B , i 5z =
Principal
s \liee ¥ee side T
>
-

We recycle ogur' water



1414 Hecla Way
Louisville, CO 80027
303-666-6696

Business Address:
549 N. 4™ Street
Berthoud, CO 80513
970-532-4243

January 17, 2020

Dave Seagraves EMAIL to Dave.seagravesi@kroger.com
King Soopers

~ 65 Tejon St

Denver, CO 80223

RE: PUD Signage Conflict Resolution — PUD Amendment
Dear Mr. Seagraves:

We are continuing the process with the City of Louisville to amend the Speedy Sparkle
PUD. This Amendment #3 to our PUD does not affect your PUD or signage rights. PUD
Amendment #3 will only affect the car wash property and the size of the car wash and oil
change cabinets below the King Soopers sign on the existing South Boulder Road
Monument sign.

The changes to the PUD Amendment which is shown as the “12/23/19 Planning
Commission Resubmittal” (I have no idea why it is called that, since it was not submitted
on that datel).

You may return this letter with a signature indicating your agreement to the amendment
and authorization to proceed.

Thank you for your interest and assistance. My office number is shown above, my cell phone is
303-902-9100 and my email is robert@coloansonline.com.

Sincerely,

Robert E Kearney

Principal
Dillon Companies, LLC, a Kansas limited
liability company
By: M e

Name: DANC gy &5
Its:__ ZRbj2ozo ~

We recycle our water
0
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Department of Planning and Building Safety

COLORADO -SINCE 1878

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

LAND USE APPLICATION CASE NO.

APPLICANT INFORMATION TYPE (S) OF APPLICATION
. O Annexation

Firm: Speedy Sparkle Car Wash - Louisville, LLC___ QO Zoning

Contact: Robert Keamey
Address: 1414 Hecla Way
Loulsvilie, CO 80027
Mailing Address: 549 N 4th Street
Berthoud, CO B0513
Telephone: {970) 532-4243
Fax: (970) 532-3603
Email: robart@coloansonline.com

OWNER INFORMATION

Firm: Car Wash 2, LLC
Contact: Robert Keamey
Address: 549 N. 4th Street
Berthoud, CO 80513
Mailing Address: 549 N. 4th Street
Berthoud, CO 80513
Telephone: (870) 532-4243
Fax: (870) 532-3603
Email: robert@coloansonline.com

O Preliminary Subdivision Plat

O Final Subdivision Plat

0 Minor Subdivision Plat

Q Preliminary Planned Unit Development
(PUD)

Q. Final PUD

>if,arnanded PUD

O Administrative PUD Amendment

O Special Review Use (SRU)

O SRU Amendment

O SRU Administrative Review

QO Temporary Use Permit:

O CMRS Facilty:

O Other. (easement / right-of-way, floodpiain;
variance, vested right, 1041 permit; oil / gas
production permit)

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

Firm: CW Associates, PLLC
Contact: Chip Weincek
Address: 672 W. Pine Street
Louisville, CO 80027
Mailing Address: EO. X ?-'? 103 3
LoVt (o gooz™
Telaphone: (303) 666-6941 |
Fax:
Email: chip@cwa-architect. com

PROJECT INFORMATION

Summary; -See Attached-
Amendment to comrect and update signage.
For site and neighboring properties.

Current zoning. PUD Propm/sg zoning: PUD

PROPERTY INFORMATION

Common Address: 1414 Hecla Way

Legal Description: Lot __6, Blk
Subdivision Louisville Plaza Filing #2

Area: 44026 Sq. Ft.

CITY STAFF USE ONLY
0 Fee paid:
Q Check number:
O Date Received:

41
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PUD. SUBMITTAL:
VICRITY MAP, VIOMTY MAPF, DEVELOPMENT GLADELINES, NOTES, NDEX
SIGHMATURE BLOCKS

2 PUD PLAN, LANDSCAPE PLAN, LANDSCAPE LEGEND, SIGN ELEVATION
3 BEEVATIONS

4 EEVATIONS
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LEHRER'S FLOWERS
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

LOT 5, LOUISVILLE PLAZA FILING NO. 2

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO
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LEHRER'S FLOWERS

TYPICAL WALL MOUNTED SIGN  14:= 10+

MNOTE: STYLE OF LETTERS MAY INFFER FROM THAT SHOWN
AND MAY VARY FROM TENENT TO TENANT

WALL MOUNTED
SIGN SCHEDULE

A MAXIMUM SIZE: 16" HIGH x 1907 LONG
AREA: 285 5F,
QUANTITY: |

B MAXIMUM SIZE: 16" HIGH x 22407 LONG
AREA: 33 8.F.
NTITY: |

C  MAXIMUM SIZE: 6" HIGH x 200" LONG
AREA; 30SF.
QUANTITY: §

D MAXIMUM SIZE: 16" HIGH x 190" LONG

REA: 285§ F,

QUANTITY: 1

E MAXIMUM SIZE: 167 HIGH x 260" LONG

UUA\ITIT\‘ 1

WALL MOUNTED
SIGN NOTES

TEMPORARY BANNERS WILL NOT BE ALLCY
2 NO WINDOW SIGNS SHALL BE VISIBLE FRO)! M

SBOULDER RD.
E REA.

3. GRAPHICAL LOGOS ARE LIMITED TO 20% OF THE SIGN A

WALL MOUNTED
SIGN SPECIFICATIONS

INDIVIDUAL "CHANNEL® LETTERS
MIN, %%J;L METAL RETURNS AND BACKS

5" DE!
INTERNAL NEON ILLUMINATION
TRANSLUCENT ACRYLIC FACES

NOTE: STYLE OF LETTERS MAY DIFFER
FROM THAT SHOWN.

TYP. ELEVATION
HECLA WAY SIGN

14" =1
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EAST ELEVATION
S. BOULDER ROAD SIGN

4= = 1-0"

MONUMENT SIGN
SPECIFICATIONS

SOUTH BOULDER ROAD SIGN AREA: 32 5F.
HECLA WAY SIGN AREA: 16 5.F.

u\l):\-'mUAL “CHANNEL" LETTERS
MIP« Jﬂ(!A METAL FRONTS, BACKS, AND RETURNS

EXTERNAL ILLUMINATION

TYPICAL
SIDE
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POLE LIGHT (P)
KIM LIGHTING AR ARCHETYPE
DESCRIPTION: ONE PIECE DIE-CAST ALUMINUM WITH

FPOWDER COAT PAINT.
LENS: CLEAR FLAT TEMPERED GLASS IN ONE-PIECE

MOUNTING:  ALUMINUA SUBPORT ARM WHTH IRTERNAL
© BRAN BOLTS. 25 SOUARE, RONZE POLE
ON CONCRETE BASI E EE DETAIL)
LAMP: AL IDE
COLOR: DARK BRONZE
QUANTITY: §

WALL MOUNTED FIXTURE (W)

KIM LIGHTING SWi SITE WALLFORMS

DESCRIPTION: %‘a,nacs ALUMINUM WITH POWDER
LENS: CLEAR FLAT TEMPERED GLASS.
MOUNTING: CONCEALED BOLT ATTACHMENT TO WALL.
LAMP: ONE 50W METAL HALIDE

COLOR: DARK BRONZE

QUANTITY: 12

Moursing Plate, Glasiat
‘ac Rops Cand by Kim.

4 Octagonal -t n Wl (b ofers)

GROUND MOUNTED FIXTURE (G)

KIM LIGHTING EL205 SQUARE HOOD
DESCRIPTION: DIE-CAS'E ALUMINUM WITH POWDER

LENS: é‘LEa\.R TEMPERED GLASS,
MOUNTING: PORTABLE S}’EAR MOU'NT

LAMP:

COLOR: BLACK

QUANTITY: 4

BOLLARD (B)

KIM LIGHTING CB COMPACT BOLLARD

DESCRIPTION: ECT%% %‘5 ALUMINUM
: EL SCI!EWS A?Phﬂh'

POURED—]N I‘LA
e LAMP? ONE 50W METAL HA.LIDE
COLOR: DARK BRONZE
QUANTITY: 4

LIGHT FIXTURE DETAILS
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LANDSCASE NOTES
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TABLE 4: PARKING LOT AND
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SN G IT.0sf
ON O 27.0s0
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Moline moved and Howe seconded to continue the item to the August meeting.

Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment: A request for approval of a Planned Unit
Development Amendment to allow changes to the signage at 1414 Hecla Way.
(Resolution 14, Series 2019)

e Applicant: Speedy Sparkle Car Wash — Louisville, LLC

e Case Manager: Felicity Selvoski, Planner/Historic Preservation

Rice asked for conflicts of interest. Hoefner stated that he was a customer at the
Speedy Sparkle but did not think that disqualified him.

All notices met as required.

Selvoski presented the request to amend the sign code for three properties at Speedy
Sparkle. The original PUD was approved in 2000 as the Black Diamond Car Wash with
two monument signs. In 2010, the King Soopers Fueling Center PUD included a shared
monument sign, as well. The PUD amendment included requests to modify and install a
monument sign along Hecla Way, bring the installed menu signs into compliance, and
build their own monument sign. This application did not include confirmation from the
other two properties that they are okay with these changes.

The sign architecture is proposed for steel I-beams, a metal base cabinet, and an LED
panel. The Hecla Way sign included the same steel I-beam architectural border. Staff
used the CCDSG to evaluate the proposed signs. The materials are supposed to be
compatible with the associated structure in terms of materials, color, and design, and
staff does not feel that the signs meet this criteria. The Speedy Sparkle building does
include steel I-beams, but staff did not find this to be a strong enough connection. This
application would also result in three monument signs on the Speedy Sparkle property.
Currently, the sign code allows for one and the original PUD allowed for two. The
monument signs along South Boulder Road greatly exceed the 60 square feet. The
proposed LED panel was not something permitted under the sign code. Finally, the
proposed sign designs did not provide information to determine which sides were
translucent and which were opaque and current sign code only allows the letters to be
translucent; the sign background coloration did not match coloration elsewhere on the
site; and the signs were not uniform in color, all of which is both are required in the
current sign code.

Staff also addressed the draft sign code, though they did not use it to judge the
application. One of the goals of the draft was to reduce sign clutter, which this
application did not achieve. Electronic message centers are allowed in the draft code if
there are exceptional circumstance and if they elevate the design. Staff did not feel they
had enough information to determine this. This application also has signs taller than the
maximum freestanding 5 feet height maximum on the existing PUD.

Staff recommends approval of the resolution, which would deny this application. The
proposed PUD amendment did not meet the intent and requirements of our current
design guidelines and any changes would need to be approved by the adjacent property
owners that would be affected.
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Rice asked if the current monument sign was at the maximum size or if it could be made
bigger.

Zuccaro replied that the sign was likely built to what was allowed but he would confirm.
He noted that at the time of the original PUD it made sense to combine the three signs
from the three properties even though it required a waiver from the sign program.

Rice asked about the menu signs.

Selvoski replied that they were put in without going through the PUD process or a
building permit and that they were not addressed under the current sign code.

Moline asked what it would take to modify the existing sign.
Selvoksi stated that it was already at the maximum size.

Zuccaro added that any change would require a PUD amendment because the sign did
not currently adhere to the code.

Rice invited the applicant to make his presentation.

Robert Kearney, 549 North Fourth Street in Loveland, asked for a show of hands to who
had been to the car wash and proceeded to hand out flyers. Vice Chair Rice informed
Mr. Kearney that the Commission could not receive anything from the applicant at a
public hearing. Kearney stated that the original PUD included all the property with the
three owners. Under that PUD, the car wash was entitled to half of the joint sign on
South Boulder Road. Speedy Sparkle occupied about half of the total property. The
King Soopers PUD used to have a different sign requirement, but their PUD never had a
signature from the car wash owner and the South Boulder Road sign is an off-premises
sign to King Soopers. He did not want to diminish that sign, but they were asking for half
of the signage space for Speedy Sparkle. He described that the other signs at King
Soopers were larger than those at Speedy Sparkle. He stated that 54% of customers in
a four-year study couldn’t find signs due to being too small and customers complain that
the lettering on signs was too small and that 81% of consumers appreciated LED signs.
He listed other percentages to show that signage is important to businesses big and
small. He and his business wanted to be treated fairly as King Soopers has been.

Chip Weincek from CWA Architecture described the history of the application, which
had been started in September 2018. He believed that the proposal responded to the
request to address the contextual built environment. They had had multiple meetings
and revisions to their submittals and had not had much feedback from staff. Weincek
proceeded to describe the application. The site plan showed that speedy sparkle was
the largest property on the site. The shared signage, which was never recorded with the
Speedy Sparkle property, was too small for the property. He showed that Speedy
Sparkle and Jiffy Lube had 10 square feet on the shared sign each and King Soopers
had 40 square feet. King Soopers also had a second monument sign for a total of 69
square feet. He showed the existing menu signs, reminding the Commission that the
menu signs were not addressed in the code and the owner of Speedy Sparkle thought
that that meant he could proceed to put them up. Weincek stated that the menu signs
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had been very helpful for business. At first, they had requested a 12-foot sign and staff
said that was too tall so they tried to lower it but thought that the 5-foot limit was too
small. He showed the need for a sign on Hecla Way where customers enter the
property. They were proposing to have Speedy Sparkle have its own monument sign,
Jiffy Lube have 20 square feet, and King Soopers remain the same. He thought there
was a good synergy of the owners in the area and they wanted to maintain that. They
were also proposing to convert the flip-over numbers to LED, which is what King
Soopers is doing for the fueling station. It was Weincek’s understanding that staff
supported turning the gas station numbers to LED. He stated that the code allows
individual property owners to have up to 60 square feet of signage under the new sign
code. He responded to staff’'s concerns about the architecture by pointing out that the
architecture matched what was originally approved along Hecla and that the main
architectural features of the Speedy Sparkle building was steel. He stated that the
CDDSG allowed for multiple signs at multiple entries for identifying businesses. He
noted that this was a critical part of the application, because the guidelines referred to
signs and entries in the plural. 12 feet in a retail zone for monument signs were also
allowed. Weincek showed a selection of other signs that had been approved under the
current guidelines.

Weincek asked if it was possible to continue the application based on the Commission’s
deliberation.

Rice suggested that they proceed as normal and the applicant can request a
continuance at the end if they chose.

Moline asked the applicant to walk through the incorporation of steel in the proposed
signs.

Weincek showed the elements on the PowerPoint.
Moline asked about the requirement to have one sign per structure.
Weincek replied that they believed that came from Section 7.5.

Kearney added that Speedy Sparkle had an access point on Hecla Way and a curb cut
between the car wash and the King Soopers fuel station.

Howe asked for clarification between the commercial and residential guidelines.

Zuccaro replied that the CDDSG applied to this property and this applicant was about
being allowed to vary from the CDDSG.

Hoefner asked about the conversations that went on among Speedy Sparkle, King
Soopers, and Jiffy Lube.

Kearney replied that the PUD addressed that shared sign, which was on the property

line between Jiffy Lube and Speedy Sparkle. He noted that the various PUDs were in
conflict. He and King Soopers were working together to try to fix this issues and as part
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of that cooperation, King Soopers wanted to have the LED signs included in the
amendment.

Hoefner asked how many monument signs they thought they were entitled to.

Chip replied that they thought they should be allowed one each for Speedy Sparkle,
Jiffy Lube, and King Soopers. He added that they should also be allowed signs for each
entry.

Hoefner asked if electronic message centers (EMCs) were allowed under the code.

Weincek replied that he understood that they were not allowed. He stated that the City
needed to update its code on LED signs, because these were the future of commercial
signs.

Hoefner asked what would happen if the Planning Commission granted the
continuance, would the applicants be able to come to an agreement with smaller signs
and no EMCs.

Weincek replied that he wanted to hear what the Commission had to say about the
larger signs and the EMCs.

Kearney added that the original proposal tried to meet Director Zuccaro’s goal of having
fewer signs, but the signage was greater than 60 square feet. The applicants were
happy with that at the time, but later they found out that the application was no longer
acceptable. He believed that there was more than one way to make signage visibility
happen.

Rice asked if the 2011 PUD amendment predated the applicants’ ownership of the
property.

Kearney stated that he had not been the owner at the time and that he could not speak
to the original agreement among the property owners.

Zuccaro added that the boundary of the original PUD included all three of the properties
and appeared to be validly approved by the City and recorded.

Rice replied that he wanted to make sure it was understood that there was still one PUD
over the three properties.

Zuccaro replied that, as far as signage was concerned, yes.
Weincek stated that there was nothing about ownership of the current monument sign.

Rice replied that he did not think the Planning Commission could speak to property
disputes. He invited members of the public to speak.

Laura Chenerock 1459 Hecla Way in Louisville, stated that she lived in the townhouse
adjacent to the car wash and was a customer there. She stated that she represented
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the people living in her building and other people in the area, some of whom had written
to the Commission. She asked the Commission to consider the residential perspective,
noting that the examples used in the presentations of other monument signs had not
been near residential areas. She was concerned about the Hecla Way sign and thought
it was out of balance with the residential area, especially given its size and lighting. She
noted that the car wash stayed open after dark and their lights shined directly into her
living room. She added that the sign might also be disruptive to wildlife given the light
pollution. She appreciated the car wash’s efforts in trying to blend in already, including
planting trees.

Howe made a motion to include an email from the public in the record. Motion passed.

Zuccaro noted that the underlying code provided options to abandon the current sign
program and go back to individual signs for each of the businesses. However, the
applicants wanted to vary from the code. Staff therefore looked to the current policies on
signage. Zuccaro noted one specific policy in the CDDSG, Section 7.2: “The size of the
signs should be modest and provide businesses sufficient visibility and identification
without becoming a dominant part of the landscape.” When staff reviewed this outside
of the context of what was allowed in the code, staff had to consider what worked within
the context while also serving the business. Appropriate LED signs needed to be an
improvement on what would be there without LED, as well, though staff was not the
arbiter on what was appropriate for LED signs. Zuccaro also addressed Section 7.5 in
the CDDSG about the plural of the monument signs, noting that they were allowed one
monument sign per building. He explained that staff had view the Hecla Way sign in a
residential context and signs in that context needed to be an improvement on the code.
He concluded by stating that the Commission could approve, approve with conditions,
or deny. He noted that it would be helpful for the Commission to have a discussion
about their findings .

Hoefner asked for staff’s perspective on the applicant’s feeling that they had not
provided sufficient feedback.

Zuccaro repied that staff intended to provide feedback so that applications could be
ready to go before the Commission, but the applicant had to provide sufficient plans to
comment on. In some cases, the applicant and staff did not agree on certain elements
of the proposal, so staff was looking to the Commission to make those decisions.
Zuccaro added that staff did not make designs, but they did try to provide feedback on
proposals.

Hoefner asked about the allowance for one monument sign per building.

Zuccaro responded that with the existing PUD the car wash had received a waiver to
have two different signs in 2010. There were other waivers for other property owners, as
well. The property owners would have to abandon the PUD in order to have a
monument sign on one of their road frontages. He did not think that would work sign gas
stations and car washes would likely need sign frontage on South Boulder Road.

Hoefner asked about the initial iteration of the design where there were fewer, larger
signs.
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Zuccaro replied that the original proposal had a sign area of 120 square feet. Staff told
the applicant that something over 60 square feet might work, but 120 square feet was
too much.

Kearney stated that he appreciated staff’s time and that the King Soopers PUD was not
recorded on the car wash’s property. He described the main issue as a fundamental
matter of equity and following the code. King Soopers had many large signs, which the
car wash did not want for themselves. They wanted to have decent signage exposure.
He appreciated any direction from the Commission to work with staff to get decent
signage for his one-acre property. Having increased signage would make a big
difference for the business.

Rice asked for commissioner comments.

Howe appreciated Speedy Sparkle’s requests and agreed with the right to have decent
signage exposure. He saw the three different signs as three different matters. He
thought that they were entitled to have a sign on South Boulder Road based on Section
7.2B. However, the sign that was proposed — though they were entitled to it — did not
meet the guidelines as proposed due to its size and lighting. As for the menu signs, he
thought that there was no issue with them since they were not referenced. As for the
Hecla Way sign, Howe quoted Section 7.5, again finding that the applicant was entitled
to a sign there but it had to be responsive to the “family of signs” as described in 7.5.

Hoefner stated that he was sympathetic to the fact that the existing sign was very small.
He thought that the Commission needed to find a way to approve something bigger on
South Boulder Road, but he did not think that the proposed sign was it. He did not think
the Commission would approve an EMC and did not support it himself. He also thought
the proposed sign on Hecla was too big given the residential context. He did not see
any issues with the menu boards. As for the proposed materials for South Boulder, he
thought that the I-beams blended in with the building. He did not think that the PUD
issue was in the Commission’s wheelhouse and the applicant needed to resolve that
with King Soopers.

Moline stated that he wanted Speedy Sparkle to succeed and he hoped that they could
find a way to make it work. He thought that staff and the Commission had spent a
considerable amount of time reviewing the new sign code and had heard a lot of
feedback from the community, and the proposal was in a space where the Commission
was being influenced by community desires and the code that was being developed. He
thought it was helpful to look toward the future code in the case of a PUD amendment.

Rice stated that in his view it was not the Commission’s role to micromanage signs and
some of the criticisms of this proposal were micromanaging. He saw that the applicant
needed adequate signage. However, given the grouping of the signs, he thought they
should be treated together and he was concerned that the signs were being treated
piecemeal instead of with all the property owners. He thought it was doable to work with
all the property owners at once. He believed that Louisville should be a business-
friendly community with adequate signage. He stated that he thought that if there were
going to be menu signs, they should be approved by the City and so they should be
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addressed in the code. He noted that the Commission and the Council had not
approved the new sign code and it could not be acted upon based on this application
and he was therefore not prepared to approve any EMCs. He thought that a
continuance was a good way to handle this so staff and the applicant could take another
look at it. He was also sympathetic to the fact that it had already been a long process,
so it should be a priority for staff and the applicant. He asked for a motion.

Zuccaro recommended continuing it to a date certain and suggested asking the
applicant about a reasonable timeframe. The applicant agreed to a 60-day timeline.

Howe noted that there may be additional parties that might become involved in the
process.

Rice added that they might need to bring a totally new application and that would
require a new public hearing.

Zuccaro replied that the Commission could take no action if there should be a new
application.

Chip thanked everyone for their feedback and thought that the new information would
be helpful. He agreed that September 12" would be doable and that he did not want to
make a new application.

Zuccaro noted that the new sign code may come into effect and that might make the
process more complicated.

Rice stated that the Commission should continue it to September 12t and if any issues
come up staff and the applicant could deal with that at that time.

Hoefner made a motion to continue this application consistent with the discussion
tonight to September 12, 2019. Moline seconded. Voice vote. Motion carried
unanimously.

5-minute recess.

824 South Street/957 Street PUD Extension and SRU Amendment: A request for 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. (Resolution 15, Series 2019)

e Applicant: Hartronft Associates, P.C.

e Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety

Public notice met as required.

Zuccaro presented two requests for 824 South. The applicant acquired the property in
2018 and was working with staff to make changes under administrative review, but the
change in the 2016 SRU and the extension had to go through a public hearing. The
applicant believed that the one-year extension would provide adequate time. To
evaluate the extension, staff considered what had changed from 2016 had found that
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749 Main Street
6:30 PM

Call to Order — Chair Brauneis called the meeting to order at 6:31 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: Rob Zuccaro, Dir. of Planning & Building
Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner
Harry Brennan, Planner I
Amelia Brackett Hogstad, Planning Clerk

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Howe moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the October 10", 2019 agenda.
Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Moline moved and Williams seconded a motion to approve the September 12", 2019
minutes. Motion passed unanimously by voice vote.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
None.

NEW BUSINESS - PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment: A request for approval of a Planned Unit
Development Amendment to allow sign design waivers for 1414 and 1408 Hecla Way
and 1712 Plaza Drive. (Resolution 14, Series 2019)
e Applicant: Speedy Sparkle Car Wash — Louisville, LLC
e Case Manager: Rob Zuccaro, Director of Planning and Building Safety

All public notice met as required.

City of Louisville
Department of Planning and Building Safety
749 Main Street8 Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4592 (phone) 303.335.4550 (fax) www.LouisvilleCO.gov
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Zuccaro stated that the applicant had made revisions to the previous application that
went before the Commission in July, making this a new application with new public
notice. He explained that any modifications to a joint sign among property owners
required all owners’ participation. However, this application only included changes to the
Speedy Sparkle property.

Zuccaro summarized the proposal and the locations of the proposed signs.

1. Existing joint monument sign: The applicant proposed a note that the Speedy
Sparkle sign face be removed from this sign. Staff requested clarification about
whether the sign would be left blank and interpreted the note to mean that any of
the three property owners could put up a new sign panel in that location. The
applicant was also proposing a new access easement to allow the other property
owners to perform maintenance on the sign, which staff supported.

2. New sign along South Boulder Road: The applicant’s notation measured the sign
at 9 feet and staff measured it as 9 ¥ feet, which included the proposed oval
panel. It was 47.5 square feet and contained three sign panels, according to the
way staff measures signs based on the CCDSG. Staff was waiting for
confirmation about whether the sign would be transparent or opaque.

3. New sign along Hecla Way: Staff counted four panels, for a total of 5'8” tall and
26 square feet. The proposed sign was internally illuminated and staff assumed
that it was translucent, though they were still waiting for confirmation.

4. Menu board signs: These signs were already installed. The current guidelines did
not address menu boards and menu boards had a varied record of approval.
Staff felt they needed to be addressed on this PUD, since similar signs had been
addressed on other PUDs.

5. There is also a sign, 14-feet wide and 24 inches tall, already on the building that
received a building permit but was not included on the PUD.

Zuccaro explained the history of the PUDs since it informed staff's recommendation. In
2000, there was an agreement to have a joint monument sign between Black Diamond
Car Wash and Lehrer’s Flowers PUDs. In 2005, there was an amendment with a note to
maintain the joint monument sign. In 2010, with the addition of the King Soopers fueling
station, the PUD included a joint monument sign, as well. Through the history of the
joint monument sign, the applicants had worked together to develop the joint monument
sign, and, in that PUD, they addressed the “rural-suburban context” in recognition of the
open space across the road. They mentioned that excessive signage would detract from
that open space and they attended to that in their sign design. The sign got larger over
time but the intent remained the same.

Zuccaro showed the sign mock-ups from the July 11" meeting. The design proposed an
LED message board on the South Boulder monument sign that has since been
removed. The applicant also brought the Hecla sign down closer to the approved sign
from 2000 that was never built, in response to the Commission’s note that the Hecla
sign was too high for the context of the area. Zuccaro presented alternatives that staff
had proposed to the applicant, which included maintaining the current monument base
and joint sign and lifting the sign up, which would result in double the sign panel size for
Car Wash and Jiffy Lube, and an 80 square foot sign area (which would still require a
waiver.) Compared to other existing signs in the city, a 2x10 or a 4x5 panel sign would
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be among the largest multi-panel signs in the city and would improve their signage
space significantly, while controlling sign clutter.

Zuccaro reminded the Commission that if the application met code, they would not need
a hearing for a waiver approval. The applicant was requesting waivers for the following:
e Number of signs allowed
e Sign illumination
e Sign cabinet
e Sign material
e Menu board signs

Zuccaro also presented the waiver criteria in Section 17.28.110 of the Code.

1. Sign clutter — not effective in wayfinding, distracting and unsafe, detracts from
community character.

2. Proportionality of sign area to development and frontage — two signs on single
frontage with no access drives was excessive.

3. Quality of sign material and design should exceed minimum standards for a
waiver — should match building material, provide multiple materials and texture.
Zuccaro noted that the non-conforming illumination did not meet best standards
here.

4. Visibility and legibility — South Boulder Road was on the slower end of the city’s
commercial roadways and staff believes that staff’s alternatives would still allow
for visibility based on visibility studies that match size to visibility at different
distances.

For the spirit and intent waiver criteria, Zuccaro noted that the most relevant criteria
addressed the context of the area. To keep that “appropriate relationship to the existing
area” stated in the Code, staff recommended improving the existing joint monument
sign.

Staff finds the proposal does not meet the PUD waiver criteria in LMC Sec. 17.28.110
and recommends adoption of Resolution 14, Series 2019 recommending denial of the
proposal to City Council.

Williams asked to see the location of the never-built sign.

Zuccaro replied that it was on Hecla Way and generally close to the proposed location
for the sign on Hecla.

Williams asked if the applicant could build that sign today.

Zuccaro replied that the Code did not void the previous PUD, so they could still request
an extension, but they could not build it today without going through that process since
the PUD had expired.

Williams asked if it was possible for the two smaller signs to be on top of the King
Soopers sign, or if KS had right of refusal.
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Zuccaro replied that from a city standpoint they were looking at the design of the sign
and that discussion would have to be worked out among the property owners. Staff
could not approve a change like that without going through a review process, since it
would still require a waiver. He did not think there was a big difference from staff’s
analysis whether one business was on top versus another. He noted that staff does not
usually propose alternatives, but with the history of the joint sign staff thought it was
important to provide alternatives using the existing sign.

Rice asked if the menu signs had been included in a sign permit or a PUD.
Zuccaro replied that they had not.

Rice asked if the proposed South Boulder Road sign met the sign requirements without
a waiver.

Zuccaro replied that it did.
Moline asked for clarification on the monument signs.

Zuccaro showed the two existing monument signs across the properties and noted that
the CCDSG allowed one monument sign per building. Usually that applied if each lot
was getting their signs independently, but once you have a joint sign for multiple
properties you typically do not get an additional monument sign for each property.

Howe asked if staff had tried to contact the entity that controls the sign.

Zuccaro replied that there were three property owners that used the sign and that it was
located on two properties. The applicant did provide authorization letters from the other
owners in the beginning, but with the new design staff was still waiting for updated
authorization letters. Staff has not reached out to them directly.

Williams asked if the South Boulder Road sign could be moved to the eastern edge.

Zuccaro replied that Commissioner Williams could ask the applicant if they were
interested in that option. There was a retaining wall in that location and a sign there
could be possible.

Howe asked for clarification on the easement around the property.

Zuccaro replied that the applicant was proposed a 10-foot easement for the sign. To
staff's knowledge there is no easement to that effect currently.

Brauneis asked for the applicant presentation.

Robert Kearney, owner of the Speedy Sparkle Car Wash, stated that the car wash PUD
originally allowed for one half of the original joint sign. The other half of the joint sign
was meant to be for the other property. King Soopers subsequently did a PUD for their
property that changed the shared sign. That sign was not recorded on the car wash
PUD and the former owner had not signed off on it. In that process, the car wash went
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from half of the sign to 1/6™. He characterized what happened as a taking of Speedy
Sparkle’s right to an adequate sign.

Kearney described two ways to solve the problem. First, all three property owners could
agree to change the current sign and do PUD amendments for all the properties. That
would mean a bigger joint sign. Alternatively, the applicant could amend the car wash
PUD only and build their own monument sign on their property, as proposed in July.
The applicant wanted to correct the PUD amendment, obtain equitable signage, and
obtain adequate signage. He noted that the proposed sign on South Boulder Road and
the sign on Hecla Way were smaller than allowed.

Kearney showed a board that compared the proposed car wash signs plus the menu
signs with the existing King Soopers signs, pointing out the difference in signage among
the property owners. He showed the customer feedback forms from the car wash
customers voicing support of their proposed signs. Customers felt it was difficult to find
the car wash, even with GPS. He explained that the new application proposed a smaller
sign on Hecla Way than they had proposed in July and that they had taken out the
electronic message sign as requested by the Commission. He responded to
Commissioner William’s question, explaining that they could not mount the sign at the
eastern section of the property.

Hoefner and Kearney discussed the effect of the Black Diamond history on the current
Speedy Sparkle application. Hoefner wanted to know if the applicant had thought he
would be entitled to more signage when he bought the property and Kearney explained
that he had not thought about the signage when he bought the place, but that it was
important that the King Soopers PUD was not in the public record for the Black
Diamond Car Wash.

Hoefner then asked about the translucence of the sign.

Kearney replied that the Speedy Sparkle logo had a bright green background that would
be translucent and the two additional panels would have translucent lettering with
darker backgrounds.

Brauneis asked to enter the sign board into the record. Moline moved and Hoefner
seconded. Motion approved unanimously by voice vote.

Chip Weincek, of CW Architecture at 672 West Pine Street in Louisville, showed the
logo of the Speedy Sparkle Car Wash. He explained that logos and signage were a big
deal for small businesses.

Kearney introduced his employees and his wife in the audience.
Weincek described the process so far starting in September 2018, summarizing the
comments from the July Planning Commission meeting. He explained that staff had not

focused on those comments, instead focusing on other concerns. He also felt the
meetings with staff had been too short.

88



Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes
October 10", 2019
Page 6 of 15

Williams asked if the property owner knew of the two signs, the joint sign and the one
approved in 2000, when he was buying the property.

Kearney replied that he did not know of them when he bought the property. The original
PUD is recorded and shows up in the chain of title. Nowhere there was the joint
monument sign. He did not look at the PUD in detail until after he bought it, especially
as it related to the signage, and at that time he saw that the only PUD recorded on the
property showed his property having half of the joint sign. He later discovered that the
King Soopers PUD from 2010 was not recorded in the chain of title. He did not think that
King Soopers would agree that he should get half the sign at this point.

Weincek continued that Speedy Sparkle had inherited the PUD conflict with King
Soopers. He showed the areas of the property that had a drainage ditch, explaining that
there could be no signs there. They also wanted to avoid putting signage in front of the
King Soopers sign. He stated that they did not care what happened with the spot on the
joint monument sign and would do what the City, Jiffy Lube, or King Soopers wanted to
do.

Weincek shared his interpretation of the CDDSG and City Code 17.24.110. He
explained that the sign design reinforced the project architecture with the Steel [-Beams
and the concreate bases. He showed the changes they made to the Hecla sign based
on commissioner feedback from July. He requested input from the City on what was
transparent versus opaque. He and the applicant were proposing that the green
background of the sign would be transparent, as would the bubbles and the lettering on
the other panels.

Weincek also showed picture of sign clutter and empty sign panels around Louisville.
He did not think that multi-tenant signs applied to this situation, since those usually have
one landlord. In this case, individual building monument signs with single owners were
more relevant. He presented other examples of individual monument signs and stated
that the proposed signs for Speedy Sparkle were reasonably sized. He added that he
thought LED was the future of signage even though they had taken off the LED portion
from their application after the July review. He also showed pictures of city signs that he
did not feel were compliant signs and he showed examples of menu boards around
Louisville.

Weincek asked the Commission to:

Approve sign sizes as proposed.

Accept applicant’s application and PUD conflict resolution.

Accept easement.

Clarify the meaning of translucent and opaque signage.

Provide applicant with the acceptable requirements for the proposed blank sign
panel on the joint monument sign.

arwnE

Moline asked why the applicant did not think the sign code covered the menu signs,
since it stated that all signs had to get a permit except for a few exceptions.

Weincek explained that he knew, as an architect, that you had to get a permit, but the
business owner had not known that.
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Moline summarized Mr. Weincek’s response, saying that it sounded like the signs
should have permitted but were not. He then asked if the existing monument sign was
on the Speedy Sparkle property.

Weincek replied that it was on the property line between Jiffy Lube and Speedy Sparkle.

Hoefner asked for Mr. Weincek’s opinion on the 2x10 panel on the existing monument
sign, an alternative proposed by staff, which would provide a slightly larger square
footage than what the property would have had under the 50-50 split from the previous
PUD amendment.

Weincek replied that there was an original approval that split the signage 50-50 that had
been changed with the King Soopers PUD.

Hoefner clarified that he meant that the area of half of the amended sign at that time
was about 4x9 feet and when you split that in half you get a very similar square footage
to what staff was proposing with the higher joint sign.

Weincek replied that he wanted to know how King Soopers had gotten 69 square feet
out of that.

Hoefner stated that he was asking about the stated desire to have the 50% of the sign
from the previous amendment.

Weincek replied that the 50/50 split was never allocated.

Hoefner asked for a yes or no response on if Mr. Weincek wanted more than the square
footage the property would have had if the sign had been split as amended.

Weincek replied that the sign had never been built and therefore did not apply to today.

Hoefner responded that his understanding of Mr. Weincek’s presentation was that the
2005 amendment was the relevant signage. He and Mr. Weincek continued to discuss
the relevancy of the different historical amendments, King Soopers’s PUD, and staff’s
alternative proposals.

Brauneis observed that the proposed sign and its illumination did not meet city
requirements.

Kearney replied that the logo would be translucent. The $4 bubble and the free
vacuums signage were not part of the logo, so only the lettering would be translucent.
He was not aware that there were not any light limitations other than translucent and
opague.

Weincek added that the applicant would like the Commission to narrow the scope of
conversations with staff if staff and the applicant had to work together again.

Brauneis asked for questions of staff.
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Williams asked if the current King Soopers sign was on the Speedy Sparkle PUD.

Zuccaro replied that it was approved in 2010 by City Council and he did not know if it
came up in the applicant’s title work. He noted that the Black Diamond Car Wash owner
had not signed the PUD.

Brauneis asked if there were regulations regarding adjacency of monument signs.

Zuccaro replied that there was no minimum distance between monument signs. He
added that they could not be within sight lines of intersections.

Brauneis asked if there were any requirements for vacating signs.
Zuccaro replied that blank panels usually meant there was a vacancy.
Brauneis asked about the difference between a monument sign and a wayfinding sign.

Zuccaro replied that there was a provision for on-site directional signs and the sign area
was quite small, though applicants could get larger areas approved through a PUD.

Brauneis asked if directional signage was typically illuminated.

Zuccaro replied that they were usually very small signs within a site and he did not think
they were typically illuminated. A larger sign for a shopping center that was also trying
to be a directional sign could very well be lit.

Brauneis asked for public comment.

Michael Pao, 1817 Sweet Clover Lane, stated that he lived near Speedy Sparkle and
was a patron of the business. He thought the proposed sign on Hecla Way would be out
of character and detract from the area, particularly as an illuminated sign. At the same
time, he felt confused about how impactful it would be in terms of directing people to
Speedy Sparkle, since once you turn on Hecla, it was hard to miss.

Rice moved to include the additional emails into the record. Howe seconded. Motion
passed unanimously by voice vote.

Greg Jones, 1809 Sweet Clover Lane, was a customer and a neighbor. He was also
concerned about the sign on Hecla Way. He noted that there would be more businesses
on Hecla and he was concerned that this would set a precedent for signs there. The
menu signs were now turned off at night, but the first couple months when they were on
all night was annoying. He appreciated that they turned them off. He thought the light
pollution was concerning as well.

Break. Reconvened at 8:50 PM.

Brauneis asked for additional questions of staff. Seeing none, he requested a staff
closing statement. None. Brauneis requested an applicant closing statement.
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Kearney thanked the neighbors for their comments. He stated that the Hecla Way sign
would only be illuminated during the day and South Boulder Road would be on a longer
time switch. He stated that the Hecla signage was a safety issue.

Brauneis closed public hearing and requested commissioner comments and
deliberation.

Howe thanked staff and the applicant for their presentations. He thought that the South
Boulder Road proposed sign did meet the code if they followed the transparent/opaque
division. He thought they had a right to a sign there and that better signage would
improve business. He thought that the Hecla Way sign did not need a light especially in
view of the neighbor’s concerns and that a 5-foot sign without a light would be adequate
and would not detract from the residential area.

Hoefner did not think that the proposal would benefit from a lot of detailed feedback,
because he believed that the applicant needed to go back and work with staff to come
back with something that better confirmed to the Code. Examples of noncomplying
signs notwithstanding, the City wanted to get this one right. He was sympathetic that the
applicant needed more signage, but he did not understand why staff's suggestions were
inadequate in their eyes.

Moline agreed with Commissioner Hoefner. There were elements of the proposal that
he did not have concerns with. Overall, he agreed with staff’'s concerns especially about
the monument sign. He was for small businesses having appropriate signage, but the
community also cared deeply about the city’s visual landscape. He added that he was
prepared to recommend a denial and they could make their case in front of City Council.

Williams agreed with staff in feeling that it did not meet the Code. She thought the best-
case scenario would be enlarging the King Soopers shared sign as in staff’s alternative
proposals or putting the Speedy Sparkle sign above the King Soopers sign. She
appreciated the applicant’s proposal and she noted that some existing signs had been
grandfathered in as the Code changed over time. The sign code existed for a reason
and it would not be a good decision as a planning commissioner to go against code.
She recommended denial.

Rice thought the ideal solution was to work together on a shared sign. However, that
was not the proposal that was before the commission tonight. He also thought that
among three property owners it would be difficult to make that happen. He had hoped
that there would be a consensus proposal after the July meeting, but it seems like that
did not occur. The proposal tonight got 90% of the way to addressing his concerns from
the July meeting. He agreed that Speedy Sparkle did not have adequate signage for
their business and the current signage was inadequate. He would like a new PUD
amendment that dealt with all the signs so that one day, when the current owner sold
the property, the City and the future owner did not have to go through this process
again. He thought the bubbles and the letters as translucent met the Code, but having
the entire sign translucent did not. He was sensitive to the neighbors near Hecla and he
was not in favor of an additional monument sign there. As he read the Code, there was
one sign per building, which in this case was covered by the proposed monument sign
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on South Boulder Road. He agreed with Commissioner Howe that a directional sign on
Hecla Way should be small and not have illumination, since it was for wayfinding and
not advertising. He was more in favor of the proposal than against at this point. He
wished that there was more of a consensus between staff and the applicant.

Brauneis appreciated that there was a difficult history and that it was a multi-owner sign.
He agreed that the existing signage was too small. He hoped that the applicant
understood that the Commission wanted to find a solution to that problem. He did not
find the translucency or the concrete base on the South Boulder monument sign to be in
line with the Code. He agreed with Commissioners Howe and Rice that the Hecla Way
sign was a directional sign and that the residential concern was an important one. He
appreciated that there were a number of examples of clutter existing in the sign, but he
stated that those types of signage situations were not the goal for future signage.

Moline moved to approve Resolution 14, Series 2019, to deny the proposal. Williams
seconded. Motion passed 4-2, with Commissioners Howe and Rice voting no.

The Business Center at CTC GDP Amendment G, The Business Center at CTC
Replat | Final Plat and Final PUD: A request for an amendment to the Business
Center at CTC General Development Plan, a request for a Final Plat and Final Planned
United Development to allow the construction of an office building and associated site
improvements at 1411 S. Arthur Avenue. (Resolution 17, Series 2019)

e Applicant: Andy Johnson, DAJ Design

e Case Manager: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner

Brauneis asked for conflicts of interest.

Howe disclosed that a member of the applicant team was one of his clients, but he did
not have any interests in the project and did not think it would affect his judgement.

Public notice met as required.

Ritchie presented the Cantilevers proposal. The Business Center at CTC for this portion
of the CTC was first approved in 1998 and was amendment for the first time in 1999.
Amendment A from 1999 was in effect for these properties. Permitted uses and
development standards were different for each lot. In 2013, a CTC Connectivity Study
looked at options for road connections into CTC at this location. When 305 South Arthur
came up in 2016, those applicants dedicated their half of the right-of-way. This proposal
tonight dedicates the other half, meeting the goals in the Connectivity Study and the
Transportation Master Plan.

Ritchie explained that there were three parts to the proposal: requiring both lots to
develop under the CDDSG, amending permitted uses on both lots to allow industrial,
office and limited commercial, and maintaining the PCZD-Industrial zoning designation.
The proposal encouraged coordinated community design, accommodating more land
uses that may now be viable due to the possible street connection, and it provided
additional economic opportunity in the CTC. The plat has two goals: consolidate the two
lots into one to allow development over the property line as well as to dedicate the other
30 feet of the right-of-way to a street connection. The replat conforms to the
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requirements in the Code and is consistent with the City’s comprehensive plan and
Transportation Master Plan.

Ritchie presented the proposed design, which involved a U-shaped building facing 96™
Street and mountain views. They were proposing underground parking to meet some of
their requirement. They were also proposing multiple drainage locations through a
series of ponds, rather than one large retention pond, which staff thought was a good
plan. There was a Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District easement which
restricted what they can and cannot do. They have indicated no concerns with this
application. They indicated no issues with this proposal and staff would continue to work
with them. The base would be unfinished, exposed concrete and there was a metal
material but with a finished wood. It was much higher in design than typical in an
IDDSG. She also showed the inside plan. There would be individually owned condo
spaces with shared amenities.

Ritchie presented the 4 waivers requested.
1. Request to allow a 8’-10’ parking setback on a portion where 10’0” is required.
2. Request to allow a maximum height of 40'6” where 35°0” is required.
3. Request to allow unfinished concrete and the use of metal.
4. Request for relief from the requirement for 1 tree for every 40 feet of property
boundary.

Staff recommends approval of the resolution with the following condition:
1. Prior to the recordation of the PUD, the applicant shall record an easement
allowing emergency access onto the property to the north.

Howe asked what the current small office space leased and unleased rates were in
Louisville.

Ritchie replied that she did not know.
Moline asked about the property to the north.

Ritchie replied that they had received a mailing and there were signs on the property,
but she had not heard from them.

Ritchie explained the updated landscape plan and requested that it be entered into the
record. Moline moved and Rice seconded. Motion approved unanimously by voice vote.

Moline asked if the roundabout would be part of the property.

Ritchie replied that the connectivity study provided a number of different orientations,
including a roundabout, but one was not proposed here.

Moline asked about funding for the roadway construction.
Ritchie replied that the City was not asking for contribution from this applicant.

Howe asked how the water pipeline easement would affect the construction of the road.
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Ritchie replied that she did not know, but 96" Street was in the area of the pipeline, as
well.

Howe asked if there was any precedent for roads not being able to be built due to water
easements.

Ritchie replied that she could not answer that question.

Moline replied that many pipelines were long and went under many roads in Boulder
County.

Brauneis asked about the no-trees-allowed request.
Ritchie replied that trees could disrupt water pipes.
Howe asked if the road would be accessed by the entire CTC.

Ritchie replied that it would be a public street that would be constructed to public street
standards.

Howe asked if there had been any ideas on the impact of Highway 42.

Ritchie replied that the study addressed it and this was its recommendation. Staff would
closely evaluate the impact during the planning and development for this project,
including what kind of signaling or turn lanes would be needed.

Howe noted that it seemed like a narrow corridor for the road with a lot of movement,
including a bridge and a railway.

Brauneis asked for further questions of staff. Seeing none, he invited the applicant to
present.

Andy Johnson, DAJ Design at 922A Main Street, presented the project. He explained
that the office condominiums in the proposal would be marketed for sale, not lease,
though there were lease options. The site, with an entrance from Arthur Street, was one
of the highest points in Louisville and faced 96™ Street. The applicants wanted to
dedicate a significant amount of the large property to landscaping in the form of ‘outdoor
rooms.” The building would be in the center of the lot and parking would be to the east
of the building and the design concept took inspiration from the landscape. Inside, the
plan was to use a cross-laminated wood construction, making the interior a warm and
natural environment despite being a modern building. He explained that the owners are
proposed to donate 13,000 square feet to the City to build out that road. He stated that
the average occupancy would be 5 per office for a total of 165 occupants, though the
occupancy for each condominium would vary. He passed around 3Ds models and
materials samples to the commissioners.

Johnson explained that for parking, each condominium would get a space in the
underground parking garage. They have about 50 spaces for bikes. He highlighted that
the building had a highly efficient building envelope, heating and cooling ventilation, and
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20,000 SF of roof area, and the entire subterranean parking area would be wired for car
charging. He explained the multiple infiltration ponds, which allowed the parking lot to
be more unique and the spaces to be used as a landscape feature. There would be
bridges crossing them and places to sit alongside them. There would be 195 total
parking spaces, whereas the required parking per code would be 243 spaces. Johnson
noted that the CTC had a number of empty parking spaces and that the proposal’'s
calculations accounted for visitation rates and integration of parking into the landscape.

Williams moved to introduce the samples and the 3D samples into the public record.
Moline seconded. Voice vote all in favor.

Williams asked about the envisioned clientele.

Johnson replied that it was being marketed toward tech companies, wealth
management firms, lawyers, investment firms, and the like. There were a number of
LOlIs already signed or in the works.

Rice asked about the timeline.
Johnson replied that they were hoping for a late spring start to construction.
Moline asked how the building would appear to other parts of town.

Johnson showed a view looking from 96" Street. There would be foreground between
the street and the building. The building would sit on an overlook but was pushed down
and nestled into the hill rather than protruding. Also, pushing the building down helped
with the acoustics of the road around the building. It was, however, highly visible from
96" Street.

Howe asked if there would be any changes if the road was never built.

Johnson replied that there would be no change. The road would be a beautiful addition
to the CTC, but they were aware that the road may never happen. He added that their
civil engineer went the extra distance and created a grading plan that reflects the ability
to do the road to make it fairly easy for the City to do it, without getting into the design of
the road. And they did not want to be out of compliance if the road did go in, but if it
never happened that would not be a deal-breaker.

Howe asked if the concrete base was architectural or structural.

Johnson replied that it served both roles, but the forms were high-quality architectural
concrete, not a structural concrete.

Williams asked about the shelf life of a product like this and what would happen if the
owners wanted to repurpose it.

Jason Collier, developer on the project, responded that each unit would be titled
individually, but one person could buy up several of them and convert them into a
shared office space. The modular idea also allowed them to have logical groupings
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horizontally and vertically among the modules. Open floor plans, for example, have a
central kitchen area and presentation area, so plumbing and other accommodations for
those kinds of floor plans had been built into the plan.

Howe asked about soil types for the grading.

Johnson responded that projects always go through a soil investigation. Most of the
CTC has been on a traditional foundation system and has not required a lot of extra
geotechnical work.

Howe asked if the units were for purchase or for lease.
Collier replied that each module could be owned and leased differently.

Brauneis asked for staff and applicant closing statements. Seeing none, he closed the
public hearing and opened up commissioner comment.

Williams stated that the design was refreshing and unique in Louisville. Her biggest
concern had been the repurposing and shelf life, which Collier had addressed.

Moline noted that it was a prominent spot in Louisville and would be a neat space for
that area. He appreciated staff’'s presentation on the waiver criteria.

Rice thanked the applicant for reaching so high and thought it was a perfect thing to put
on that hillside. He agreed with staff’'s analysis on the waivers.

Hoefner agreed and thought it was an interesting project and the waivers were relatively
minor and easy to say yes to and were more than compensating for by the other
features.

Howe stated that it was one of the best architecture presentations he had heard. He
noted a concern about the business model. In light of the big box boom, residents were
tired of seeing vacancies and attempts to ride booms and trends had not been
successful. He was optimistic but he hoped that there would not be a lot of vacancies
here in the future.

Brauneis appreciated that it was on a promontory. He appreciated the level of
architecture that went into the project.

Rice made a motion to approve Resolution 17, Series 2019 with the condition as stated
by staff Hoefner seconded. Motion passed unanimously by roll call vote.

The Business Center at CTC Replat J Final Plat and Final PUD: A request for
approval of a Final Plat to consolidate two lots into one, and approval of a Final Planned
United Development to allow construction of a structure and associated site
improvements at 1875 Taylor Ave. (Resolution 18, Series 2019) REQUEST TO
CONTINUE TO NOVEMBER 14, 2019

e Applicant: RVP Architecture

e Case Manager: Harry Brennan, Planner Il

97



Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes
October 10", 2019
Page 15 of 15

Rice made a motion to continue to November 14", Voice vote all in favor.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
None.

STAFF COMMENTS
None.

ITEMS TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR OCTOBER 10™, 2019

The Business Center at CTC Replat J Final Plat and Final PUD — Continuance
e Moxie SRU

e Parcel O GDP Amendment

Adjourn: Rice moved to adjourn. General agreement to a second. Adjourned at 10:15
PM.
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7. Sign Design

Goal:

Signs should be consistent with project and overall
development design but should be subordinate to
architectural and landscape elements. Signs serve to
identify, inform, direct, regulate and interpret. Each
commercial building or group of commercial buildings
should have a consistent and comprehensive sign
program from project identification at the street
through individual tenant suite identity. Placement,
scale, and readability should be considered in
developing a sign package.

7.1 Sign Materials
Policy:

Design and construct signs of durable, high quality
architectural materials.

Standards and Guidelines:

A. The sign package must utilize materials, colors,
and designs that are compatible with the
associated structures. (S)

B. Sign materials must be of proven durability. (S)

7.2 Sign Number and Area
Policy:

The size of signs should be modest and afford
businesses sufficient visibility and identification
without becoming a dominant part of the landscape or
interfering with vehicular movement along the public
streets.

Standards and Guidelines:

A. Number of Signs - Commercial / Retail

1) The maximum number of building-mounted
signs allowed for freestanding buildings is
one per individual tenant building frontage,
not to exceed three signs. (S)

B. Number of Signs - Commercial / Office

1) One monument sign is permitted for each
freestanding building. (S)

2) Where a freestanding office building contains
multiple tenants, or multiple accesses off a
public right of way, an increase in the
number of monument-

Louisville Commercial Design Guidelines
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BANKZONE

7.2A & B FLUSH MOUNTED SIGNS (SEE TEXT].

7.2B FREESTANDING SIGNS (SEE TEXT).
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7.3 B LOCATE MONUMENT SIGNS IN A PLANTER SETTING WITHIN A

LANDSCAPED AREA.
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3)

signs may be permitted in the planned unit
development plan process. (G)

Office building-mounted signs not exceeding
40 square feet of surface area each, and not
exceeding 100 square feet total, are
permitted. (S)

C. Area of Signs: Character Heights

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7.3

Policy:

Monument signs shall not exceed 60 square
feet per face in retail zones nor 40 square
feet in office zones. (S)

Maximum area of Commercial / Retail
building-mounted signs shall be 1 square
foot of sign area per linear foot of building
frontage of the individual business. No
individual sign shall exceed 200 square feet.
(S)

Projecting signs may not exceed 4 square
feetin area. (S)

Character heights for commercial retail and
office signs shall be limited to a maximum
height of 24 inches and a minimum height on
monument signs of 8 inches. (S)

Character heights may be further limited
through the PUD process based on
architectural compatibility and site
development context. (S)

Maximum area of commercial / office signs is
as set forth in subsection B.3 above. (S)

Location/Placement/Visibility

Signs should be located with visability from streets
and paths without conflicting with safe vehicular
movement.

Standards and Guidelines:

A. Signs shall be sufficiently visible from public
streets so that site entrances can be readily
identified by both pedestrians and persons in
vehicles. (G)

B. Locate monument signs in a planter setting within
a landscaped area. (S)

C. Locate signs a minimum of 10 feet from the right
of way so as to not obstruct visibility at
intersections. (S)

D. The placement of signs on roofs is not allowed.

()

7.4

Policy:

Sign lllumination

Sign illumination should complement, not overpower,

the image of

the building and its immediate

landscaping.
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Standards and Guidelines:

A. Neon tubing is an acceptable method of sign
illumination. (G)

B. Flashing signs are not permitted under any
circumstances. (S)

C. The use of individually-cut, back-lit character
signs is strongly encouraged. (G)

D. When external light sources are directed at the
sign surface, conceal the light source from
pedestrians’ and motorists’ “lines of sight”. (S)

E. When using an internally illuminated sign cabinet,
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. (S)

F. As used in this Chapter 7, “character” means and
includes any graphic symbol used for sign text,
included but not limited to letters, numbers and
logos, provided that any character used for a sign
must be a part of the name, service mark or
trademark of the company or business.

7.5 Allowable Sign Types
Policy:

The type of sign used should reinforce the urban
environment of commercial developments. Signs
should be designed as a “family”, incorporating
similar, compatible materials that reinforce the design
and style of the project architecture. The following
standards and guidelines apply with regard to the
listed sign types.

Standards and Guidelines:

A. Monument Signs

1) For office zones project monument signs, if
authorized, may be located at the street or
primary entries to commercial developments
to provide the overall project identity. (G)
Such signs shall contain only the name of
the project which it identifies, and shall not
contain change, panels, advertising or
names of individual tenants. (G)

2) For retail zones individual monument signs
may be located at primary entries to free-
standing buildings to provide individual
business identifications and  building
addresses. (G) Such sign shall contain
only the name or trademark of the business
served, and shall not contain change panels,
advertising or names of individual tenants.
(S)

3) Affix monument signs to the ground in a
continuous connection. (S)

4) For multiple user projects such as shopping
centers or office buildings, project identity

Louisville Commercial Design Guidelines

101

SCREENED
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 He —

7.4 D EXTERNAL LIGHT SOURCES DIRECTED AT SIGNS SHOULD BE
CONCEALED FROM PEDESTRIANS' AND MOTORISTS' "LINES OF SIGHT".

7.5A MONUMENTSIGNS (SEE TEXT).

- . o
75A2 SMALLER SCALEMONUMENT SIGNS MAY BE LOCATEDATPRIMAF
ENTRIES TO PROVIDE INDIVIDUAL BUSINESS IDENTIFICATIONS AM
ADDRESSES.
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INGONSISTENT SIGN PATTERNS CREATE
CONFLISIOM. SIGNS WITHIN OR ABOVE
ROOF AREA ARE PROHIBITED

ENPLDY A COMSISTENT 51GM PATTERN

7.58 LOCATE FLUSH-MOUNTED SIGNS ON BUILDINGS AT THE FIRST FLOOR
LEVEL ONLY FOR RETAIL USES.

7.58B FLUSH-MOUNTED SIGN AT THE FIRST LEVEL

7.5C PROJECTING SIGNS (SEE TEXT)
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5)

6)

7

sighage requires additional variables that
must be considered. Conceptual designs for
signs serving these types of facilities must
be submitted to the planning department.
The total measured area of a sign shall be
measured using the smallest single square
or rectangle that includes the area of all
writing, representation, lines, emblems or
figures contained within all modules,
together with any air space, material or color
forming an integral part or background of the
display if used to differentiate such sign from
the backdrop or structure (S)

All monument signs using a sign cabinet
design shall have an architectural boarder
that integrates a minimum of two sides of the
sign cabinet into the base. The architectural
base and boarder shall be consistent with
and/or compliment the building materials. (S)
All individual tenant panels shall be of a
uniform size and a minimum of 5 square
feet.

All monument signs shall be constructed of
an opaque background and use a uniform
color.

Building-mounted Signs

1)

2)

Locate building-mounted signs at the first
floor level only for retail uses. (S) Building-
mounted signs shall identify the individual
business, building or building complex by
name or trademark only. (S)
Building-mounted signs may not project
more than 8 inches from the face of the
building. (S)

Projecting Signs

1)

2)

Signs that project perpendicular from a
building are allowed only for multi-tenant
retail and office uses within a predominantly
retail center. (S)

Projecting signs must be mounted above 7
feet from grade and may not project mdte
than 5 feet from the wall. (S)

Pole-mounted Signs

1)

2)

Pole-mounted signs are allowed only as
traffic regulation signs or to provide
appropriate directions to loading and
receiving areas, visitor parking, and other
areas within each development site. (S)
Pole-mounted signs may not exceed 4
square feet in area and 6 feet in height
measured from grade. (S)

Flashing or moving signs are not permitted. (S)
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Goal:

Signs should be consistent with project and overall development design but should be subordinate to architectural and landscape elements.  Signs serve to identify, inform, direct, regulate and interpret.  Each commercial building or group of commercial buildings should have a consistent and comprehensive sign program from project identification at the street through individual tenant suite identity.  Placement, scale, and readability should be considered in developing a sign package.  
	

7.1  Sign Materials

Policy:

Design and construct signs of durable, high quality architectural materials. 

Standards and Guidelines:
   
A.	The sign package must utilize materials, colors, and designs that are compatible with the associated structures.  (S)
B.	Sign materials must be of proven durability.  (S)


7.2	Sign Number and Area

Policy:  

The size of signs should be modest and afford businesses sufficient visibility and identification without becoming a dominant part of the landscape or interfering with vehicular movement along the public streets.

Standards and Guidelines:

A.	Number of Signs - Commercial / Retail
	1)	The maximum number of building-mounted signs allowed for freestanding buildings is one per individual tenant building frontage, not to exceed three signs.  (S)
B.	Number of Signs - Commercial / Office
	1)	One monument sign is permitted for each freestanding building.  (S)
	2)	Where a freestanding office building contains multiple tenants, or multiple accesses off a public right of way, an increase in the number of monument 





















































	






























































signs may be permitted in the planned unit development plan process.  (G)
	3)	Office building-mounted signs not exceeding 40 square feet of surface area each, and not exceeding 100 square feet total, are permitted.  (S)
C.	Area of Signs: Character Heights 
	1)	Monument signs shall not exceed 60 square feet per face in retail zones nor 40 square feet in office zones.  (S)
	2)	Maximum area of Commercial / Retail building-mounted signs shall be 1 square foot of sign area per linear foot of building frontage of the individual business.  No individual sign shall exceed 200 square feet.  (S)
3)	Projecting signs may not exceed 4 square feet in area.  (S)  
4)	Character heights for commercial retail and office signs shall be limited to a maximum height of 24 inches and a minimum height on monument signs of 8 inches. (S) 
5)	Character heights may be further limited through the PUD process based on architectural compatibility and site development context. (S)
6)	Maximum area of commercial / office signs is as set forth in subsection B.3 above.  (S)


7.3	Location/Placement/Visibility

Policy:
  
Signs should be located with visability from streets and paths without conflicting with safe vehicular movement. 

Standards and Guidelines:
 
A.	Signs shall be sufficiently visible from public streets so that site entrances can be readily identified by both pedestrians and persons in vehicles.  (G)
B.	Locate monument signs in a planter setting within a landscaped area.  (S)
C.	Locate signs a minimum of 10 feet from the right of way so as to not obstruct visibility at intersections.  (S)
D.	The placement of signs on roofs is not allowed. (S)
	 

7.4	Sign Illumination

Policy:

Sign illumination should complement, not overpower, the image of the building and its immediate landscaping.




Standards and Guidelines:
 
A.	Neon tubing is an acceptable method of sign illumination.  (G)
B.	Flashing signs are not permitted under any circumstances.  (S)
C.	The use of individually-cut, back-lit character signs is strongly encouraged.  (G)
D.	When external light sources are directed at the sign surface, conceal the light source from pedestrians’ and motorists’ “lines of sight”.  (S)
E.	When using an internally illuminated sign cabinet, 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. (S)
F.	As used in this Chapter 7, “character” means and includes any graphic symbol used for sign text, included but not limited to letters, numbers and logos, provided that any character used for a sign must be a part of the name, service mark or trademark of the company or business. 


7.5	Allowable Sign Types

Policy:

The type of sign used should reinforce the urban environment of commercial developments.  Signs should be designed as a “family”, incorporating similar, compatible materials that reinforce the design and style of the project architecture.   The following standards and guidelines apply with regard to the listed sign types.

Standards and Guidelines:

A.	Monument Signs	
	1)	For office zones project monument signs, if authorized, may be located at the street or primary entries to commercial developments to provide the overall project identity.  (G)  Such signs shall contain only the name of the project which it identifies, and shall not contain change, panels, advertising or names of individual tenants.  (G)
	2)	For retail zones individual  monument signs may be located at primary entries to free-standing buildings to provide individual business identifications and building addresses.  (G)  	Such sign shall contain only the name or trademark of the business served, and shall not contain change panels, advertising or names of individual tenants.   (S)
	3)	Affix monument signs to the ground in a continuous connection.  (S)	
4)	


For multiple user projects such as shopping centers or office buildings, project identity 

		signage requires additional variables that must be considered.  Conceptual designs for signs serving these types of facilities must be submitted to the planning department.
The total measured area of a sign shall be measured using the smallest single square or rectangle that includes the area of all writing, representation, lines, emblems or figures contained within all modules, together with any air space, material or color forming an integral part or background of the display if used to differentiate such sign from the backdrop or structure (S) 
5)	All monument signs using a sign cabinet design shall have an architectural boarder that integrates a minimum of two sides of the sign cabinet into the base. The architectural base and boarder shall be consistent with and/or compliment the building materials. (S)
6)	All individual tenant panels shall be of a uniform size and a minimum of 5 square feet.
7)	All monument signs shall be constructed of an opaque background and use a uniform color. 
B.	Building-mounted Signs 
	1)	Locate building-mounted signs at the first floor level only for retail uses.  (S)  Building-mounted signs shall identify the individual business, building or building complex by name or trademark only.  (S)
 	2)	Building-mounted signs may not project more than 8 inches from the face of the building.  (S)
C.	Projecting Signs
	1)	Signs that project perpendicular from a building are allowed only for multi-tenant  retail and office uses within a predominantly retail center. (S)
	2)	Projecting signs must be mounted above 7 feet from grade and may not project more than 5 feet from the wall.  (S)
D.	Pole-mounted Signs
1)	Pole-mounted signs are allowed only as traffic regulation signs or to provide appropriate directions to loading and receiving areas, visitor parking, and other areas within each development site.  (S)
2)	Pole-mounted signs may not exceed 4 square feet in area and 6 feet in height measured from grade.  (S)
E.	Flashing or moving signs are not permitted.  (S)



Rob Zuccaro

From: Felicity Selvoski

Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 8:48 AM
To: Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: SpeedySparkle signage

From: Trudy Turvey [mailto:trudyturveypt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 7:52 AM

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov>

Subject: SpeedySparkle signage

| live at 1483 Hecla Way, directly across from the car wash. | am writing to object to more signage on Hecla
Way-

1. the signatures of course do not include ANY of the neighbors on Hecla Way; in fact most are not even in our
neighborhood 2. there is no need for additional signage on Hecla Way-the existence of the car wash is quite
clear without additional signage.

3. they exist within a neighborhood and additional signage only adds to the feeling of the neighborhood being
a strip mall 4. Often the menu signs are left on with glaring lights into our homes. Especially if there is any
intent to have these new signs be lit, | strongly object!!

Trudy Turvey
1483 Hecla Way
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Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: Objection to Speedy Sparkle Signage on Hecla Way

From: Tzvetanka Gintchin [mailto:tagintchin@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 5:29 PM

To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@Iouisvilleco.gov>
Subject: Objection to Speedy Sparkle Signage on Hecla Way

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing in objection to the Speedy Sparkle Car Wash signage proposed for Hecla Way. | live in the
townhome units across the car wash and ask the City of Louisville not to approve the placement of a sign on
Hecla Way but approve redesign of the currently available signage on South Boulder Rd. The latter is a much
better location to educate and attract customers. Adding new signs on Hecla Way will offer no advertising

benefit while significantly decreasing the overall curb appeal and feel of the area.

Please | ask you to consider the negative impact such a sign will have on the overall look of the neighborhood
and the current residents living in the area.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Tzvetanka Gintchin
1491 Hecla Way
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Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: RESOLUTION NO. 14 SERIES 2019

From: Lazar Gintchin [mailto:lazar.gintchin@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 6:44 PM

To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@|ouisvilleco.gov>
Subject: RESOLUTION NO. 14 SERIES 2019

Dear Planning Commission,

Please deny this PUD/waiver application, RESOLUTION NO. 14 SERIES 2019.

Given that I live almost directly opposite from the car wash my strong preference is that they put signs on south
Boulder road instead of close to our home.

Thank you,
Lazar Gintchin
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Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: PUD/waiver application, RESOLUTION NO. 14 SERIES 2019.

From: Trudy Turvey [mailto:trudyturveypt@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 6:17 PM

To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@Iouisvilleco.gov>
Subject: PUD/waiver application, RESOLUTION NO. 14 SERIES 2019.

Please deny this application; the car wash has a perfectly acceptable alternative with the sign on South
Boulder Road.

| am a neighbor and user of Speedy Sparkle; | do not see the need for increased signage, especially on Hecla
Way. It is more than visible to all who drive by.

Trudy Turvey

1483 Hecla Way
Louisville, CO

1
106



Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: PUD-0222-2019; Speedy Sparkle Sign Waivers

Importance: High

From: Mark Cathcart [mailto:m cathcart@yahoo.co.uk]

Sent: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 11:14 AM

To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@I|ouisvilleco.gov>
Subject: PUD-0222-2019; Speedy Sparkle Sign Waivers
Importance: High

Dear Planning Commission,
Per staff recommendation, please deny this PUD/waiver application, RESOLUTION NO. 14 SERIES 2019.

The applicant has a perfectly acceptable alternative solution, and should work with the other businesses in this area to
rebuild and update the existing monument signs to meet existing standards and the current business objectives.

| am an immediate neighbor to the applicant/speedysparkle as well as a customer; | am also a Director of the North End
Master HOA, although | don’t not claim to speak for all residents.

Mark Cathcart
1763 Sweet Clover Ln, Louisville CO 80027
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Felicity Selvoski

From: Lisa Ritchie

Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 2:54 PM

To: Felicity Selvoski

Subject: FW: SPEEDY SPARKLE PUD AMENDMENT #3 - Hearing date 7/11/19

From: Mark Cathcart [mailto:m cathcart@yahoo.co.uk]

Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 1:48 PM

To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@I|ouisvilleco.gov>
Subject: SPEEDY SPARKLE PUD AMENDMENT #3 - Hearing date 7/11/19

Planning Commissioners,

My name is Mark Cathcart, | live at 1763 Sweet Clover Ln, Louisville. For transparency, | am a member of the Louisville
Cultural Commission.

| am a regular customer at Speedy Sparkle Car Wash, | want them to be successful for both personal reasons, and for
what they contribute to the city of Louisville.

| have reviewed this PUD amendment as it relates to their requested changes, both against the existing City of Louisville
Sign Ordinance and the proposed, revised ordinance. While | don’t have your expertise or knowledge, it seems to me

this application, especially the sign proposed for Hecla Way meets neither version of the code.

The sign proposed for Hecla Way is also seriously out of character for a sign right on the transition between commercial
and residential. Therefore | request you reject the proposed amendment.

++Mark.

https://markcathcart.com/about/
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Tzvetanka Gintchin <tagintchin@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 4, 2019 9:17 AM

To: Planning

Subject: Re: Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment

To Who It May Concern:
I am one of the residents of the 6 town homes across from Speedy Sparkle ad I am writing in opposition of the proposed new signage.
I ask that City of Louisville does not approve the Speedy Sparkle Signage application for the following reasons:

- It is a visual nuisance directly in the line of sight of our property and the additional homes that will be built. Such a sign will
definitely decrease the aesthetic appeal of the area and negatively affect the property values of adjacent properties.

- This is an already a mixed commercial/residential space, which actually attracted me to the area, but this goes too far by placing it
where proposed. An illuminated sign, especially will add unnecessary light pollution, considering the fact that we already have to deal
with their current lit menu signs, overhead lights and noise.

- It is out of character and proportion for the location, given the proximity to the current and proposed residential properties.

- This may discourage future residential prospects. The new development, when it happens, will be good for everyone as it will
increase property values and drive new traffic to the businesses, while a conspicuous and intrusive commercial sign will negatively
affect the overall feel and look of the neighborhood and drive away potential future residents while triggering discontent in current
residents.

-Finally, it will not be very effective because when the field is developed, the new buildings will block the sign. It will be much more
effective if placed closer to S Boulder Road.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Tzvetanka Gintchin
1491 Hecla Way
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Lazar Gintchin <lazar.gintchin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 4, 2019 10:01 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Fw: Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment

To Whom It May Concern:

I live on 1491 Hecla Way, Louisville CO and the purpose of this letter is to express my disagreement
with the proposed new signage by Speedy Sparkle Car Wash.

My request is that City of Louisville declines the application made by Speedy Sparkle based on the
following:

e Those of us who invested in a home in this neighborhood were attracted by the modern, high-class appearance
which the home builder has created. Having a 12 foot tall sign would definitely change the look and feel,
especially for those of us, who live directly across the street.

e | am not sure what value a sign adds, when placed in the middle between our street and S. Boulder Rd. Would it
not attract more customers if placed on S. Boulder Rd?

o A brightly lit sign of this size will be very noticeable and unpleasant to look at, given that our homes, porches, and
half of the balconies are facing in that direction. The carwash is noisy when operating, and it feels like too much to
add a big visual on top of it.

« More residential buildings are still planned to be built, right on the East side of the carwash. |
am concerned that potential buyers may be detracted from buying, resulting lowering of the
property values in our neighborhood.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Lazar Gintchin

Lazar Gintchin
lazar.gintchin@gmail.com
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Felicity Selvoski

From: David Chernikoff <davidchernikoff@icloud.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 29, 2019 4:02 PM

To: Planning

Subject: residential comment: Speedy Sparkle PUD proposed sign
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To Whom it May Concern:

As one of the owners of a townhome at 1459 Hecla Way, which is located close to the Speedy Sparkle Car
Wash at 1414 Hecla Way, 1 want to express my opposition to the proposed new sign in their PUD Amendment
Application. The proposed sign will have a significant negative impact on the views from our building as well
as those from other buildings in our neighborhood. In addition, when future structures are built on the vacant lot
in accordance with current plans, these buildings will partially block the new sign that is being proposed and
decrease its usefulness.

If the intention of the business owner(s) of the car wash is to attract interest from traffic on South Boulder Road,
the proposed location will be of little value. The people living in the North End neighborhood will regularly
drive by the car wash and will not need a sign to alert them to the existence of the car wash. While I recognize
that we chose to buy a property that is located close to a business area and I accept the associated impacts on the
neighborhood, this proposed sign is unnecessary and unlikely to serve its intended function. It makes much
more sense for the car wash to attract business with additional signage that is closer to and clearly visible from
South Boulder Road.

I'm further concerned about light pollution, which is an increasing problem throughout the Front Range. If
Speedy Sparkle Car Wash is permitted to put up a new sign or to change their existing signs, 1 strongly oppose
signage that is illuminated.

Thank you for considering this request and for doing what you can to preserve the quality of life in the North
End neighborhood of Louisville.

Respectfully submitted, David Chernikoff
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Felicig Selvoski

From: Rob Zuccaro

Sent: Monday, July 1, 2019 8:41 AM
To: trudyturveypt@gmail.com

Cc: Felicity Selvoski; Lisa Ritchie
Subject: RE: Objection to Signage proposal

From: Trudy Turvey <trudyvturveypt(@gmail.com>
Date: June 29, 2019 at 12:41:21 PM EDT

To: CityCouncil@LouisvilleCo.gov

Subject: Objection to Signage proposal

I live on Hecla Way. Inasmuch as this is a residential area and signage that is proposed would
further destroy the ambiance (not to mention the noise levels and congestion) I oppose further
signage-the car wash gets plenty of business and it is VERY visible to motorists without further
making this area look like a trashy shopping center. It is not clear from the drawings (hard to
discern) if this would be a neon sign-I absolutely oppose this.

Trudy Turvey
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Felicim Selvoski

From: Laura Chernikoff <laurachernikoff@icloud.com>

Sent: Monday, July 1, 2019 12:14 PM

To: Felicity Selvoski

Ce: Planning

Subject: Re: Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment - Resident Camment

Hi Felicity and the Planning Department,
Here are my revised comments based on the updated plan document:

I am a resident at 1459 Hecla Way, which is diagonally across from the Speedy Sparkle Car Wash at 1414 Hecla Way. |
oppose the new 9’ sign proposed in their PUD Amendment Application and | hope you will consider the perspective of
the residents in my building and the North End neighborhood. The proposed Hecla Way sign is out of character and
proportion for the location, given the proximity to the current and proposed residential properties. In particular, having
an illurninated sign creates a light pollution nuisance for our neighborhood.

The proposed location of the new sign would be a visual nuisance every time we enter our neighborhood-not only for
our 6 units, but also for the 12-unit condominium buildings nearby, and the future residences that are planned for the
vacant lot. This is a residential area that is in close proximity to commercial properties. We already dea! with the lit car
wash menu signs, overhead lights, sound of their vacuums, traffic from their customers during work hours and
employees before 7am and after 7pm every day. This proposed sign goes too far, particularly in scale and the proposed
design.

The Hecla Way location does not seem effective at increasing traffic to the car wash business. There is not significant
traffic heading east on Hecla Way, except the residents of the North End going to their homes. It's one thing to have
signs centered around the commercial intersection at Plaza and Hecla Way, but it’s another for these signs to be directly
at the entrance of our neighborhood. Anyone on Hecla Way, at the King Soopers Gas Station, or Napa Tires businesses
can already directly see that there is a car wash. It seems sufficient for the car wash to have the requested changes
made to the signage on South Boulder Road. However, if a sign on Hecla Way is allowed, it should be much more in style
with the other low-profile signs of the other businesses.

If the sign is allowed to be built, then | specifically strongly request that it not be lit or illuminated in any way as planned.
Light pollution is a serious problem. In the winter hours, the car wash stays open for several hours after dark. We
already have their illuminated menu signs and overhead lights shining directly at our homes in my building.

1 hope you will consider the negative impact this proposal would have on the residents of this neighborhood. | worry
that this unnecessary commercial encroachment would hurt our property values. This also could decrease the chances
of attracting residential and commercial customers to the planned development on the vacant lot. This new
development, when it happens, will be good for the neighborhood and will drive new traffic to the businesses.

Please confirm that you received this. | will also plan to attend the hearing on July 11.

Sincerely,

Laura Chernikoff
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Felicig Selvoski

From: Marsha McClanahan <marshamccl@icloud.com>

Sent: Monday, July 1, 2019 12:16 PM

To: Felicity Selvoski

Ce: Planning

Subject: Re: Speedy Sparkle PUD Amendment, residential owner input

Re: Proposed additional sign for Speedy Sparkle Car Wash on Hecla Way.

I have just received notice of the amended proposal for a 9 foot high sign on Hecla Way adjacent to the entrance
to my neighborhood. Both the location and the size of the sign are different than I previously understood so my
previous comments can be disregarded. I am a property owner at 1459 Hecla Way.

I am against the addition of this proposed sign because it is proposed to be a lighted sign which will add
additional light to the residential neighborhood, is out of proportion and very large for its parkway location and
is out of character with the other signs for businesses nearby on Hecla Way. Additionally, it seems an
unnecessary sign in that people going along Hecla either are already going to the carwash or are entering the
neighborhood. The resident’s in North End who drive regularly along Hecla Way certainly know from all the
other Speedy Sparkle signs that the car wash is there and no additional signs are needed for them. If people are
entering on Plaza to go to and leave the shopping center, they have already seen signs for the car wash.

Marsha McClanahan
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Felicig Selvoski

From: Brady <bradymtb@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, July 1, 2019 1:31 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Speedy Sparkle car wash-Hecla way sign

Good afternoon,

| would like to object to a new sign on Hecla way. We already have enough light pollution coming from the car wash and
gas station. This sign would directly be visible from my living room, bedroom and balcony. There are new houses
planned to be built next to the car wash, any further signage for the car wash on Hecla way would reduce the value of
our homes and future homes. A sign on S. Boulder rd seems reasonable,

Brady Henderson
{(970)222-9474
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Felicity Selvoski

From: Tim Merkel <tim@bigcompass.com>
Sent: Monday, July 1, 2019 4:21 PM

To: Planning

Subject: Speedy Sparkle Signage

Dear Louisville Planning,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed signage associated with the Speedy Sparkle PUD
Amendment. Unfortunately I won't be able to attend the July 11th meeting. I hope my comments here will be
taken into consideration,

The proposed 6' tall monument sign on Hecla way is completely out of character for this location. A sign of this
size and this much color right next to a neighborhood disrupts the transition from commercial/retail on Plaza
Drive. The previously approved sign that is smaller and constructed out of metal is a nice balance between the
big Napa and King Soopers gas signs adjacent to Plaza.

I urge the planning commission to reject this plan and ask the developer to use the previously approved
plans.

Many thanks,

Tim Merkel

Partner, Big Compass

{
BIG COMPASS

solution

tim@bigcompass.com | bingcompass.com

M:303-591-4371 O:720 -328-1669
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“ Cityof Planning Commission
L Louisville Staff Report
COLORADO ~SINCE 1878 March 12, 2020

ITEM: ZON-0260-2019 — St. Louis Parish and Commercial Park
General Development Plan, 2" Amendment. A request for a
second amendment to the St. Louis Parish General
Development Plan to amend allowed uses and development

standards

PLANNER: Lisa Ritchie, Senior Planner

OWNER: Archdiocese of Denver-St. Louis, Ascent Church, Adrian
Games

REPRESENTATIVE: Alicia Rhymer, United Properties

EXISTING ZONING: PCZD-C — Commercial

LOCATION: Northeast corner of S. 96" Street and Dillon Road
TOTAL SITE AREA: 51.6 Acres

RESOLUTION: Approval of Resolution No. 2, Series 2020, recommending
denial of the application

VICINITY MAP:

117



SUMMARY:
The applicant, United Properties, requests approval of a second amendment to the St.
Louis Parish and Commercial Park General Development Plan (GDP) to amend allowed
uses and development standards. Staff is recommending denial of this application due
to multiple components of the request that do not support Comprehensive Plan policy,
the existing intent of the GDP to provide appropriate buffer and transition to the open
space to the west, and a well-coordinated planned development consistent with the
intent of the Planned Community Zone District (PCZD). Some of these reasons include:
¢ Removal of the layering of height and density from the west to the east
e Reduction of the setback buffer dimension
e Removal of the restriction to place parking behind buildings fronting S. 96" St
¢ Increasing the overall allowed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) from 0.2 to 0.25, and
increase allowed FAR in some development areas from 0.17 to 0.2 up to 0.275,
beyond the 0.25 FAR allowed in the Comprehensive Plan.
e Changing public roads to private without multi-modal street sections consistent
with Transportation Master Plan policy

Staff does not oppose the overall change in uses proposed or the overall development
concept, but does oppose the change in development standards. The applicant claims
these changes are needed for viable development. Staff finds that each of the claims
are not substantiated as described in further detail in the analysis section below. Staff
finds that the development standards work collectively to provide an appropriate rural
transition between the adjacent agricultural and preservation lands. Comprehensive
Plan policy and the established agreements associated with the rezoning of the subject
property from Agriculture to Planned Community Zone District (PCZD) also outline the
City’s intent to maintain the rural transition.

BACKGROUND:

The St. Louis Parish and Commercial Park property is approximately 51.6 acres in size
and located northeast of the Dillon Road and S. 96" Street intersection. To the east is
BNSF Rail Road right of way and the Colorado Technological Center. To the west and
southwest are the Warembourg and Admor Open Spaces, which are conservation
properties owned jointly by Boulder County and City of Louisville. To the south is
property in unincorporated Boulder County zoned Agriculture and designated as a
Preservation Area through Intergovernmental Agreements with limited residential and
agricultural development. Adrian Games owns the northernmost 5.39 acre parcel,
Ascent Church owns the center 13.26 acre parcel, and the Archdiocese of Denver-St.
Louis owns the southernmost 32.75 acre parcel. The applicant, United Properties, is
under contract to purchase the Ascent parcel.

The City separately annexed each property between the time periods of July 1996 and
February 1997. Each property was zoned Agriculture when annexed. The City
subsequently approved a rezoning to Planned Community Zone District (PZCD) and the
St. Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP on September 21, 2004, which included the
three properties described above. Adrian Games and the Denver Archdiocese were
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owners at the time of this original approval, while the center parcel was sold a number
of times to different entities.

To be zoned PCZD, a property must be at least 30 acres in size and held in common
ownership The requirement for common ownership is to ensure the intent of an
integrated and coordinated development . The City made an exception to the common
ownership requirement, but with agreements that future development would be
coordinated among the property owners in the same manner as if the properties were
under single ownership.

The City approval also resulted in a significant upzoning from agriculture to commercial
zoning, greatly increasing development potential on the property. As part of the
agreement to allow the upzoning to PCZD zoning, the GDP established parameters that
established a buffer to the open space to the west through setback, height, and density
restrictions.

The original GDP divided the overall area into three distinct zones, with Zone 2 being
further broken out into three subzones (Zones 2A, 2B and 2C) primarily to address
height, floor area, setbacks, and site coverage limitations based on the proximity of
each zone to 96" Street and the open space to the west. The structure of the Zones
provides a transition of development density, maintaining a lower, more rural character
adjacent to the open space lands. The GDP includes a list of permitted and Special
Review uses in each Zone, which includes a mix of institutional and commercial uses.

On October 17, 2017, the City approved the first amendment to the St Louis Parish and
Commercial Park GDP. This amendment allowed religious institutions as a use-by-right
in Zone 2 rather than by Special Review. Following this approval, the property owners’
received approval of a preliminary plat and preliminary Planned Unit Development on
September 4, 2018 to establish the intent for 4 lots on the Ascent property; 2 parcels,
one each on the Games and Archdiocese properties. The PUD included the
construction of a 52,000 sf building and associated site improvements. Following this
approval, Ascent Church made application for a final plat and final PUD to follow
through with the intent of the preliminary approvals. These applications were never
finalized or considered before Planning Commission and City Council.

Earlier this year, Ascent Church purchased the property at 550 S. McCaslin, the former
Sam’s Club property, and have abandoned their plans to pursue development in the St
Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP.

Background on 2004 GDP

The original GDP established several parameters for development based on the
location and context of the area. The following is an excerpt from the September 21,
2004 Council Communication which describes the development standards and
rationale.
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The 2004 GDP reflects three zones of development. The GDP specifies design
and building bulk standards for each sub-zone, which creates a ‘gateway’ and/or
‘transition’ to the City of Louisville. The organization of these planning areas has
been organized along ‘zones of intensity or transition’ rather than strictly along
parcel ownership boundaries. The GDP reflects an overall Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) limitation of 0.20, but may allocate a more restrictive FAR to those
planning areas adjacent to a major arterial. An FAR is a measure of non-
residential density; it is a ratio between gross building square footage to the
gross lot area.

Planning area zones have been organized in ‘layers’, which are generally parallel
to S. 96" Street and step back to the east with areas of greater intensity. Zones
Il and Ill carry an overall FAR of 0.20, or a build out of approximately 306,531
SF. However, Zone 2A, which is adjacent and parallel to S. 96" Street has a
maximum FAR of 0.17. In conjunction with a more restrictive FAR, buildings in
Zone 2A are limited to one story construction, with pitched roof elements. The
maximum building height in Zone 2A is 25°. The required building setback from
S. 96 Street has been increased from a Commercial Development Design
Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG) requirement of 30’ to a minimum setback of
60’. Parking in Zone 2A is required to be placed behind, or to the east of the
buildings fronting on S. 96" Street. The GDP design requirements to prohibit
parking in the front setback of buildings facing S. 96™ Street provides a very
distinct landscape and pedestrian presentation to the adjoining arterial providing
a transition between the open space to the west and the Colorado Tech Center
to the east. Zones 2B, 2C, and 3 are subject to the standards of the CDDSG.

As noted previously, the 15t Amendment approved in 2017 only revised the GDP to
allow religious institutions as a use-by-right. It did not amend any of the development
parameters originally established with the 2004 GDP.
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Google Earth

ST. LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
SEPTEMBSER 1, 2004
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PROPOSAL:

The applicant requests approval of the second amendment to the St Louis Parish and
Commercial Park GDP. This following list summarizes the changes requested by the
applicant for this second amendment:

Amends the use areas to align with existing property lines.

Allows Zone 1 to develop with existing Zone 1 uses, or any use allowed in Zone
2.

Adds light industrial uses to Zone 2 as a use-by-right.

Adds car wash to Zone 2 as a special review use.

Amends the development standards areas to align with current property
ownership, rather than orient to allow increasing intensity from west to east from
the open space.

Revise the street network from public to private. The GDP states that cross
access easements will be established at plat.

Reduce the building setback for buildings fronting S. 96" Street from 60 feet to
55 feet.

Allow parking between buildings and S. 96" Street with enhanced landscaping,
rather than requiring it behind buildings. No definition is provided of what
constitutes “enhanced landscaping.”

Removes the requirement for sloped roofs for buildings in Zone 2A.

Maintains the 25’ height maximum in Zone 2A for retail uses only. All other uses
permitted up to 40’ height allowance in this area. This would allow the potential
for 40’ tall buildings located 55’ from the road right of way, where previously this
was restricted to 25’ for the property frontage except for Zone 1, which was
limited to 35’ (CDDSG).

Removes Zone 2A from the Games property and places it entirely in Zone 2B,
with greater height and density allowances.

Amends allowed heights for buildings in Zone 2B up to 40’, whereas 35’
(CDDSG) is currently permitted.

Associates allowed FAR with property ownership, rather than Zones. This
removes the FAR transition from west to east. The following table summarizes
the FAR amendments:
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Property Current FAR Proposed FAR
Games 0.17, Zone 2A
0.20, Zone 2B 0.275
United Properties 0.17, Zone 2A
0.20, Zone 2B 0.25
0.245, Zone 2C
Archdiocese, Zone 1 & 2 No FAR, Zone 1 No FAR, if developed with
Parcel 0.17, Zone 2A Zone 1 uses
0.20, Zone 2B 0.25 if developed with
0.245, Zone 2C Zone 2 uses
Archdiocese, Zone 3 0.20 0.20
Parcel
Maximum Development 425,843 sf 520,340 sf

Figure 3: Proposed GDP Zone Areas
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In addition to the GDP Amendment, the applicant requests approval of an amended
PCZD Agreement that updates the ownership entities and FAR allowances to match the
proposed GDP Amendment. If the GDP Amendment is approved, this would be
finalized prior to the City Council public hearing.

The applicant prepared a new traffic study as part of the application to reflect the
additional development potential. The original study completed in 2001 anticipated a
total of 7,383 average weekday trips and 2,845 average Sunday trips generated from
the anticipated office, church and school, and tennis center uses. The study submitted
with this application anticipates 6,248 average weekday trips and 2,036 average
Sunday trips generated from light industrial, gas station, car wash, retail, and church
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and school uses. While the development density is increasing with the GDP
Amendment proposal, the assumptions in the traffic study include significantly more
industrial use over office use, which accounts for the overall reduction in trips. Both
traffic studies recommend a signal at the primary access point into the property along S.
96 Street at some point prior to build-out, and additional turn lanes and turn lane
capacity. Both studies assume additional improvements will occur at the S. 96" Street
and Dillon Rd intersection by others. The final required improvements would be
finalized through a future phasing plan, final plat, and subdivision agreement.

ANALYSIS:

The GDP Amendment is subject to Section 17.72 Planned Community Zone District
(PCZD) of the Louisville Municipal Code. Any amendments to a PCZD are subject to
the same process and requirements as the initial approval. The purpose of the planned
community zone district in Section 17.72.010 includes the following statements that
apply to this application:

e The purpose of the PCZD 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.

e The PCZD 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, service
activities, recreation, schools and public facilities, and other uses of land.

Section 17.72.030 includes the following applicability statement:

e The PCZD may be applied only to such land as the city shall determine to be
suitable for such a development.

Staff finds that this land is not suitable for such a development with the proposed
amendments in the GDP for the following reasons:

Comprehensive Plan Policy
This property is referred to as the 96" and Dillon Special District in the City’s 2013
Comprehensive Plan and is designated as Rural. The language in the plan states:

The 96" and Dillon Road Rural Special District serves as the rural gateway to the
City of Louisville. The area will include a mix of commercial, institutional, and
industrial uses. The uses in this special district will be separated and buffered
from the surrounding roads to maintain the appearance of a rural entryway to the
City.

The Comprehensive Plan also includes a density range of up to .25 FAR for Rural
designated properties, and heights up to 3 stories if clustered and located out of the
public view shed and buffered by surrounding topography and open space.
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Staff finds the proposed changes in to the GDP do not meet the established goals for
the GDP at the time it was adopted or the current Comprehensive Plan policy in place
today. Staff finds that there is substantial impact to the quality of the desired open
space transition area through the following:
e Reduction of the buffer setback
e Removal of the requirement for parking behind buildings
e Removal of the requirement to transition density from west to each
¢ Increasing FAR densities above the maximum allowance under the
Comprehensive Plan for some areas and overall increasing allowed density
from that determined appropriate with the original GDP
e Increasing allowed heights in more visible areas closer to S. 96™ Street,

The CTC development to the east is designated as Suburban in the Comprehensive
Plan, which allows up to .5 FAR. When the CTC was established, a 55-foot
conservation easement was placed along the east side which does not allow structures
or parking lots. The north side of the CTC has the same 55-foot conservation
easement, along with an additional 55-foot outlot that was dedicated to the City,
effectively establishing a 110-foot buffer along the north side before any development
may occur. These sides of the CTC also border protected open space lands.

The applicant provided a rationale for the reduction of the buffer in their narrative, and
one of the reasons stated was that in order to be marketable, they need a minimum
truck access area width of 130 feet and a minimum building depth of 180 feet. The
applicant provided a comparison spreadsheet of similar sized buildings in the CTC,
which staff finds does not demonstrate this need. There are no existing properties with
truck bays with that depth, and while some buildings are at least 180 feet deep, the
majority of industrial development seen in the CTC does not include buildings with this
depth, and staff finds that such depths are not needed for success of a project within
this market area. Standard industrial and commercial lot widths would allow the
applicant to make minor adjustments to anticipated lot boundaries that would allow
implementation of a 60’ buffer over the proposed 55’ buffer.

The application notes there will be “enhanced landscaping” in lieu of the full buffer.
However, there are no design standards provided to determine what the concept of
“‘enhanced landscaping” would include. Staff would want to confirm that any
landscaping is consistent with the Rural District Comprehensive Plan policy and a
consistent transition in character between the adjoining open space and agricultural
properties required by the existing GDP.

Additionally, the existing GDP allowed for transitioning heights and densities with lower
heights and densities abutting open space and higher heights and densities toward the
east. The applicant proposes to remove these transition areas for both heights and
densities. The only exception to this is a requirement for retail buildings in Zone 2A to
be limited to 25 feet in height. However, this does not guarantee retail development in
this zone, and office or industrial development could take place with a building height of
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40 feet. The sloped roof requirement is also removed, which could also greatly increase
the mass of the structure if a 25-foot tall flat roofed building or 40-foot tall flat roofed
building is proposed in this zone.

The GDP Amendment also proposes changing the road sections from public to private
roads and including cross sections with attached sidewalks and limited multi-modal
connectivity. The City’s recently adopted Transportation Master Plan (Link to TMP
Executive Summary) include the following policies on Great Streets and includes
Guidelines for Walkable and Bikeable places. These polices promote enhanced
infrastructure to promote walking and biking. Although there currently no transit service
along 96™ St., the corridor is slated for future Bus Rapid Transit service through the
RTD Northwest Area Mobility Study. With future enhanced transit along this corridor,
robust multi-modal facilities will be especially important for first and last mile
connections through this development. Staff finds that the cross sections proposed do
not meet City TMP policies and would not support the anticipated transit service in the
corridor.

Policy Description

ied (0 D¢ IHe alnl 1CCH i 1SE &

Policy 2: Guidelines for Walkable & n areas where new development or redevelopment 1s anticipated, the

Staff finds the amendments related to uses are acceptable in terms of compliance with
the Comprehensive Plan and impact to the surrounding area.

For the reasons described above, staff finds that the application does not meet the
purposes of the PCZD zone district with the proposed changes and is not consistent
with the City’s Comprehensive Plan or Transportation Master Plan. The transition area
established in the existing GDP and supported by current Comprehensive Plan policy is
not suitable for the increased development impact that would result from the reduction
of the setback buffer, the allowance for parking within this area, and the removal of the
height and FAR transition standards. The project lacks strong multi-modal infrastructure
and does not provide coordinated planning and design within the development or with
respect to the open space and agricultural lands west and south of the property.
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FISCAL IMPACT:

Per policy, staff ran the City’s fiscal impact model under “high” and “low” scenarios, with
the “low” scenario reducing several of the inputs to 80% of the “high” scenario. Under
the “high” scenario, the model estimates that the 20-year fiscal impact to the City
resulting from the GDP Amendment is reduced from a net positive of $9,855,000 to
$6,395,000, a reduction of $3,460,000. The reduction is largely due to loss of retalil
sales tax and office employee spending with the proposed development scenario and
what was anticipated under the existing GDP. The “low” scenario shows the estimated

20-year fiscal impact to the City reduced from a net positive of $6,499,000 to

$3,980,000, a reduction of $2,519,000. Removing the established development
standards to potentially accommodate this development concept does not fiscally

benefit the city.

High Scenario

SCENARIO

Revenue by Fund Proposed Yo Existing %
General Fund $5,882 66% $7.576 61%
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $692 8% $1,163 9%
Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%
Historic Preservation Fund $255 3% $412 3%
Capital Projects Fund $2114 | 24% $3,297 | 26%
TOTAL REVENUE $8,943 | 100% $12,448 | 100%
Expenditures by Fund
General Fund $1,999 78% $1,962 76%
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0% $15 1%
Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%
Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0%
Capital Projects Fund $549 22% $616 24%
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $2,548 | 100% $2,593 | 100%

NET FISCAL RESULT BY FUND
General Fund $3.882 $5.614
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $692 $1,148
Lottery Fund $0 $0
Historic Preservation Fund $255 $412
Capital Projects Fund $1,565 $2,682
NET FISCAL IMPACT $6,395 $9.855
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Low Scenario

SCENARIO

Revenue by Fund Proposed 7 Existing 7
General Fund $3,608 61% $5,038 59%
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $498 8% $822 10%
Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%
Historic Preservation Fund $183 3% $291 3%
Capital Projects Fund $1,598 27% $2,389 28%
TOTAL REVENUE $5,887 | 100% $8,540 | 100%
Expenditures by Fund
General Fund $1,358 71% $1,410 69%
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $0 0% $15 1%
Lottery Fund $0 0% $0 0%
Historic Preservation Fund $0 0% $0 0%
Capital Projects Fund $549 | 29% $616 | 30%
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $1,907 | 100% $2,041 | 100%

NET FISCAL RESULT BY FUND
General Fund $2,250 $3,627
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $498 $807
Lottery Fund $0 $0
Historic Preservation Fund $183 $291
Capital Projects Fund $1,049 $1,773
NET FISCAL IMPACT $3,980 $6,499

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of Resolution 2, Series 2020, recommending denial of a
request for a second amendment to the St Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP.
Conditions of approval are not included because of the large areas of difference
between the application and the adopted policies of the City as it relates to the proposal.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Resolution No. 2, Series 2020
. Application Materials
St Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP, 2" Amendment, Clean
St Louis Parish and Commercial Park GPD, 2" Amendment, Redline

Traffic Study

St Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP — 2004

City Council Communication, September 21, 2004, see page 112
St Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP, 15t Amendment - 2017

0.Public Comments

2
3
4
5.
6. Applicant Exhibits
7
8
9
1
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RESOLUTION NO. 2
SERIES 2020

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING DENIAL OF A REQUEST FOR A SECOND
AMENDMENT TO THE ST LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK GENERAL
DEVELOPMENT PLAN TO AMEND ALLOWED USES AND DEVELOPMENT
STANDARDS LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF S. 96™ STREET AND
DILLON ROAD; 1212 S. 96™ STREET, 1326 S. 96™ STREET, & 9673 DILLON
ROAD

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an
application for approval of a request for a Second Amendment to the St Louis Parish
and Commercial Park General Development Plan to amend allowed uses and
development standards; and

WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that
the application is not compatible with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the intent for
buffer and transition from open space lands to the west; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly
noticed public hearing on March 12, 2020, where evidence and testimony were entered
into the record, including the findings in the Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report
dated March 12, 2020.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend denial of a request for a Second

Amendment to the St Louis Parish and Commercial Park General Development Plan to
amend allowed uses and densities.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 12t day of March, 2020.

By:

Steve Brauneis, Chair
Planning Commission
Attest:
Debra Williams, Secretary
Planning Commission
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LAND USE APPLICATION CASE NO.
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Fax:
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Email: _K houdthens P ees.us. om
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Print:
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October 17, 2019
Lisa Ritchie

Planning Department
City of
Louisville

Louisville, Colorado 80027

Dear Ms. Ritchie,
[ am the property owner of 1212 S 96" Street, Louisville, CO
and provide consent for the United Properties to submit an
Application to the City of Louisville for an amendment to the
existing General Development Plan for purpose of:
Add Industrial and car wash as an allowable use, reduce the
building setback from 60 to 55 feet along 96" Street,
properly align zones with property boundaries, change
parking lot configuration requirements in zone 2 and 3,
eliminate local road and provide private drives with cross
access easements between properties and construct the 8’
crushed refined trail along 96" Street to Coal Creek instead
of cash in lieu for the public land deficit requirements for
the overall development.
We support the proposed Second Amendment and feel it bring
benefits to all three properties that will allow the developments
to viably move forward. We urge the City to approve the
proposed amendments to the General Development Plan that has
limited and development prohibitive on all three (3) properties
for many years.

Adrian Games
1212 S 96" Street property owner
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October 17, 2019

Lisa Ritchie

Planning Department

City of Louisville
Louisville, Colorado 80027

Dear Ms. Ritchie,

Ascent Community Church is the current property owner of 1326 S 96t Street, Louisville, CO. We
provide consent for the United Properties to submit an Application to the City of Louisville for an
amendment to the existing General Development Plan for purpose of:

Add Industrial and car wash as an allowable use, reduce the building setback from 60 to 55 feet
along 96 Street, properly align zones with property boundaries, change parking lot
configuration requirements in zone 2 and 3, eliminate local road and provide private drives with
cross access easements between properties and construct the 8’ crushed refined trail along 96+
Street to Coal Creek instead of cash in lieu for the public land deficit requirements for the
overall development.

We support the proposed Second Amendment and feel it bring benefits to all three properties that will
allow the developments to viably move forward. We urge the City to approve the proposed
amendments to the General Development Plan that has limited and development prohibitive on all

three (3) properties for many years.

Sincerely,

Jim Candv?,

Pastor of Ascent Church Community
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St. Yonis Qhurch

902 Grant
Fovisyille, olo. BO0Z7

December 19, 2019

Lisa Ritchie

Planning Department

City of Louisville
Louisville, Colorado 80027

Property at 96™ and Dillon

Dear Ms. Ritchie,

Saint Louis Catholic Church consents to the application filed by United Properties for an amendment to
the existing General Development Plan for this property.

The existing General Development Plan has limited development opportunities, and the proposed
Second Amendment is intended to make changes that will allow development to move forward.

We urge the City to approve the proposed amendments to the General Development Plan.

Sincerely,

Rev. Timot

Pastor
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__1 ST.LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK
4 s | GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

1 ! 2ND AMENDMENT
|

-

| THREE TRACTS OF LAND LOCATED IN A PORTICN OF THE SW 1/4 OF SECTION 16,
o JNTED | ARCHOIGEESE OF CEMVER TOWNSHIP ¢ SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST, 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
owes | ToEv e | | CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

PROPERTIES

1331 17TH STREET, SUITE 604
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S N D

DENVER, COLORADO 80202
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|
|
|
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[
ZONE3 |4 |
[
[
[
[
[

ARCHINOCESE OF DENVER SCLITH PRARCEL 3275 ncres
UNITED PROPERTIES DEVLOPMENT, LLC  MSDOLE PARCEL 13.39 sores.
CAMES NCRTH PARCEL

PERMITTED

KEY MAP WS
HEIGHT, YARD AND BULK REQUIREMENTS
ZONE ONE

HEIGHT TO BE MEASURED FROM FINAL FINISH GRADE.

BUILDING SETBACKS FROM 5. 96TH ARE 55 FEET. YARD AND BULK
STANDARDS SHALL COMPLY WITH GITY OF LOUISVILLE ZONING
REGULATIONS IN EFFECT AT TINE OF PUD,

PARKING AMOUNT T0 GONFORM WITH CITY OF LOUISVILLE
REGULATIONS.

USES ‘ .2 |
TRAIL PLD
1.11 ACRES

| ZONE TWO AND THREE
| REFER TO SHEET 2 FOR ALL FAR REQUIREMENTS PER SUBAREA

' ZONIN
TRAIL PLD | FEIGHT T0 5 MEASURED FROM FIVAL FINISHED GRADE
0.95 ACRES I BUILDINGS WITHIN ZONE 2A ADJACENT TO, OR FRONTING TO SOUTH

96TH STREET SHALL NOT EXCEED TWENTY-FIVE (25) FEET IN HEIGHT

TRAIL PLD
0.80 ACRES

' FOR RETAIL USES AND ALL OTHER BUILDINGS SHALL CONFIRM WITH
| THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE HEIGHT REGULATIONS.
o | + PARKING LOTS ADJAGENT TO SOUTH 86TH STREET SHALL BE
' SHIELDED FROM SOUTH 96TH STREET USING ENHANCED
| LANDSCAPING TECHNIQUES SUCH THAT IT IS EFFECTIVELY
. |1 BUFFERED.
PARKING AMOUNT TO CONFORM WITH CITY OF LOUISVILLE

-
a _—

— TRAIL PLD
0.25 ACRES

EXISTING
PROPERTY LINE\

| REGULATIONS,

SITE INFORMATION
|5 OWNERSHIP

EXISTING
PROPERTY LINE

= CATHOLIC ARCHDIOCESE OF DENVER/ST. LOUIS CATHOLIC CHURCH

ZONE1 &2
PERMITTED USES

+ UNITED PROPERTIES DEVELOPMENT, LLC
: | + ADRIAN GAMES

DEDICATIONS
E ALL DEDICATIONS FOR SOUTH 96TH STREET AND DILLON ROAD

RIGHTS-OF-WAY ARE COMPLETED PRIOR TO REZONING.

ZONE 2 '
PERMITTED USES

PURSUANT TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICY, THE LAND
DEDICATION REQUIRED BY THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS SHALL
BE PRIMARILY USED FOR NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS, TRAILS LINKAGES |

AND BUFFERS TO SERVE THE SUBDIVISION A TRAIL LINKAGE
| CORRIDOR SHALL BE PROVIDED ALONG THE EAST AND SOUTH
BOUNDARIES TO THE PROPERTY, AND A LANDSCAPED BUFFER
SHALL BE PROVIDED ALONG SOUTH 96TH STREET. THE FORM OF
| DEDICATION, RESPONSIBLE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND
| RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAINTENANGE SHALL BE DETERMINED AT THE

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
2ND AMENDMENT

ZONE 2
PERMITTED USES

ST. LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK

/ | TIME OF SUBDIVISION.

DETACHED 8'

= SOUTH 96TH STREET SIDEWALK
L

|l

|

|

|

|

f’ .
|

[THE ACCESS MOVEMENTS SHOWN ON THE PUD ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE.
IF, AT ANY TIME IN THE FUTURE, IT IS DETERMINED BY THE CITY THAT
[CHANGE IS APPROPRIATE TO ENHANCE TRAFFIC FLOW ON ONE OR MORE
[SURROUNDING STREETS, OR TO MITIGATE AN UNSAFE SITUATION, UPON
INOTIFICATION FROM THE CITY, THE PROPERTY OWNER(S) SHALL MAKE
'SUCH PHYSICAL CHANGES, AT THEIR COST, AS MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE
CITY. EACH PRESENT AND FUTURE PROPERTY OWNER SHALL
ACKNOWLEDGE IN WRITING THE FOREGOING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY. ALL
ACCESS POINTS WILL BE PRIVATE. ACCESS DRIVES WITHIN THE
DEVELOPMENT WILL HAVE CROSS ACCESS EASEMENTS AND MAINTENANCE
AGREEMENTS. LEGAL EASEMENTS TO BE RECORDED AT PLATTING,

g
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

4 I: laccess manacemenT
|
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ENTITLEMENT AhD)
ENGINEERING
BOLUTIONS, INC.

J0IET2-T997 ww e

DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT AND GENERAL NOTES PERMITTED USES
ZONE ONE (apgron. 18.2 acms)
% RELIGIOUS BETITUTIGNS OWNERSHIP CERTIFICATE STATE OF COLORADD
2 BY SIGNING THIS GDP, THE OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND ACCEPTS ALL THE REQuIREMENTS AND TN T Tyl
- THE DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT IS TO ESTABLISH A RELIGIOUS INSTITUTION/SCHOOL CAMPUS AT THE INTERSECTION 3 ANCRLARY FACILITIES TYPACALLY AND COMUGHLY ASSOCIATID WITH RELIGIOUS INSTITUTINS AND INTENT SET FORTH BY THS GOP. WITNESS OUR HANDS AND SEALS THS__ DAY OF | THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME ON THIS (DATE) BY
‘OF SOUTH 96TH STREET AND DILLON ROAD, A MIXED-USE COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE BCHOCLS INCLUDING A RECTORY, ADMIMSTRATIVE OFFICES. AND A CHILD CARE CENTER AS I (NAME AND TITLE OF POSITION):
CENTRAL PORTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT, WITH THE REMAINDER OF THE PARCEL(S) USED FOR COMMERCIAL DURING THE

PURPOSES THAT ARE NOT IN CONFLICT WITH THE PRESENCE OF RELIGIOUS INSTITUTIONS AND A SCHOOL. THE

DEVELOPMENT IS INTENDED TO PROVIDE SUPPORT SERVICES TO THE INDUSTRIAUEMPLOYMENT AREA LOCATEDTO 7y sporo. 31,8 acres) [ A

THE EAST, AND BE A TRANSITION BETWEEN THAT DEVELOPMENT AND THE OPEN SPACE TO THE WEST. T

LANDSCAPE BUFFER, BUILDING HEIGHTS, FLOOR AREA RATIOS AND PARKING REQUIREMENTS SHALL ALL BE USED L O e o DENTIAL USES ON THE PROPERTY.

O FACILITATE THE TRANSITION FROM RURALIOPEN SPACE TO THE DEVELOPED PROPERTY RGOS TN S B T ReviEw Use GWNER

4. PROFESSIONAL, BUSINESS AND ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, {CONNISSION EXPIRATION)
2. EICEPT WHERE ALENDED 6 THiS GERERAL DEVELOPUENT PLAN. DEVELOEUENT WAL B SUBKECT TO THE 1Y S IONAL MEDICAL OFFICES AND CLINICS
o il T 6. FINANCIAL OFFICES AND BANKS.
N OO i 7. CULTURAL FACILITIES SUCH AS MUSEUMS, THEATERS, AND ART GALLERIES - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

")mnf TLOPUENT SrALL BE GOVERLD O A GENERAL “\;Lousu CPYT R, i Al 8 PEDESTRIAN PLAZAS, PEDESTRIAN WAYS, INCLUSIVE OF OUTDOOR AMENITIES AS OUTDOOR ART EXHIBIT FACILITIES

DESIGH,
AND COST. AND ARCHITECTURAL DESIGH CRITERIA THIS DEVELDPWENT AGREEUENT SHALL BE ANDPUBLICART

CONSTRUCTION STATE OF COLORADO

SUBMYT APPRONE] SV, CHIINCTION WITH DEVELDPNENT APPLICATION 9. OUTDOOR SPECIALTY USES, INCLUSIVE OF SIDEWALK CAFES AND OUTDOOR MARKET PLACES. OUTDOOR FLEA 'OWNERSHIP CERTIFICATE:

oo bbby ok L L e e L MARKETS ARE AN EXCLUDED USE IN ZONE 2 AND 3. BY SIGNING THIS GOP THE OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND ACCEPTS ALL THE REQUIREMENTS AND $S§';¥g3cmmw&mm SEFORE ME ON THIS (DATE) BY i
10. INDOOR RECREATIONAL/FITNESS FACILITIES - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE. INTENT SET FORTH BY THIS GDP. WITNESS OUR HANDS AND SEALS THIS. « )

*  FETAL ESTADLISHMENTS SHALL DE LINTED 7O 70,000 SOUARE FEET, (NAME AND TITLE OF POSITION):

11. OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL/FITNESS FACILITIES - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

12. OUTDOOR COMMERCIAL AMUSEMENT - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE. TEMPORARY EVENTS WITH DURATIONS OF
TEN DAYS OR LESS IN ONE SEASON SHALL BE PROCESSED UNDER THE APPLICABLE TEMPORARY USE REVIEW
STANDARDS AND CRITERIA,

11/04/2019] 4TH SUBMITTAL - 2ND GDP AMENDMENT

6 |03/0412020] 6TH SUBMITTAL - 2ND GDP AMENDMENT

(NOTARY'S OFFICIAL SIGNATURE)

SITY COUNGIL CERTIFICATE 13, RESTAURANTS AND CAFES. M
'APPROVED THIS Y OF 202_BY THE CITY COUNGIL OF THE CITY OF 14. FAST FOOD SERVICES IN CONJUNCTION WITH DRIVE THROUGH SERVICE SERVICE FACILITIES - USE BY SPECIAL
REVIEW USE
LOUISVILLE, COLORADO. 15. HOSPITALS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE. OWNER {COMMISSION EXPIRATION)
16. ANIMAL HOSPITALS AND SMALL ANIMAL CLINICS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.
ORIDINANCE NO. . SERIES 17. KENNELS FOR THE BOARDING OR BREEDING OF DOMESTIC ANIMALS OR LIVESTOCK ARE AN EXCLUDED USE IN ALL STATE OF COLORADO
o o COUNTY OF
MAYOR _ - - S — . - . 18. AUTO SERVICE AND FUELING STATIONS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE OWNERSHIP CERTIFICATE: THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME ON THIS (DATE) BY
19, AUTO SALES AND AUTO BODY SHOPS ARE EXCLUDED IN ALL ZONES. Y SIGNING THIS GDP THE OWNER AGKNOWLEDGES AND ACGEPTS AL THE REQUIREMENTS AND | (NAWE AND TITLE OF POSITION):
20, ASSISTED LIVING AND SKILLED NURSING FACILITIES INTENT SET FORTH BY THIS GDP. WITNESS OUR HANDS AND SEALS THIS _____ DAY OF
PLANNING COMMISSION CERTIFICATE 21, RESIDENTIAL USES INCLUDING INDEPENDENT AND SENIOR LIVING ARE EXCLUDED.
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL THIS DAY OF . 202_BY THE 22. CHILDCARE CENTERS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE. '
23, RETAIL - PERSONAL SERVICE SHOPS. ;
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO. 24, CAR WASH - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE S
25. RESEARCHIOFFICE AND CORPORATE USES, AND FACILITIES FOR THE MANUFACTURING, FABRICATION, PROCESSING, £m
RESOLUTION NO.  SERIES OR ASSEMBLY OF SCIENTIFIC OR TECHNICAL PRODUCTS, OR OTHER PRODUCTS, IF SUCH USES ARE COMPATIBLE =
WITH SURROUNDING AREAS. OWNER (COMMISSION EXPIRATION) L
. O i
BOULDER COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER'S CERTIFICATE: ZONE THREE (approx 3.4 acre) | AMENDMENTS i SiE |8 |2
"CHILD CARE CENTERS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE © THIS FIRST. ALOWS ZOAE 2 AS A LISE BY RIGHT. z 3 oy
THIS GDP WAS RECORDED IN THE OFFICE OF THE BOULDER COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER e T P S ECL REVIEW UBE, = THE SECOND AMENDMENT REDUCES THE BUILDING SETBACK DISTANCE FROM SOUTH 96TH STREET AND § iz =20
202_ UNDER RECEPTION NO. 3 ASSISTED LIVING AND SKILLED NURSING FACILITIES - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE CHANGES THE PARKING LOT CONFIGURATION STANDARDS IN ZONE 2 AND 3. ELIMINATES LOCAL ROAD ;.\. HalHl e
4. RESIDENTIAL USES, INCLUDING INDEPENDENT AND SENIOR LIVING AREA EXCLUDED. AND PROVIDES PRIVATE DRIVES WITH CROSS ACCESS BETWEEN ELEMENTS. ALIGNS ZONES WITH |37 15—
|___PROPERTY BOUNDARY AND ADD INDUSTRIAL AND CAR WASH USES. & u_|s
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ST. LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
2ND AMENDMENT

THREE TRACTS OF LAND LOCATED IN A PORTICN OF THE SW 1/4 OF SECTION 16,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST, €TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

- = '1
e - |
ol ’1/ |
s i woscasseres: | g
g J P X | S o J -
CWNERSHIP DIAGRAM
TRAIL PLD
1.11 ACRES
R — TRAIL PLD ZONES 1 & 2B
T iy COMMERCIAL
___.o/“"/ T et — DEVELOPMENT
_— TRAL PLD \ COMMERCIAL CHARACTERISTICS
1 DEVELOPMENT
\‘ CHARACTERISTICS
5
‘ PRIVATE DRIVE
ZONE 2 : ZONE 2A ZONE 2A
COMMERCIAL : COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT H DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT
 CHARACTERISTICS |+ CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
T — __ S5'SETBACKLINE J— _— Y — — — — RGHT I
RIGHT OF WAY wle  SOUTH 96TH STREET AGOESS O WAL riaHr oF way | | RIGHTOUT

COMMERCIAL DEVELCPMENT CHARACTERISTICS

TABLES

i ZonE A
1 SETRALKS:
1 PARKING:

MEIGHT:
ARCHTECTLRE

SUBJECT TO PUD GUIDELINES

SUBJECT O PLID GUDELMES

55' FROM $TH STRELT, TERWISE
ENHANCED LANDSCAPING TO BUFFER FROM S. 96TH STREET, PER CODE OTHERWISE
FFROM FIRAL FINISH GRAJE (RETAIL)

55' FROM 96TH STREET, PER CODE OTHERWISE
ENHANCED LANDSCAPING TO BUFFER FROM S. 96TH STREET, PER CODE OTHERWISE.
40" MAANIMLIL FROM FIRAL FINISH GRASE

oeFiT

: ICATION
REQUIRED (5157 ACRES @ 12%)
PROPOSED TRAL DEDICATION

FAR DEVELOPMENT ALLOWANCE

_. [ 0]
A\ QRUBIE = |.u
! I g: (=
nt | 3y
| B et 0eE
s oy W 308
e R T i
o | BIKRLDER ST) —Oﬁgﬁ
‘ i\ {11 Zohy
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N\ |
KEY MAP NS

i G e

oo )
/ 1 heeh = 100 1

|
|
ZONE 3 |
COMMERCIAL |
DEVELOPMENT |
CHARACTERISTICS |
[

TRAIL PLD I
0.95 ACRES

SITE

= UNITED PROPERTIES PARCEL: 548,892 SF AT 0.25 FAR =
©  GAMES PARCEL: 225,666 SF AT 0.25 FAR =
ARCHDIOCESE OF DENVER PARCEL:NO FAR IF DEVELOPEDAS ZONE 1 USE.
OTHERWISE 0.25 FAR MUST BE MAINTAINED. 1,187 452 SF AT 0.25 FAR=
ARCHDIOCESE OF DENVER PARCEL: 149,190 SF AT 0.20 FAR =

137,223 SQUARE FEET
56,416 SQUARE FEET

296,863 SQUARE FEET
29,838 SQUARE FEET
TOTALS 520,340 SQUARE FEET

NOTE: DESIGN WILL BE ENCOURAGED TO ESTABLISH CROSS ACCESS TO DILLON ROAD

ZONE 3
HTIACKS PER MUMICIPAL CODE
PR PER MUMICIPAL CODE
HEIGHT 35 MAXIMUM FROM FINAL FINISH GRADE
ARCHITECTURE: SUBJECT TO/PUD GUIDELMES

PRIVATE DRIVE SECTION
ATTACHED WALK

TAMENDMENTS

. THISFRST AL A8 A USE [EY RIGHT.

& THE SECOND AMENDMENT REDUCES THE BUILDING SETBACK DISTANCE FROM SOUTH 96TH STREET AND
CHANGES THE PARKING LOT CONFIGURATION STANDARDS IN ZONE 2 AND 3. ELIMINATES LOCAL ROAD
/AND PROVIDES PRIVATE DRIVES WITH CROSS ACCESS BETWEEN ELEMENTS. ALIGNS ZONES WITH
PROPERTY BOUNDARY AND ADD INDUSTRIAL AND CAR WASH USES.

ST. LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
2ND AMENDMENT

M
i
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anes | TS| |
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ARCHINOCESE OF DENVER SCLITH PRARCEL 3275 ncres
UNITED PROPERTIES DEVLOPMENT, LLC ~ MIBOLE PARCEL 13.39 mcrws.
CAMES NCRTH PARCEL

543 porem
5157 aores

2ND AMENDMENT

THREE TRACTS OF LAND LOCATED IN A PORTICN OF THE SW 1/4 OF SECTION 16,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST, €TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

TRAIL PLD
1.11 ACRES

ST. LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

B
ZONE 3 "

PERMITTED
USES ‘.

7]
w
|_
o
w
o
o]
14
o

1331 17TH STREET, SUITE 604
DENVER, COLORADO 80202
UPROPERTIES.COM

| KEY MAP Hts
| | | HEIGHT, YARD AND BULK REQUIREMENTS
w ZONE ONI
| HEIGHT O BE MEASURED FROM FINAL FINISH GRADE
| «+ BUILDING SETBACKS FROM S. 86TH ARE 55 FEET. YARD AND BULK
STANDARDS SHALL GOMPLY WITH CITY OF LOUISVILLE ZONING
| REGULATIONS IN EFFECT AT TIME OF PUD
| + PARKING AMOUNT TO CONFORM WITH GITY OF LOUISVILLE
I REGULATIONS.
1 * ZONE TWO AND THREE
o || 7 FEERTOSHEET 270R AL FAR REQURENENTS PER SUBAREA
ZONING

FEIGHT TO BE WEASURED FROM FINAL FINSHED GRADE
BUILDINGS WITHIN 200E 2A ADIAGENT T0. OR FRONTING 70 SOUTH
GoTH STREST SHALL NOT EXCEED TWENTV-AIVE (29 FEET I HEIGHT
. FOR RETAIL USES AND ALL OTHER BUILDINGS SHALL CONFIRM WITH
| THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE HEIGHT REGULATIONS.
PARKING LOTS ADIAGENT TO SOUTH 86TH STREET SHALL BE

SHIELDED FROM SOUTH 90TH STREET USING ENHANCED
| CANDSCAPING TEGHNIGUES SUGH THAT T 1S EFFECTIVELY
B BUFPERED

PARKING AMOUNT TO GONFORM WITH CITY OF LOUISVILLE
| REGULATIONS.

SITE INFORMATION
|5 OWNERSHIP

+ CATHOLIC ARCHDIOCESE OF DENVERIST. LOUIS CATHOLIC CHURCH
« UNITED PROPERTIES DEVELOPMENT, LLC
| « ADRIAN GAMES
DEDICATIONS
AL DEDICATIONS FOR SOUTH 96TH STREET AND DILLON ROAD
RIGHTS-OF-WAY ARE COMPLETED PRIOR TO REZONING.
« PURSUANT TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICY, THE LAND
E DEDICATION REQUIRED BY THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS SHALL
BE PRIMARILY USED FOR NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS, TRAILS LINKAGES
AND BUFFERS TO SERVE THE SUBDIVISION A TRAIL LINKAGE
| CORRIDOR SHALL BE PROVIDED ALONG THE EAST AND SOUTH
| BOUNDARIES TO THE PROPERTY, AND A LANDSCAPED BUFFER
SHALL BE PROVIDED ALONG SOUTH 96TH STREET. THE FORM OF
DEDICATION, RESPONSIBLE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND
RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAINTENANGE SHALL BE DETERMINED AT THE
TIME OF SUBDIVISION.

T'HH-F—E-_‘— L
' RN
TRAIL PLD : .
0.80 ACRES [
i
— O‘;’;’Xé:gg \\ PROPE?‘?‘?TINNE\ ‘ K
PROPEE??E:E\% ZONE 1 & 2 "
1 PERMITTED USES "
‘ ZONE 2 : i
ZONE 2 i PERMITTED USES ‘.
PERMITTED USES E "
: ! 0
- - - - - - —-—-t Y S
H SOUTH 96TH STREET 4§ AT e
9ET™H
PERMITTED USES

DEVELOPMENT CONCEFT AND GENERAL NOTES

«  THE DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT IS TO ESTABLISH A RELIGIOUS INSTITUTION/SCHOOL CAMPUS AT THE INTERSECTION
OF SOUTH 96TH STREET AND DILLON ROAD, A MIXED-USE COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE
CENTRAL PORTION OF THE DEVELOPUENT, WITH THE REMANDER OF THE PARCEL(S) USED FOR COMMERCIAL
PURPOSES THAT ARE NOT IN CONFLICT WITH THE PRESENCE OF RELIGIOUS INSTITUTIONS AND A SCHOOL.
DEVELGPMENT IS INTENDED 10 PROVIDE SUPPORT SERVIGES 10 THE INDUSTRIALEMPLOVMENT AREA LOCATED TO
THE EAST, AND BE A TRANSITION BETWEEN THAT DEVELOPMENT AND THE OPEN SPACE TO THE WEST. A
LANDSCAPE BUFFER, BUILDING HEIGHTS, FLOOR AREA RATIOS AND PARKING REQUIREMENTS SHALL ALL BE USED
TO FACILITATE THE TRANSITION FROM RURALIOPEN SPACE TO THE DEVELOPED PROPERTY

. DMLDMNY SHALL BE GOVERNED ¢ A GENERAL DEVELOPIMENT MABREII.M EXECUTED BY ALL

OWHERS, RESPCMSBLITY 5I0H,

CONSTRUCTION AND GOST. AND ARCHITECTURAL DESIGH CRITERIA THIS DEVELDPMENT AGREEUENT GHALL BE
CONJUNCTION WITH THE DEVELDPNENT APPLICATION

AN OF THE SUBUECT PROPEHTY.

*  FETAL ESTADLISHMENTS SHALL DE LINTED 7O 70,000 SOUARE FEET,

el ey
APPROVED THIS Y OF 202__ BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

LOUISVILLE, COLORADO.

ORIDINANCE NO. . SERIES,

MAYOR _ _ _ ___CITY CLERK,

PLANNING COMMISSION CERTIFICATE

RECOMMENDED APPROVAL THIS DAY OF . 202__BY THE
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO.

RESOLUTION NO. | SERIES

BOULDER COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER'S CERTIFICATE:

IHIS GOP WAS RECORDED IN THE OFFICE OF THE BOULDER COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER
202_ UNDER RECEPTION NO.

2ONE ONE {apgrox. 18.2 acms)
¥ RELIGIOUS BETITLITIONS

ks
i

Am:r.u\n\r FRCILITIES TYPICALLY AND COMMONLY ASSOCIATID WITH RELIGIOUS
INCLUDING A mmeofmlsmammmﬂnu

PLANNING

i TWO {appeia. 318 acres)
‘CONTINUAL OF THE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL USES ON THE PROPERTY.
RELIGIOUS INSTITUTION USE BY RIGHT.
ALL USES IN ZONE ONE - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE
PROFESSIONAL, BUSINESS AND ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES.
PROFESSIONAL MEDICAL OFFICES AND CLINICS.
FINANCIAL OFFICES AND BANKS.
CULTURAL FACILITIES SUCH AS MUSEUMS, THEATERS, AND ART GALLERIES - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.
PEDESTRIAN PLAZAS, PEDESTRIAN WAYS, INCLUSIVE OF OUTDOOR AMENITIES AS OUTDOOR ART EXHIBIT FACILITIES
AND PUBLIC ART.
OUTDOOR SPEGIALTY USES, INCLUSIVE OF SIDEWALK CAFES AND OUTDOOR MARKET PLAGES. OUTDOOR FLEA
MARKETS ARE AN EXCLUDED USE IN ZONE 2 AND 3.

10. INDOOR RECREATIONAL/FITNESS FACILITIES - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

11. OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL/FITNESS FACILITIES - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

12. OUTDOOR COMMERCIAL AMUSEMENT - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE. TEMPORARY EVENTS WITH DURATIONS OF
TEN DAYS OR LESS IN ONE SEASON SHALL BE PROCESSED UNDER THE APPLICABLE TEMPORARY USE REVIEW
STANDARDS AND CRITERIA.

13. RESTAURANTS AND CAFES.

14. FAST FOOD SERVICES IN CONJUNCTION WITH DRIVE THROUGH SERVICE SERVICE FACILITIES - USE BY SPECIAL
REVIEW USE

15. HOSPITALS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

16. ANIMAL HOSPITALS AND SMALL ANIMAL CLINICS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

17. KENNELS FOR THE BOARDING OR BREEDING OF DOMESTIC ANIMALS OR LIVESTOCK ARE AN EXCLUDED USE IN ALL

18. AUTO SERVICE AND FUELING STATIONS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE

19. AUTO SALES AND AUTO BODY SHOPS ARE EXCLUDED IN ALL ZONES.

20. ASSISTED LIVING AND SKILLED NURSING FACILITIES.

21. RESIDENTIAL USES INCLUDING INDEPENDENT AND SENIOR LIVING ARE EXCLUDED.

22. CHILDCARE CENTERS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

23. RETAIL - PERSONAL SERVICE SHOPS,

24. CAR WASH - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

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.

ZONE THREE (approx. 3.4 acres)

CHILD CARE CENTERS - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE.

ALL USES PERMITTED IN ZONE ONE.

ASSISTED LIVING AND SKILLED NURSING FACILITIES - USE BY SPECIAL REVIEW USE
RESIDENTIAL USES, INCLUDING INDEPENDENT AND SENIOR LIVING AREA EXCLUDED.

OWNERSHIP CERTIFICATE:
BY SIGNING THIS GOP THE OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND ACCEPTS ALL THE REQUIREMENTS AND
INTENT SET FORTH BY THIS GDP. WITNESS OUR HANDS AND SEALS THIS _____ DAY OF

STATE OF

ACCESS MANAGEMENT
THE ACCESS MOVEMENTS SHOWN ON THE PUD ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE.
IF, AT ANY TIME IN THE FUTURE, IT IS DETERMINED BY THE CITY THAT
[CHANGE IS APPROPRIATE TO ENHANCE TRAFFIC FLOW ON ONE OR MORE
SURROUNDING STREETS, OR TO MITIGATE AN UNSAFE SITUATION, UPON
l + |NOTIFICATION FROM THE CITY, THE PROPERTY OWNER(S) SHALL MAKE
'SUCH PHYSICAL CHANGES, AT THEIR COST, AS MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE
CITY. EACH PRESENT AND FUTURE PROPERTY OWNER SHALL
ACKNOWLEDGE IN WRITING THE FOREGOING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY. ALL
ACCESS POINTS WILL BE PRIVATE. ACCESS DRIVES WITHIN THE
DEVELOPMENT WILL HAVE CROSS ACCESS EASEMENTS AND MAINTENANCE
AGREEMENTS. LEGAL EASEMENTS TO BE RECORDED AT PLATTING.

COLORADO

COUNTY OF
THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME ON THIS (DATE) BY
(NAME AND TITLE OF POSITION):

(NOTARY'S OFFICIAL SIGNATURE)

OWNER

OWNERSHIP CERTIFICATE

(COMMISSION EXPIRATION)

STATE OF

COLORADO

BY SIGNING THIS GDP, THE OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND ACCEPTS ALL THE REQUIREMENYS AND  COUNTY OF

INTENT SET FORTH BY THIS GDP. WITNESS OUR HANDS AND SEALS THIS

THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME ON THIS (DATE) BY
(NAME AND TITLE OF POSITION):

(NOTARY'S OFFICIAL SIGNATURE)

OWNER

OWNERSHIP CERTIFICATE:
BY SIGNING THIS GOP THE OWNER ACKNOWLEDGES AND ACCEPTS ALL THE REQUIREMENTS AND
Y OF

(COMMISSION EXPIRATION)

STATE OF

COLORADO

COUNTY OF
THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME ON THIS (DATE) BY

INTENT SET FORTH BY THIS GDP. WITNESS OUR HANDS AND SEALS THIS _____

(NAME AND TITLE OF POSITION).

(NOTARY'S OFFICIAL SIGNATURE)

OWNER

ST. LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
2ND AMENDMENT

EES

BOLUTIONS, INC.

3035727997 waw sea.u

/2020 6TH SUBMITTAL - 2ND GDP AMENDMENT

(COMM

ION EXPIRATION)

[ AMENDVENTS

THIE FIRST AMEROMENT ALLOWS RELIIOUS IRSTITUTICNS B4 ZOME 2 B RIOHT.
& T SECOND AMENOMENT REDUCES THE BULOING SETACK DISTANGE FROM SGUTH 58TH STREET AND

ELIGH
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CHANGES THE PARKING LOT CONFIGURATION STANDARDS IN ZONE 2 AND 3. ELIMINATES LOCAL ROAD
AND PROVIDES PRIVATE DRIVES WITH CROSS ACCESS BETWEEN ELEMENTS. ALIGNS ZONES WITH
PROPERTY BOUNDARY AND ADD INDUSTRIAL AND CAR WASH USES.
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ST. LOUIS PARISH AND COMMERCIAL PARK
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

THREE TRACTS OF LAND LOCATED IN A PORTICN OF THE SW 1/4 OF SECTION 16,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 69 WEST, €TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
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55' FROM $ATH STRECT, PER CODE OTHERWISE
ENHANCED LANDSCAPING TO BUFFER FROM S. 96TH STREET, PER CODE OTHERWISE

FIRAL FIISH GRIOE

(RETAIL)

55' FROM 96TH STREET, PER CODE OTHERWISE
ENHANCED LANDSCAPING TO BUFFER FROM S. 96TH STREET, PER CODE OTHERWISE.
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PARKING:

MEIGHT:
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LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

1889 York Street

— Denver, CO 80206
(303) 333-1105

= FAX (303) 333-1107

E-mail: Isc@lscdenver.com

TRANSPORTATION
CONSULTANTS, INC.

January 31, 2020

Ms. Alicia Rhymer

United Properties

1331 17™ Street, Suite 604
Denver, CO 80202

Re: Louisville Industrial Park
Traffic Impact Analysis
Louisville, CO
LSC #180012

Dear Ms. Rhymer:

In response to your request, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. has prepared this traffic
impact analysis for the proposed Louisville Industrial Park development. As shown on Figure 1,
the site is located north of W. Dillon Road and east of S. 96™ Street in Louisville, Colorado. This
site was most recently studied in the April 16, 2018 Ascent Church Traffic Impact Analysis by
LSC.

REPORT CONTENTS

The report contains the following: the existing roadway and traffic conditions in the vicinity of
the site including the lane geometries, traffic controls, posted speed limits, etc.; the existing
weekday and Sunday peak-hour traffic volumes; the existing daily traffic volumes in the area;
the typical weekday and Sunday site-generated traffic volume projections for the site; the
assignment of the projected traffic volumes to the area roadways; the projected short-term and
long-term background and resulting total traffic volumes on the area roadways; and recommen-
dations to mitigate the impacts of the site.

LAND USE AND ACCESS

The site is proposed to include a 20,000 square-foot church, a 600-student private school (K-8),
about 347,400 square feet of light industrial use, a convenience market and gas station with
10 fueling pumps, a one-tunnel carwash, and about 5,000 square feet of retail space. Access
is proposed from several locations as shown in the site plan in Figure 2.

ROADWAY AND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Area Roadways

The major roadways in the site’s vicinity are shown on Figure 1 and are described below.

. S. 96 Street is a north-south, two-lane arterial roadway west of the site. The intersection
with W. Dillon Road has four through lanes and is signalized with auxiliary turn lanes. The
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posted speed limit in the vicinity of the site is 40 mph. It is planned to be a four-lane road-
way adjacent to the site by 2040.

. W. Dillon Road is an east-west, two-lane arterial roadway south of the site. The inter-
section with S. 96™ Street has four through lanes and is signalized with auxiliary turn
lanes. The posted speed limit in the vicinity of the site is 45 mph. It is planned to be a four-
lane roadway by 2040.

Existing Traffic Conditions

Figures 3a and 3b show the existing weekday and Sunday traffic volumes, existing lane geo-
metry, and the existing traffic controls in the vicinity of the site. The Sunday peak-hour and
average daily traffic volumes are from the attached traffic counts conducted by Counter
Measures in January, 2020. The weekday volumes are from August, 2019 and were included
in the September, 2019 Nawatny Ridge Traffic and Mobility Study (Nawatny TIA) by Fox, Tuttle,
Hernandez.

2024 and 2040 Background Traffic

Figures 4a and 4b shows the estimated 2024 weekday and Sunday background traffic and
Figures Sa and Sb show the estimated 2040 weekday and Sunday background traffic. The week-
day background traffic volumes are consistent with those in the September, 2019 Nawatny
Ridge Traffic and Mobility Study (Nawatny TIA) by Fox, Tuttle, Hernandez. The growth rate assu-
med in the Sunday scenario is similar to the weekday scenario.

Existing, 2024, and 2040 Background Levels of Service

Level of service (LOS) is a quantitative measure of the level of congestion or delay at an inter-
section. Level of service is indicated on a scale from “A” to “F.” LOS A is indicative of little con-
gestion or delay and LOS F is indicative of a high level of congestion or delay. Attached are
specific level of service definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections.

The intersections in the study area were analyzed to determine the existing, 2024, and 2040
background levels of service using Synchro. Table 1 shows the level of service analysis results.
The level of service reports are attached.

. S. 96" Avenue/W. Dillon Road: This signalized intersection currently operates at an over-
allLOS “C” during the weekday morning peak-hour, LOS “D” during the weekday afternoon
peak-hour, and LOS “C” during the Sunday peak-hour and is expected to do so through
2040 with the recommended improvements.

TRIP GENERATION

Table 2 shows the estimated average weekday, weekday morning peak-hour, weekday afternoon
peak-hour, average Sunday and Sunday peak-hour trip generation potential for the proposed
site based on the rates from Trip Generation, 10™ Edition, 2017 by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE).

The site is projected to generate about 6,248 external vehicle-trips on the average weekday, with
about half entering and half exiting during a 24-hour period. During the morning peak-hour,
which generally occurs for one hour between 6:30 and 8:30 a.m., about 680 vehicles would
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enter and about 438 vehicles would exit the site. During the afternoon peak-hour, which gene-
rally occurs for one hour between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m., about 286 vehicles would enter and
about 464 vehicles would exit. These estimates assume a pass-by trip reduction of 56 percent
for the gas station trips and 34 percent of the retail trips.

The site is projected to generate about 2,036 external vehicle-trips on the average Sunday, with
about half entering and half exiting during a 24-hour period. During the Sunday peak-hour,
which generally occurs for one hour between 10:30 and 11:30 a.m., about 235 vehicles would
enter and about 244 vehicles would exit the site. These estimates assume a pass-by trip
reduction of 56 percent for the gas station trips and 34 percent of the retail trips.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION

Figure 6 shows the estimated directional distribution of the site-generated traffic volumes on
the area roadways. The estimates were based on the location of the site with respect to the
regional population, employment, and activity centers; and the site’s proposed land use.

TRIP ASSIGNMENT

Figure 7a shows the estimated weekday primary site-generated traffic volumes based on the
directional distribution percentages (from Figure 6) and the weekday trip generation estimate
(from Table 2).

Figure 7b shows the estimated weekday pass-by site-generated traffic volumes based on the
passby trip generation estimate (from Table 2).

Figure 8a shows the estimated Sunday primary site-generated traffic volumes based on the
directional distribution percentages (from Figure 6) and the Sunday trip generation estimate
(from Table 2).

Figure 8b shows the estimated Sunday pass-by site-generated traffic volumes based on the
passby trip generation estimate (from Table 2).

2024 AND 2040 TOTAL TRAFFIC

Figure 9a shows the 2024 total weekday traffic which is the sum of the 2024 weekday back-
ground traffic volumes (from Figure 4a) and the weekday site-generated traffic volumes (from
Figures 7a and 7b). Figure 9a also shows the recommended 2024 lane geometry and traffic
control.

Figure 9b shows the 2024 total Sunday traffic which is the sum of the 2024 Sunday back-
ground traffic volumes (from Figure 4b) and the Sunday site-generated traffic volumes (from
Figures 8a and 8b). Figure 9b also shows the recommended 2024 lane geometry and traffic
control.

Figure 10a shows the 2040 total weekday traffic which is the sum of the 2040 weekday back-
ground traffic volumes (from Figure 5a) and the weekday site-generated traffic volumes (from
Figures 7a and 7b). Figure 10a also shows the recommended 2040 lane geometry and traffic
control.
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Figure 10b shows the 2040 total Sunday traffic which is the sum of the 2040 Sunday back-
ground traffic volumes (from Figure Sb) and the Sunday site-generated traffic volumes (from
Figures 8a and 8b). Figure 10b also shows the recommended 2024 lane geometry and traffic
control.

PROJECTED LEVELS OF SERVICE

The intersections in Figures 9a through 10b were analyzed to determine the 2024 and 2040
total traffic levels of service. Table 1 shows the level of service analysis results. The level of
service reports are attached.

. S. 96" Street/W. Dillon Road: This signalized intersection is expected to operate at an
overall LOS “D” during the weekday morning and afternoon peak-hours and LOS “C”
during the Sunday peak-hour through 2040 with the recommended improvements.

. S. 96 Street/South RIRO Site Access: All movements at this unsignalized intersection
are expected to operate at LOS “D” or better during all peak-hours through 2040.

. S. 96" Street/North Three-Quarter Site Access: All movements at this unsignalized
intersection are expected to operate at LOS “C” or better during all peak-hours through
2040.

. S. 96™ Street/Middle Access: This signalized intersection is expected to operate at LOS
“C” or better during all peak-hours through 2040. A traffic signal warrant is likely to be
met with development of the convenience market and gas station and about 100,000
square feet of light industrial space.

. W. Dillon Road/East RIRO Site Access: All movements at this unsignalized intersection
are expected to operate at LOS “C” or better during all peak-hours through 2040.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Trip Generation

1. The siteis projected to generate about 6,248 external vehicle-trips on the average weekday,
with about half entering and half exiting during a 24-hour period. During the morning
peak-hour, about 680 vehicles would enter and about 438 vehicles would exit the site.
During the afternoon peak-hour, about 286 vehicles would enter and about 464 vehicles
would exit. These estimates assume a pass-by trip reduction of 56 percent for the gas
station trips and 34 percent of the retail trips.

2. The site is projected to generate about 2,036 external vehicle-trips on the average Sunday,
with about half entering and half exiting during a 24-hour period. During the Sunday -
peak-hour, about 235 vehicles would enter and about 244 vehicles would exit the site.
These estimates assume a pass-by trip reduction of 56 percent for the gas station trips and
34 percent of the retail trips.

Projected Levels of Service

3. The signalized S. 96™ Street/W. Dillon Road intersection is expected to operate at LOS “D”
or better during all peak-hours through 2040 with the recommended improvements.
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4. The signalized S. 96" Street/Middle Site Access intersection is expected to operate at LOS
“C” or better during all peak-hours through 2040 with the recommended improvements.
A traffic signal warrant is likely to be met with development of the convenience market and
gas station and about 100,000 square feet of light industrial space.

5. All movements at the unsignalized intersections analyzed are expected to operate at LOS
“D” or better during all peak-hours through 2040.

Conclusions

6. The impact of the site can be accommodated by the existing and planned roadway im-
provements with the following recommended improvements

Recommendations

7. A second left-turn lane on each approach to the S. 96™ Street/W. Dillon intersection is ex-
pected to be completed by the time the site reaches buildout in 2024 per the 2022 back-
ground traffic recommendations of the Nawatny TIA by Fox, Tuttle, Hernandez.

8. The recommend turn lanes at the site access intersections are shown in Figure 9a.
9. The westbound approach of the Full Movement Site Access to S. 96" Street should have
separate left- and right-turn lanes. The westbound left-turn lane should be about 175 feet

long by the time the site reaches buildout to accommodate buildout weekday afternoon
peak-hour conditions.

We trust our findings will assist you in gaining approval of the proposed Louisville Industrial
Park development. Please contact me if you have any questions or need further assistance.

Respectfully submitt

LSC Transportatfon Consultants, Inc.”

éﬁr t he cGranahan P.E,

CSM /ific

Enclosure: Tables 1 and 2
Figures 1 - 10b
Existing Traffic Counts
Level of Service Definitions
Level of Service Printouts

W:\LSC\Projects\2018\180012-96th&Dillon-TIA\Report\LouisvilleIndPark-013120.wpd
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Intersection Location

Traffic
Control

Existing Traffic

Table 1

Intersection Levels of Service Analysis

Louisville Industrial Park
Louisville, CO
LSC #180012; January, 2020

2024 Background Traffic

2024 Total Traffic

2040 Background Traffic

2040 Total Traffic
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Table 2
ESTIMATED TRAFFIC GENERATION
Louisville Industrial Park
Louisville, CO
LSC #180012; January, 2020

Generation Rates per Unit (') Vehicle-Trips Generated
Average Morning Evening Average Morning Evening
Gross Daily Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Weekday Peak-Hour Peak-Hour
Land Use Floor Area Traffic AMIn AM QOut PMIn PM Out Traffic AM In  AM Out PMIn PM Out
Church - Weekday @ 20.00 KSF ©) 6.95 0.198 0.132 0.221  0.270 139 4 3 4 5
School 4 600 students 4.11 0.501 0.410 0.120 0.140 2,466 300 246 72 84
Light Industrial ® 347.40 KSF 496 * 0.616 0.084 0.082 0.548 1,723 214 29 28 190
Super Convenience Market/Gas Station ©) 10.00 VFP (™) 230.52 * 14.040 14.040 11.480 11.480 2,305 140 140 115 115
Car Wash ©) 1.00 Tunnel 387.5 19.375 19.375 38.750 38.750 388 19 19 39 39
Shopping Center ) 5.00 KSF 156.80 0.583 0.357 5.684 6.157 784 3 2 28 31
Weekday Gross Trip Generation Potential = 7,805 680 438 286 464
Passby Trip Reduction (9 = 1,557 80 80 75 75
Weekday Net Trip Generation Potential = 6,248 600 358 211 389
Generation Rates per Unit () Vehicle-Trips Generated
Average Morning Average Sunday
Gross Sunday Peak-Hour Sunday Peak-Hour
Land Use Floor Area Traffic AMIn AM Out Traffic AMIn  AM Out
Church - Sunday @ 20.00 KSF ©) 27.63 4,795 5.195 553 96 104
School 4 600 students 0 0.000 0.000 0 0 0
Light Industrial ® 347.40 KSF 0 0.000 0.000 0 0 0
Super Convenience Market/Gas Station © 10.00 VFP (™ 233.34 9.304 9.304 2,333 93 93
Car Wash ©) 1.00 Tunnel 387.5 38.750 38.750 388 39 39
Shopping Center (©) 5.00 KSF 21.10 1.367 1.423 106 7 7
Sunday Gross Trip Generation Potential = 3,379 235 244
Passby Trip Reduction (19 = 1,343 55 55
Sunday Net Trip Generation Potential = 2,036 180 189
Notes:
(1) Source: Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 10th Edition, 2017. (7) VFP = Vehicle Fueling Positions
(2) ITE Land Use No. 560 - Church (8) ITE Land Use No. 948 - Automatic Car Wash; AM peak assumed 1/2 of the PM rate;
(3) KSF = 1,000 square feet Daily weekday rate = 5 x PM rate; Sunday rate = weekday daily and PM rates.
(4) ITE Land Use No. 534 - Private School (K-8) (9) ITE Land Use No. 820 - Shopping Center
(5) ITE Land Use No. 110 - General Light Industrial; average rates (10) 56% of gas station trips and 34% of retail trips are expected to be passby trips
(6) ITE Land Use No. 960 - Super Convenience Market/Gas Station - no Sunday per the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition.

rates available so 80% of Saturday rates were used.
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* Recommendation for dual left-turn lanes on each
approach was recommended in the 2022 and 2040
background traffic conditions from the September, 2019
Nawatny Ridge Traffic and Mobility Study by Fox, Tuttle
Henrandez.
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* Recommendation for dual left-turn lanes on each
approach was recommended in the 2022 and 2040
background traffic conditions from the September, 2019
Nawatny Ridge Traffic and Mobility Study by Fox, Tuttle
Henrandez.
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* Recommendation for dual left-turn lanes on each
approach was recommended in the 2022 and 2040
background traffic conditions from the September, 2019
Nawatny Ridge Traffic and Mobility Study by Fox, Tuttle
Henrandez.
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(D SB LT = 225 feet + 145-foot transition taper and 30:1 redirect taper
(2) NB RT = 225 feet + 145-foot transition taper
(3) SB LT = 225 feet + 145-foot transition taper
(4) NB RT = 225 feet + 145-foot transition taper
(5) WB LT = 175 feet

(6) WBRT = 275 feet + 160-foot transition taper
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(D SB LT = 225 feet + 145-foot transition taper and 30:1 redirect taper
(2) NB RT = 225 feet + 145-foot transition taper
(3) SB LT = 225 feet + 145-foot transition taper
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(5) WB LT = 175 feet

(6) WBRT = 275 feet + 160-foot transition taper
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COUNTER MEASURES INC.

1889 YORK STREET
N/S STREET: 96TH ST DENVER.COLORADO File Name : 96THDILL 1-12-20
E/W STREET: DILLON RD 303-333-7409 Site Code : 00000016
CITY: LOUISVILLE Start Date : 1/12/2020
COUNTY: BOULDER PageNo :1
Groups Printed- VEHICLES
96TH ST DILLON RD 96TH ST DILLON RD
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Right | Peds Left| Thru| Right | Peds Left| Thru | Right | Peds Left | Thru| Right | Peds Tol?etli
Factor 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
10:00 AM 8 71 42 0 17 40 5 0 11 61 19 0 27 28 7 0 336
10:15 AM 7 77 45 0 28 68 3 0 10 38 14 0 26 41 8 0 365
10:30 AM 13 81 42 0 28 54 2 0 6 61 8 2 48 49 6 0 400
10:45 AM 11 78 43 1 25 51 10 0 10 67 19 0 53 27 10 0 405
Total 39 307 172 1 98 213 20 0 37 227 60 2| 154 145 31 0 1506
11:00 AM 9 98 45 0 25 33 10 0 10 61 13 0 52 36 6 0 398
11:15 AM 13 76 41 3 37 48 3 3 10 55 19 0 50 34 8 0 400
11:30 AM 13 75 34 0 42 46 5 0 4 57 14 0 41 47 15 0 393
11:45 AM 12 103 35 0 31 59 7 0 9 67 17 0 42 36 13 0 431
Total 47 352 155 3| 135 186 25 3 33 240 63 0| 185 153 42 0 1622
12:00 PM 13 86 41 2 42 57 10 0 8 58 25 0 42 52 8 0 444
12:15 PM 10 112 64 1 44 68 8 0 8 62 24 0 46 48 9 0 504
12:30 PM 20 109 36 1 28 38 2 0 11 67 23 0 23 42 10 0 410
12:45 PM 8 86 27 0 39 61 13 0 6 73 22 0 49 71 7 0 462
Total 51 393 168 4| 153 224 33 0 33 260 94 0| 160 213 34 0 1820
Grand Total 137 1052 495 8| 386 623 78 3| 103 727 217 2| 499 511 107 0 4948
Apprch % 81 622 293 05| 354 572 7.2 0.3 9.8 69.3 20.7 0.2 | 447 457 9.6 0.0
Total % 28 21.3 10.0 0.2 7.8 12.6 1.6 0.1 21 147 4.4 0.0 10.1 103 2.2 0.0
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COUNTER MEASURES INC.
1889 YORK STREET
N/S STREET: 96TH ST DENVER.COLORADO File Name : 96THDILL 1-12-20
E/W STREET: DILLON RD 303-333-7409 Site Code : 00000016
CITY: LOUISVILLE Start Date : 1/12/2020
COUNTY: BOULDER PageNo :2
96TH ST DILLON RD 96TH ST DILLON RD
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Thr| Rig | Ped | App. Thr| Rig | Ped | App. Thr| Rig | Ped | App. Thr| Rig | Ped | App. Int.
Time Left u ht s | Total Left u ht s | Total Left u ht s | Total Left u ht s | Total | Total
Peak Hour From 10:00 AM to 12:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Interseg:]l 12:00 PM
Volume 51 393 168 616 | 1563 224 33 0 410| 33 260 94 387|160 213 34 0 407 1820
63. 27. 37. 54. 67. 24. 39. 52
Percent 8.3 8 3 0.6 3 6 8.0 0.0 8.5 2 3 0.0 3 3 84 0.0
Vcﬁﬁ:rig 10 112 64 1 187| 44 68 8 0 120 8 62 24 0 94| 46 48 9 0 103| 504
Peak 0.903
Factor
High Int. 12:15 PM 12:15 PM 12:30 PM 12:45 PM
Volume 10 112 64 1 187| 44 68 8 0 120| 11 67 23 0 101| 49 71 7 0 127
Peak 0.82 0.85 0.95 0.80
Factor 4 4 8 1
96TH ST
Out In Total
[ 453] [ 616] [ 1069]
[ 168] 393] 51] 4]
f_i?ht Thru Left Peds
[ M
g8 95T t2 o
= - I KIS
— o 5 North 4 |
R 5 | K2 —3N | ¢ 3
= c|F = =R by
o~ =l 1/12/2020 12:00:00 PM — a52
= = 1/12/2020 12:45:00 PM o le (SI g
&) (o] 4 l r:b g O
s|8 Sl VEHICLES = 4
(e} 8 S ~(S
- e Bl B®
Left Thru Right Peds
[ 33] 260] 94] 0]
[ 580 [ 387] [ 967]
Out In Total
96TH ST
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LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS
From Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2016, 6th Edition

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)

Average
Vehicle Delay
LOS sec/vehicle Operational Characteristics
A <10 seconds Describes operations with low control delay, up to 10 sec/veh.
This LOS occurs when progression is extremely favorable and
most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Many vehicles do
not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may tend to contribute to low
delay values.
B 10to 20 Describes operations with control delay greater than 10 seconds
seconds and up to 20 sec/veh. This level generally occurs with good
progression, short cycle lengths, or both. More vehicles stop than
with LOS A, causing higher levels of delay.
C 20 to 35 Describes operations with control delay greater than 20 and up to
seconds 35 sec/veh. These higher delays may result from only fair
progression, longer cycle length, or both. Individual cycle failures
may begin to appear at this level. Cycle failure occurs when a
given green phase does not serve queued vehicles, and overflows
occur. The number of vehicles stopping is significant at this level,
though many still pass through the intersection without stopping.
D 35t0 55 Describes operations with control delay greater than 35 and up to
seconds 55 sec/veh. At LOS D, the influence of congestion becomes more
noticeable. Longer delays may result from some combination of
unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c ratios.
Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping
declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable.
E 55 to 80 Describes operations with control delay greater than 55 and up to
seconds 80 sec/veh. These high delay values generally indicate poor
progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c ratios. Individual
cycle failures are frequent.
F >80 Describes operations with control delay in excess of 80 sec/veh.
seconds This level, considered unacceptable to most drivers, often occurs
with over-saturation, that is, when arrival flow rates exceed the
capacity of lane groups. It may also occur at high v/c ratios with
many individual cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle
lengths may also contribute significantly to high delay levels.
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LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS
From Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2016, 6th Edition

UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)
Applicable to Two-Way Stop Control, All-Way Stop Control, and Roundabouts

Average
Vehicle Control
LOS Delay Operational Characteristics

A <10 seconds Normally, vehicles on the stop-controlled approach only have to
wait up to 10 seconds before being able to clear the intersection.
Left-turning vehicles on the uncontrolled street do not have to wait
to make their turn.

B 10to 15 Vehicles on the stop-controlled approach will experience delays
seconds before being able to clear the intersection. The delay could be up
to 15 seconds. Left-turning vehicles on the uncontrolled street
may have to wait to make their turn.

C 1510 25 Vehicles on the stop-controlled approach can expect delays in the
seconds range of 15 to 25 seconds before clearing the intersection.
Motorists may begin to take chances due to the long delays,
thereby posing a safety risk to through traffic. Left-turning vehicles
on the uncontrolled street will now be required to wait to make
their turn causing a queue to be created in the turn lane.

D 25to 35 This is the point at which a traffic signal may be warranted for this
seconds intersection. The delays for the stop-controlled intersection are not
considered to be excessive. The length of the queue may begin to
block other public and private access points.

E 35to 50 The delays for all critical traffic movements are considered to be
seconds unacceptable. The length of the queues for the stop-controlled
approaches as well as the left-turn movements are extremely long.
There is a high probability that this intersection will meet traffic
signal warrants. The ability to install a traffic signal is affected by
the location of other existing traffic signals. Consideration may be
given to restricting the accesses by eliminating the left-turn move-
ments from and to the stop-controlled approach.

F >50 seconds The delay for the critical traffic movements are probably in excess
of 100 seconds. The length of the queues are extremely long.
Motorists are selecting alternative routes due to the long delays.
The only remedy for these long delays is installing a traffic signal
or restricting the accesses. The potential for accidents at this inter-
section are extremely high due to motorist taking more risky
chances. If the median permits, motorists begin making two-stage
left-turns.
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Timings Existing

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road AM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N M i N M ol N M i N M i
Traffic Volume (vph) 289 380 89 195 433 77 258 570 412 90 642 381
Future Volume (vph) 289 380 89 195 433 77 258 570 412 90 642 381
Turn Type pm+pt NA  Perm pm+pt NA  Perm pm+pt NA  Free pm+pt NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 Free 6 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 105 210 210 170 210 210 105 210 105 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 200 30 350 200 350 350 150 430 150 430 430
Total Split (%) 17.7% 31.0% 31.0% 17.7% 31.0% 31.0% 133% 38.1% 13.3% 38.1% 38.1%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 3.7 217 217 342 205 205 620 490 1130 512 427 427
Actuated g/C Ratio 032 019 019 030 018 018 055 043 100 045 038 038
vlc Ratio 095 059 024 061 072 022 064 039 028 023 051 048
Control Delay 69.2 452 56 341 499 39 227 239 04 151 297 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 69.2 452 56 341 499 39 227 239 04 151 297 5.7
LOS E D A C D A C © A B C A
Approach Delay 49.7 40.5 15.9 20.3
Approach LOS D D B ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 113

Actuated Cycle Length: 113

Offset: 7 (6%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 75

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.95

Intersection Signal Delay: 28.4 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road

Synchro 10 Report
KMK
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Timings Existing

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road PM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N M i"r N M i N M i N M ol
Traffic Volume (vph) 285 589 210 401 441 119 76 775 222 111 579 212
Future Volume (vph) 285 589 210 401 441 119 76 775 222 111 579 212
Turn Type pm+pt NA  Perm pm+pt NA  Perm pm+pt NA  Free pm+pt NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 Free 6 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 105 210 210 170 210 210 105 210 105 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 200 300 300 250 30 350 120 460 120 460 46.0
Total Split (%) 17.7% 265% 265% 22.1% 31.0% 31.0% 10.6% 40.7% 10.6% 40.7% 40.7%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 389 231 241 491 284 294 487 408 1130 499 432 442
Actuated g/C Ratio 034 020 021 043 025 026 043 036 100 044 038 0.39
vlc Ratio 077 088 046 115 054 025 025 066 015 050 047 030
Control Delay 379 586 101 1254 @ 391 69 187 335 02 248 286 4.3
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 379 586 101 1254 @ 391 69 187 335 02 248 286 4.3
LOS D E B F D A B C A C C A
Approach Delay 43.8 71.1 25.6 224
Approach LOS D E © ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 113

Actuated Cycle Length: 113

Offset: 7 (6%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.15

Intersection Signal Delay: 40.7 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road

Synchro 10 Report
KMK
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Timings Existing

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road Sunday Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations N M ol N M i N M ol N M i
Traffic Volume (vph) 160 213 34 153 224 33 33 260 94 51 393 168
Future Volume (vph) 160 213 34 153 224 33 33 260 94 51 393 168
Turn Type pm+pt NA  Perm pm+pt NA  Perm pm+pt NA  Free pm+pt NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 Free 6 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 105 210 210 105 21.0 210 105 210 105 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 150 300 300 150 300 300 120 56.0 120 560 56.0
Total Split (%) 133% 265% 265% 133% 265% 265% 10.6% 49.6% 10.6% 49.6% 49.6%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
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
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max None Min None Min Min
Act Effct Green (s) 695 594 594 690 591 591 246 191 1130 257 215 215
Actuated g/C Ratio 062 053 053 061 052 052 022 017 100 023 019 019
vlc Ratio 023 012 004 022 013 004 018 047 006 022 063 041
Control Delay 99 162 0.1 98 164 01 302 442 01 310 462 8.2
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 99 162 0.1 98 164 01 302 442 01 310 462 8.2
LOS A B A A B A C D A C D A
Approach Delay 12.4 12.6 323 345
Approach LOS B B © ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 113

Actuated Cycle Length: 113

Offset: 62 (55%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.63

Intersection Signal Delay: 24.1 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road

\'m T:az ¥ o3 =*y4 (R
[ |

Synchro 10 Report
KMK
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Timings 2024 Background

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road AM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b T » b T s » I by T » I by T » i"r
Traffic Volume (vph) 319 420 98 215 478 85 285 629 455 99 709 421
Future Volume (vph) 319 420 98 215 478 85 285 629 455 99 709 421
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 290 290 250 290 290 170 510 150 49.0 49.0
Total Split (%) 20.8% 242% 242% 20.8% 242% 242% 142% 42.5% 12.5% 40.8% 40.8%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 177 264 264 143 229 229 143 536 120.0 9.7 491 491
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 02 02 012 019 019 012 045 100 008 041 041
vlc Ratio 067 058 024 05 075 023 074 042 031 038 052 050
Control Delay 549 447 76 549 533 62 631 249 05 5.0 292 5.2
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 549 447 76 549 533 62 631 249 05 5.0 292 5.2
LOS D D A D D A E © A E C A
Approach Delay 44.3 48.6 24.7 231
Approach LOS D D © ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.75

Intersection Signal Delay: 32.6 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.4% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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Timings 2024 Background

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road PM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations T » b T s » b T » by T » ol
Traffic Volume (vph) 315 650 232 443 487 131 84 856 245 123 639 234
Future Volume (vph) 315 650 232 443 487 131 84 856 245 123 639 234
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 320 320 230 300 300 110 540 11.0 540 540
Total Split (%) 208% 26.7% 26.7% 192% 25.0% 25.0% 9.2% 45.0% 9.2% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 186 282 282 197 294 294 80 518 120.0 82 520 520
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 024 024 016 024 024 007 043 100 007 043 043
vlc Ratio 063 08 047 083 059 028 038 059 016 055 044 030
Control Delay 526 527 137 618 436 77 588 281 02 636 252 3.6
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 526 527 137 618 436 77 588 281 02 636 252 3.6
LOS D D B E D A E © A E C A
Approach Delay 45.1 46.8 245 24.8
Approach LOS D D © ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.83

Intersection Signal Delay: 35.5 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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Timings 2024 Background

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road Sunday Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations by T » ol b T » I by T » I by T » i
Traffic Volume (vph) 175 235 40 170 245 40 40 285 105 60 435 185
Future Volume (vph) 175 235 40 170 245 40 40 285 105 60 435 185
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 300 300 250 300 300 120 530 120 530 530
Total Split (%) 20.8% 25.0% 25.0% 20.8% 25.0% 25.0% 10.0% 44.2% 10.0% 44.2% 44.2%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 130 1565 1565 128 1563 153 80 69.2 120.0 87 699 699
Actuated g/C Ratio 011 013 013 011 013 013 007 058 100 007 058 058
vlc Ratio 051 056 014 051 059 014 019 015 007 026 023 020
Control Delay 55.1 535 10 552 545 10 545 137 01 548 139 2.7
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 55.1 535 10 552 545 10 545 137 01 548 139 2.7
LOS E D A E D A D B A D B A
Approach Delay 49,5 50.1 14.1 14.5
Approach LOS D D B B

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.59

Intersection Signal Delay: 30.2 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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Timings 2024 Total

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road AM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b b T » I b T » I b T » by T » i
Traffic Volume (vph) 439 420 98 269 514 100 285 809 455 135 763 457
Future Volume (vph) 439 420 98 269 514 100 285 809 455 135 763 457
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 290 290 250 290 290 170 510 150 49.0 49.0
Total Split (%) 20.8% 242% 242% 20.8% 242% 242% 142% 42.5% 12.5% 40.8% 40.8%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 202 274 274 162 235 235 135 500 1200 103 469 469
Actuated g/C Ratio 017 023 023 014 020 020 011 042 100 009 039 0.39
vlc Ratio 081 0b55 023 062 079 027 079 058 031 049 059 056
Control Delay 60.0 439 79 546 548 87 672 297 05 540 358 112
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 60.0 439 79 546 548 87 672 297 05 540 358 112
LOS E D A D D A E © A D D B
Approach Delay 47.6 49,5 28.0 29.3
Approach LOS D D © ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.81

Intersection Signal Delay: 36.3 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total
6: S. 96th Street & South Access AM Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.4
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations fF +4 F 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 64 1185 165 0 1355
Future Vol, veh/h 0 64 1185 165 0 1355
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 70 1288 179 0 1473
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al - 644 0 0

Stage 1 - - - -

Stage 2 - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -
Follow-up Hdwy - 332 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 416 0

Stage 1 0 - 0

Stage 2 0 0
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 416
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -

Stage 1

Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s  15.4 0 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 416
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.167
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 154
HCM Lane LOS - - C
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - 06
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total
8: S. 96th Street & North Access AM Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 05
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations f 4+ N 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 48 1130 68 85 1385
Future Vol, veh/h 0 48 1130 68 85 1385
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 52 1228 74 92 1505
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 651 0 0 1302 0
Stage 1 - - - - -
Stage 2 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.94 4.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.32 2.22
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 *651 841
Stage 1 0 - -
Stage 2 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % 1 - - 1
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver *651 841
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - -
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 11 0 0.6
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) 651 841
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.08 0.11
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 11 938
HCM Lane LOS - - B A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 03 04
Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined  *: All major volume in platoon
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Timings
12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

2024 Total
AM Peak

2T . R

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations % Ff + 'l LI
Traffic Volume (vph) 151 86 1115 136 181 1205
Future Volume (vph) 151 86 1115 136 181 1205
Turn Type Prot Prot NA  Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 7 7 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Detector Phase 7 7 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 100 230
Total Split (s) 150 150 330 330 120 450
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 55.0% 55.0% 20.0% 75.0%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 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
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes

Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 9.1 91 314 314 432 442
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 015 052 052 072 074
vlc Ratio 061 029 065 016 058 050
Control Delay 33.8 86 241 74 136 54
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 33.8 86 241 74 136 54
LOS © A © A B A
Approach Delay 24.7 22.3 6.5
Approach LOS © © A

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.65

Intersection Signal Delay: 14.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.7%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

Intersection LOS: B

ICU Level of Service B
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total

14: W. Dillon Road & East Access AM Peak

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.6

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations 4+ 4 F if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1010 790 45 0 90

Future Vol, veh/h 0 1010 790 45 0 90

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 1098 859 49 0 98

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al - 0 - 0 - 430
Stage 1 - - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.94

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -

Follow-up Hdwy - 332

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 573
Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
Stage 2 0 - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 573

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12.6

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) - - - 573

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0171

HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 126

HCM Lane LOS - - - B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - - 06
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Timings 2024 Total

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road PM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations T » I b T » b T » I by T » i
Traffic Volume (vph) 357 650 232 482 507 136 84 920 245 162 717 292
Future Volume (vph) 357 650 232 482 507 136 84 920 245 162 717 292
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 320 320 230 300 300 110 540 11.0 540 540
Total Split (%) 208% 26.7% 26.7% 192% 25.0% 25.0% 9.2% 45.0% 9.2% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 197 282 282 200 285 285 80 513 1200 85 517 517
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 024 024 017 024 024 007 043 100 007 043 043
vlc Ratio 067 08 049 089 063 030 038 064 016 071 049 0.36
Control Delay 531 527 171 674 453 80 588 295 02 651 240 4.1
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 531 527 171 674 453 80 588 295 02 651 240 4.1
LOS D D B E D A E © A E C A
Approach Delay 46.1 50.2 25.7 24.7
Approach LOS D D © ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.89

Intersection Signal Delay: 36.5 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total
6: S. 96th Street & South Access PM Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.6
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations fF +4 F 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 8 1390 25 0 1170
Future Vol, veh/h 0 8 1390 25 0 1170
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 93 1511 27 0 1272
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al - 756 0 0

Stage 1 - - - -

Stage 2 - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -
Follow-up Hdwy - 332 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 351 0

Stage 1 0 - 0

Stage 2 0 0
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 31
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -

Stage 1

Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 18.9 0 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 351
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.266
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 189
HCM Lane LOS - - C
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - 11
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total
8: S. 96th Street & North Access PM Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 05
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations f 4+ N 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 56 1400 46 40 1040
Future Vol, veh/h 0 56 1400 46 40 1040
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 61 1522 50 43 1130
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 786 0 0 1572 0
Stage 1 - - - - -
Stage 2 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.94 4.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.32 2.22
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 *495 *740
Stage 1 0 - -
Stage 2 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % 1 - - 1
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver *495 - - *740
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - -
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 13.3 0 0.4
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) 495 *740
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.123 0.059
HCM Control Delay (s) 133 10.2
HCM Lane LOS - - B B
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 04 02
Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined  *: All major volume in platoon
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Timings
12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

2024 Total
PM Peak

2T . R

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations % Ff + 'l LI
Traffic Volume (vph) 200 63 1385 89 70 970
Future Volume (vph) 200 63 1385 89 70 970
Turn Type Prot Prot NA  Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 7 7 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Detector Phase 7 7 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 100 230
Total Split (s) 150 150 340 340 11.0 450
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 56.7% 56.7% 18.3% 75.0%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 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
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes

Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 9.7 97 337 337 403 403
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 016 056 056 0.67 0.7
vlc Ratio 076 022 076 010 026 044
Control Delay 43.8 87 282 6.3 5.8 54
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 43.8 87 282 6.3 5.8 54
LOS D A © A A A
Approach Delay 355 26.9 5.4
Approach LOS D © A

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 70

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.76

Intersection Signal Delay: 19.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.0%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

Intersection LOS: B

ICU Level of Service C
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total

14: W. Dillon Road & East Access PM Peak

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations 4+ 4 F if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1055 1065 16 0 59

Future Vol, veh/h 0 1055 1065 16 0 59

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 1147 1158 17 0 64

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al - 0 - 0 - 579
Stage 1 - - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.94

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -

Follow-up Hdwy - 332

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 458
Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
Stage 2 0 - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 458

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 14.1

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) - - - 458

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 014

HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 141

HCM Lane LOS - - - B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - - 05
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Timings 2024 Total

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road Sunday Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b T » I b T » by T » I by T » ol
Traffic Volume (vph) 211 235 40 198 264 43 40 339 105 79 463 204
Future Volume (vph) 211 235 40 198 264 43 40 339 105 79 463 204
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 300 300 250 300 300 120 530 120 530 530
Total Split (%) 20.8% 25.0% 25.0% 20.8% 25.0% 25.0% 10.0% 44.2% 10.0% 44.2% 44.2%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 143 165 165 138 160 16.0 80 665 120.0 94 678 67.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 014 014 012 013 013 007 055 100 008 056 056
vlc Ratio 056 052 014 054 061 015 019 019 007 032 025 022
Control Delay 549 517 09 550 544 11 545 154 01 5.1 133 1.8
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 549 517 09 550 544 11 545 154 01 5.1 133 1.8
LOS D D A E D A D B A E B A
Approach Delay 48.9 50.1 15.3 14.7
Approach LOS D D B B

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.61

Intersection Signal Delay: 30.4 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total
6: S. 96th Street & South Access Sunday Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.3
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations fF +4 F 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 3 550 45 0 745
Future Vol, veh/h 0 3 550 45 0 745
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 38 598 49 0 810
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 299 0 0

Stage 1 - - -

Stage 2 -
Critical Hdwy 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.32 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 697 - - 0

Stage 1 0 - - - 0

Stage 2 0 0
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 697
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -

Stage 1

Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s  10.5 0 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) 697
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.055
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.5
HCM Lane LOS B
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0.2
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total
8: S. 96th Street & North Access Sunday Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.4
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations f 4+ N 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 28 550 15 24 725
Future Vol, veh/h 0 28 550 15 24 725
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 3 598 16 26 788
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 307 0 0 614 0
Stage 1 - - - - -
Stage 2 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.94 4.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.32 - 222
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 *860 - *1286
Stage 1 0 - -
Stage 2 0 - -
Platoon blocked, % 1 - 1
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver *860 - *1286
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - -
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 9.3 0 0.3
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) 860 * 1286
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.035 0.02
HCM Control Delay (s) 93 79
HCM Lane LOS A A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 01 01
Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined  *: All major volume in platoon
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Timings
12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

2024 Total
Sunday Peak

2T . R

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations % Ff + 'l LI
Traffic Volume (vph) 84 50 515 70 66 660
Future Volume (vph) 84 50 515 70 66 660
Turn Type Prot Prot NA  Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 7 7 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Detector Phase 7 7 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 100 230
Total Split (s) 150 150 330 330 120 450
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 55.0% 55.0% 20.0% 75.0%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 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
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes

Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 8.1 81 380 380 440 450
Actuated g/C Ratio 014 014 063 063 073 075
vlc Ratio 038 021 025 007 011 027
Control Delay 27.8 96 143 9.8 3.7 3.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 27.8 96 143 9.8 3.7 3.7
LOS © A B A A A
Approach Delay 21.0 13.7 3.7
Approach LOS © B A

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.38

Intersection Signal Delay: 9.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.6%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

Intersection LOS: A

ICU Level of Service A
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HCM 6th TWSC 2024 Total

14: W. Dillon Road & East Access Sunday Peak

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 05

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations 4+ 4 F if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 419 458 15 0 47

Future Vol, veh/h 0 419 458 15 0 47

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 455 498 16 0 51

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al - 0 - 0 - 249
Stage 1 - - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.94

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -

Follow-up Hdwy - 332

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 751
Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
Stage 2 0 - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 751

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 10.1

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) - - - 751

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.068

HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 101

HCM Lane LOS - - - B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - - 02
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Timings 2040 Background

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road AM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b T » b T » b T » I b T » i"r
Traffic Volume (vph) 230 300 180 471 339 95 255 970 685 114 1271 314
Future Volume (vph) 230 300 180 471 339 95 255 970 685 114 1271 314
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 300 250 250 300 250 250 150 500 150 500 50.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 20.8% 20.8% 25.0% 20.8% 20.8% 125% 41.7% 125% 41.7% 41.7%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 149 174 174 230 255 255 136 535 1200 102 501 @ 50.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 014 014 019 021 021 011 045 100 008 042 042
vlc Ratio 058 062 053 076 048 024 070 065 046 042 092 0.39
Control Delay 548 535 167 538 433 74 619 299 10 563 447 4.7
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 548 535 167 538 433 74 619 299 10 563 447 4.7
LOS D D B D D A E © A E D A
Approach Delay 44.6 45.0 23.8 38.1
Approach LOS D D © D

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.92

Intersection Signal Delay: 34.9 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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Timings 2040 Background

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road PM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b T » I b T » ol b T » I b T » i
Traffic Volume (vph) 308 580 280 586 455 145 200 1361 480 136 972 217
Future Volume (vph) 308 580 280 586 455 145 200 1361 480 136 972 217
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 290 290 260 300 300 120 540 11.0 530 530
Total Split (%) 208% 242% 242% 21.7% 25.0% 25.0% 10.0% 45.0% 9.2% 44.2% 44.2%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 184 254 254 230 300 300 9.6 513 1200 83 500 500
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 021 021 019 025 025 008 043 100 007 042 042
vlc Ratio 062 08 069 094 054 031 077 09 032 060 069 029
Control Delay 525 549 349 711 421 120 737 471 05 657 318 3.8
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 525 549 349 711 421 120 737 471 05 657 318 3.8
LOS D D © E D B E D A E © A
Approach Delay 49,5 52.7 38.8 30.7
Approach LOS D D D ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.95

Intersection Signal Delay: 42.0 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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Timings 2040 Background

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road Sunday Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b T » b T » I by T » I b T » ol
Traffic Volume (vph) 214 325 55 232 331 57 55 396 150 81 597 251
Future Volume (vph) 214 325 55 232 331 57 55 396 150 81 597 251
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 250 250 250 250 250 150 550 150 550 55.0
Total Split (%) 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 125% 45.8% 125% 45.8% 45.8%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 144 183 183 151 189 189 85 613 1200 93 643 643
Actuated g/C Ratio 012 015 015 013 016 016 007 051 100 008 054 054
vlc Ratio 057 066 018 058 065 018 025 024 010 033 034 028
Control Delay 550 536 18 548 526 22 548 181 01 554 183 31
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 550 536 18 548 526 22 548 181 01 554 183 31
LOS D D A D D A D B A E B A
Approach Delay 49.3 48.8 17.0 17.4
Approach LOS D D B B

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66

Intersection Signal Delay: 31.3 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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Timings 2040 Total

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road AM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b T » b T » b T » b T » i
Traffic Volume (vph) 350 300 180 525 375 110 255 1150 685 150 1325 350
Future Volume (vph) 350 300 180 525 375 110 255 1150 685 150 1325 350
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 300 250 250 300 250 250 150 500 150 500 50.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 20.8% 20.8% 25.0% 20.8% 20.8% 125% 41.7% 125% 41.7% 41.7%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 192 172 172 241 221 221 133 517 1200 11.0 494 494
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 014 014 020 018 018 011 043 100 009 041 041
vlc Ratio 068 063 054 08 061 030 071 080 046 051 097 044
Control Delay 537 539 178 557 492 94 629 359 10 578 540 8.7
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 537 539 178 557 492 94 629 359 10 578 540 8.7
LOS D D B E D A E D A E D A
Approach Delay 46.0 48.2 21.7 45.6
Approach LOS D D © D

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.97

Intersection Signal Delay: 39.6 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total
6: S. 96th Street & South Access AM Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.3
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations fF +4 F 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 64 1445 165 0 1825
Future Vol, veh/h 0 64 1445 165 0 1825
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 70 1571 179 0 1984
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al - 786 0 0

Stage 1 - - - -

Stage 2 - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -
Follow-up Hdwy - 332 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 335 0

Stage 1 0 - 0

Stage 2 0 0
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 33%
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -

Stage 1

Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 18.5 0 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 33
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.208
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 185
HCM Lane LOS - - C
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - 08
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total

8: S. 96th Street & North Access AM Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 05
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations f 4+ N 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 48 1395 68 85 1855
Future Vol, veh/h 0 48 1395 68 85 1855
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 52 1516 74 92 2016
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al - 795 0 0 1590 0
Stage 1 - - - - - -
Stage 2 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.94 - - 414

Critical Hdwy Stg 1
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 332 - - 222

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 *495 - - *740
Stage 1 0 - - - -
Stage 2 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % 1 - - 1
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - *495 - - *740
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - -
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 13.1 0 0.5
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 495 *740 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.105 0.125
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 131 106
HCM Lane LOS - - B B
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - 04 04
Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined  *: All major volume in platoon
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Timings
12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

2040 Total
AM Peak

2T . R

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations % Ff + 'l LI
Traffic Volume (vph) 151 86 1375 136 181 1675
Future Volume (vph) 151 86 1375 136 181 1675
Turn Type Prot Prot NA  Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 7 7 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Detector Phase 7 7 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 100 230
Total Split (s) 150 150 330 330 120 450
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 55.0% 55.0% 20.0% 75.0%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 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
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes

Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 9.1 91 314 314 432 442
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 015 052 052 072 074
vlc Ratio 061 029 081 016 060 0.70
Control Delay 33.8 86 329 51 161 7.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 33.8 86 329 51 161 7.9
LOS © A © A B A
Approach Delay 24.7 304 8.7
Approach LOS © © A

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 70

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.81

Intersection Signal Delay: 18.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.9%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

Intersection LOS: B

ICU Level of Service C
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total

14: W. Dillon Road & East Access AM Peak

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.6

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations 4+ 4 F if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1135 920 45 0 90

Future Vol, veh/h 0 1135 920 45 0 90

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 1234 1000 49 0 98

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al - 0 - 0 - 500
Stage 1 - - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.94

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -

Follow-up Hdwy - 332

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 516
Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
Stage 2 0 - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 516

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 13.6

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) - - - 516

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 019

HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 136

HCM Lane LOS - - - B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - - 07
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Timings 2040 Total

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road PM Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b T » b T s » b T » b T » ol
Traffic Volume (vph) 350 580 280 625 475 150 200 1425 480 175 1050 275
Future Volume (vph) 350 580 280 625 475 150 200 1425 480 175 1050 275
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 288 288 262 300 300 120 540 11.0 530 530
Total Split (%) 20.8% 24.0% 24.0% 21.8% 25.0% 25.0% 10.0% 45.0% 9.2% 44.2% 44.2%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 194 252 252 232 290 29.0 95 510 1200 86 501 501
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 021 021 019 024 024 008 042 100 007 042 042
vlc Ratio 066 081 069 098 058 033 076 099 032 074 074 035
Control Delay 529 549 360 792 437 142 731 546 05 667 334 53
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 529 549 360 792 437 142 731 546 05 667 334 53
LOS D D D E D B E D A E © A
Approach Delay 49.9 57.9 44.1 321
Approach LOS D E D ©

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.99

Intersection Signal Delay: 45.1 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total
6: S. 96th Street & South Access PM Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.8
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations fF +4 F 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 8 1900 25 0 1500
Future Vol, veh/h 0 8 1900 25 0 1500
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 93 2065 27 0 1630
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 1033 0 0 -

Stage 1 - - -

Stage 2 -
Critical Hdwy 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.32 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 230 0

Stage 1 0 - 0

Stage 2 0 0
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 230
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -

Stage 1

Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 31 0 0
HCM LOS D
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) 230
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.406
HCM Control Delay (s) 31
HCM Lane LOS D
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 1.9
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total
8: S. 96th Street & North Access PM Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 05
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations f 4+ N 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 56 1915 46 40 1370
Future Vol, veh/h 0 56 1915 46 40 1370
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 61 2082 50 43 1489
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 1066 0 0 2132 0
Stage 1 - - - - -
Stage 2 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.94 4.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.32 2.22
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 *286 *428
Stage 1 0 - -
Stage 2 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % 1 - - 1
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver *286 - - *428
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - -
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 21 0 0.4
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) 286 *428
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.213 0.102
HCM Control Delay (s) 21 144
HCM Lane LOS - - C B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 08 03
Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined  *: All major volume in platoon
Synchro 10 Report
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Timings
12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

2040 Total
PM Peak

2T . R

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations % Ff + 'l LI
Traffic Volume (vph) 200 63 1900 88 70 1300
Future Volume (vph) 200 63 1900 88 70 1300
Turn Type Prot Prot NA  Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 7 7 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Detector Phase 7 7 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 100 230
Total Split (s) 140 140 350 350 11.0 46.0
Total Split (%) 233% 233% 583% 583% 183% 76.7%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 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
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes

Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 9.0 90 344 344 410 410
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 015 057 057 068 0.68
vlc Ratio 082 023 102 010 026 058
Control Delay 52.1 93 527 3.8 54 6.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 52.1 93 527 3.8 54 6.2
LOS D A D A A A
Approach Delay 41.9 50.6 6.2
Approach LOS D D A

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.02

Intersection Signal Delay: 33.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.6%
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

Intersection LOS: C

ICU Level of Service D

\'m T:az ;
[ ]
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total

14: W. Dillon Road & East Access PM Peak

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations 4+ 4 F if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1235 1190 16 0 59

Future Vol, veh/h 0 1235 1190 16 0 59

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 1342 1293 17 0 64

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al - 0 - 0 - 647
Stage 1 - - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.94

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -

Follow-up Hdwy - 332

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 414
Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
Stage 2 0 - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 414

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 15.3

HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) - - - 414

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.155

HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 153

HCM Lane LOS - - - C

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - - 05
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Timings 2040 Total

3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road Sunday Peak
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations b T » b T » by T s » I by T » i"r
Traffic Volume (vph) 250 325 55 260 350 60 55 450 150 100 625 270
Future Volume (vph) 250 325 55 260 350 60 55 450 150 100 625 270
Turn Type Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 6
Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (S) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 100 200 200 100 200 200 10.0 20.0 100 200 20.0
Total Split (s) 250 250 250 250 250 250 150 550 150 550 55.0
Total Split (%) 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 125% 45.8% 125% 45.8% 45.8%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max None C-Max C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 158 184 184 161 188 188 85 59.6 120.0 98 631 631
Actuated g/C Ratio 013 015 015 013 016 016 007 050 100 008 053 053
vlc Ratio 060 065 018 061 069 019 025 028 010 039 036 030
Control Delay 546 533 18 546 543 29 548 194 01 518 176 31
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 546 533 18 546 543 29 548 194 01 518 176 31
LOS D D A D D A D B A D B A
Approach Delay 49.3 49.8 17.9 17.1
Approach LOS D D B B

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 120

Actuated Cycle Length: 120

Offset: 19 (16%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBT, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.69

Intersection Signal Delay: 31.6 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  3: S. 96th Street & W. Dillon Road
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total
6: S. 96th Street & South Access Sunday Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations fF +4 F 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 3 715 45 0 9%
Future Vol, veh/h 0 3 715 45 0 99
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 3 777 49 0 1082
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al - 389 0 0

Stage 1 - - - -

Stage 2 - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -
Follow-up Hdwy - 332 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 610 0

Stage 1 0 - 0

Stage 2 0 0
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 610
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -

Stage 1

Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 11.3 0 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 610
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.062
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 113
HCM Lane LOS - - B
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - 02
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total

8: S. 96th Street & North Access Sunday Peak
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.3
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations f 4+ N 44
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 28 715 15 24 975
Future Vol, veh/h 0 28 715 15 24 975
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 30 777 16 26 1060
Major/Minor Minorl Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al - 397 0 0 793 0
Stage 1 - - - - - -
Stage 2 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.94 - - 414

Critical Hdwy Stg 1
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 332 - - 222

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 *807 - - 1169
Stage 1 0 - - - -
Stage 2 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % 1 - - 1
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - *807 - - 1169
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - -
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 9.6 0 0.2
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLnl SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 807 1169 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.038 0.022
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 96 82
HCM Lane LOS - - A A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - 01 01
Notes

~: Volume exceeds capacity ~ $: Delay exceeds 300s  +: Computation Not Defined  *: All major volume in platoon
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Timings 2040 Total

12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access Sunday Peak
v St o2
Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL  SBT
Lane Configurations % Ff + 'l LI
Traffic Volume (vph) 84 50 680 70 66 910
Future Volume (vph) 84 50 680 70 66 910
Turn Type Prot Prot NA  Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 7 7 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Detector Phase 7 7 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 230 230 230 230 100 230
Total Split (s) 150 150 330 330 120 450
Total Split (%) 25.0% 25.0% 55.0% 55.0% 20.0% 75.0%
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 15 15 15 15 15 15
Lost Time Adjust (s) 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
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max
Act Effct Green (s) 8.1 81 380 380 440 450
Actuated g/C Ratio 014 014 063 063 073 0.75
vlc Ratio 038 021 033 007 013 037
Control Delay 27.8 96 165 105 3.8 4.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 27.8 96 165 105 3.8 4.2
LOS © A B B A A
Approach Delay 21.0 15.9 4.2
Approach LOS © B A

Intersection Summary

Cycle Length: 60

Actuated Cycle Length: 60

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBT and 6:SBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.38

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.1 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:  12: S. 96th Street & Middle Access

IL\'!31 TEE R
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HCM 6th TWSC 2040 Total

14: W. Dillon Road & East Access Sunday Peak

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations 4+ 4 F if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 575 625 15 0 47

Future Vol, veh/h 0 575 625 15 0 47

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 625 679 16 0 51

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al - 0 - 0 - 340
Stage 1 - - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.94

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 -

Follow-up Hdwy - 332

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 656
Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
Stage 2 0 - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 656

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 11

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) - - - 656

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.078

HCM Control Delay (s) - - -1

HCM Lane LOS - - - B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) - - - 03
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Narrative - GDP 2nd Amendment

The purpose of this letter is to outline the challenging history and existing site constraints for all
three (3) property owners (Archdiocese, Adrian Games and Ascent Church) at the NE corner of
S. 96" Street & Dillon Road in Louisville to enlist staff support for a General Development Plan
(GDP) amendment which allows the development to move forward, providing public
improvement benefits, sales tax revenue and additional jobs to the City.

HISTORY

The St. Louis Parish and Commercial Park GDP was created in 2004, covering an area of 51.4
acres with three (3) property owners and breaking development into five (5) zones. The
underlying zoning for the properties is PCZD, but the GDP established stricter use standards for
the area. The Developer at the time was unable to bring development to fruition given the GDP
site design requirements and financial burden put on the middle lot to fund all the infrastructure
for the three (3) parcels.

In 2017, the GDP was further amended allowing for a change in permitted uses following Ascent
Community Church’s purchase of the middle lot. Ascent Church took the site through Preliminary
Plat and PUD approval and had submitted for Final Plat and PUD approval when additional site
development costs and further challenges with the GDP deemed the project to no longer be
financially viable to move forward. Ascent now wishes to purchase and renovate their current
location in Louisville, but it is contingent upon selling this property to United Properties and is
supportive of the requests herein.

United Properties wishes to purchase the entire 13.73 acres from Ascent to construct an
Industrial/Retail mixed-use development, complete the master development infrastructure that
will serve all three (3) parcels and allow the development and adjacent property owner
developments to move forward. This is all contingent upon securing critical necessary
amendments to the current GDP and Plat/Final PUD approvals. The GDP amendment is being
submitted first for approval to ensure permitted uses and necessary design guidelines needed
for development to go forward are approved. United Properties will immediately follow it with a
Final Plat, PUD and Special Review Use that details development plans, work with staff and
bring forward to Planning Commission and City Council for final approval.

OVERVIEW

The current GDP provides significant design and financial challenges, conflicts with current
codes and standards and needs to be cleaned up to minimize/limit future amendments to allow
the development to move forward for all three property owners. United Properties, along with
the approval and support from Games and Archdiocese of Denver, are seeking a second
amendment to the GDP that would do the following;

1. Reduce the building setback distance along S. 96th Street from 60’ to 55’

2. Clarify building & parking lot configuration requirements along 96" Street to ensure
parking is allowed in front of buildings with enhanced landscape screening techniques
Make the common access drives and roadways private versus public

Properly align zones and FAR requirements within property boundaries

Add industrial as a permitted use and car wash as permitted with special use review.
Increase building height from 35’ to 40’ f?r Industrial buildings only.
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The proposed amendments meet the intent of the adopted 2013 Comprehensive plan for this
corridor, the current commercial and industrial design standards and are consistent with the
permitted uses in the underlying PCZD zoning on these properties. These amendments also
allow the property owners to maximize developable area, meet minimum tenant market driven
standards for users, reduce a portion of the financial hardships that have been placed on the
Ascent parcel by combining the three (3) developments together and allow the development to
finally move forward for all three (3) property owners in a timely manner.

Furthermore, surrounding cities and properties have underwent extensive growth that has
changed the entire look, feel and operation of the 96" Street and Dillon corridors since the GDP
was put in place in 2004. Both corridors have been identified as key commuter corridors with
future expansion requirements to handle the existing and future traffic traveling through this
area in the October 1, 2019 approved Transportation Master Plan. City Council has approved
many plans, standards and surrounding developments in the past 15 years that conflict with the
setback and parking orientation GDP standards that were set forth on these properties. The
proposed GDP amendments make it more consistent with current standards and developments
approved along these corridors and is strongly supported by all three (3) property owners.

SETBACKS

The 2004 GDP required a 60-foot setback from S. 96th Street. This large setback is not been
required by any other developments along 96" Street or Dillon Road and provides difficult
constraints to achieve required infrastructure and minimum design standards for retailers and
other permitted users.

All three property owners are dealing with the following site-specific constraints that challenge
design layouts with the east/west dimensions within their parcel, making this large setback
further challenge the development. Please see attached dimensioned conceptual plan
attempting to aid in depicting the challenges:

e Angling of the properties make the east/west dimensions tighter as you move north for each
parcel, but bound by same setback (Games & NE corner of Ascent parcel is most impacted)

e Each parcel is locked by railroad to the east, 96" Street to the west and property lines
north/south limiting developable area with the required setbacks.

e Each property owner must convey neighboring properties detention across its site on the

eastern side through a 20-35’ drainage channel to ultimately outfall across Dillon road, on-site
water quality and detention for their development within their parcel for the 100 year event that
must be located on the east side given historical drainage patterns and grading, taking
significant buildable area out of the east/west dimension on site. Grading against railroad and
high-water table also limits allowable depth of ponds, thus requiring them to be larger.

Access is limited to 96" Street only for 2 of the 3 parcels; therefore, common access drives
and cross access roadways must be handled on Ascents parcel at the property lines and
sized accordingly for multiple developments.

Development was forced to receive 67.8 acres/120 cfs of off-site drainage conveyance from
the west side of 96™ Street, convey it through the development between the Ascent Church
and Archdiocese property via a large pipe or channel, then channel along eastern property of
the parcel and pipe to outfall to Dillon road. The acceptance of this large amount of off-site
drainage has put a $200K burden on property owners to absorb, required large drainage
channels that have dictated design layouts and further limited buildable area throughout the
development and prohibited logical public land dedication opportunities in this area to reduce
cash in lieu costs.
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e 30’ Public land dedication for future trail required along the eastern property line losing
additional developable space.

e Sanitary is located within Arthur Avenue and must be brought to the site by boring
underneath the railroad, brought through to service each development in 30’ utility
easements. Water must be brought from west side of railroad, underneath the roadways to
service each of the developments and connected back to Dillon Road.

e A high pressure gas line runs in 96" Street and Dillon road surrounding the site providing
cost and crossing challenges on utilities/storm for this development.

United Properties is trying to accommodate a mixed-use development that meets the design and
market standards for both retailers and industrial users within the developable area that remains
after infrastructure and code requirements are met. They also need to maximize development
financial feasibility of the project to support the $3.1 million of public and private infrastructure that
has been placed on the Ascent parcel to move this development forward. It is a balance that
must be achieved between product types to meet market demands and ensure leasing and/or
sale as well as success for the tenants.

The preferred and most marketable retail parcel dimensions are 225X225 feet (50,625 SF) and
assume standard building setbacks of 25-30 feet from arterials. The minimum size pad you
want to create along an arterial is 1 acre in size with 185’ depth. The current retail parcels are
at the minimum depths that we can propose and still market, layout and attract the likely retail
users that go along, thrive and survive in this commercial commuter corridor. The 55’ setback
and 40’ landscaping buffer proposed is the maximum we can provide to not deem these pads
undevelopable and/or unmarketable and is more than preferred. If we were to apply current
Commercial Design Standards, a 30’ setback along 96" Street would be required for these
pads, so the proposed 55’ setback exceeds these requirements by 25’.

The 30’ private road with 5" attached sidewalks on each side is bare minimum depth needed to
safely accommodate delivery trucks and traffic that will be generated by the retail/industrial
development and future development of surrounding parcels. Ascent Church’s property is
required to accommodate a 68,550 SF (1.57 acres) of detention area on the parcel and a 20-
foot drainage channel to accept Games Parcel. The Archdiocese must provide a 35-foot
drainage channel to accept upstream and off-site conveyance flows through the site.

The proposed 180’ Industrial building depth and 130’ truck court sizing proposed is critical to the
success of the development. The site constraints caused by the existing detention design
required to be in this area causes circulation challenges for the truck court on the east side of the
building. The attached truck circulation diagram shows how the narrowed truck court depths on
the northeast and southeast sides of the truck court prevent a full-size semi-truck’s ability to fully
maneuver to all dock door locations on the building. 130’ is the bare minimum we can go to
ensure successful operation and safe maneuvering as shown by the exhibit. Secondly, a building
depth of 180’ is critical for the success of the industrial and reducing this depth size will deter
institutional type tenants from occupying the space. Many tenants are programmatic with their
layout requirements, and the 180’ depth allows for maximum interior efficiencies for office, lab and
racking layout design. Even shrinking the building depth by 5-10’ throws off the bay sizing which
would cause constraints in interior layouts. The new product that has been developed by Etkin
Johnson in CTC is 180’ deep for this same reason. United Properties has developed nearly 3
million square feet of industrial product in the Denver market and have leased to tenants including
FedEx, Breakthru Beverage, Panera, Coca-Cola, and others. Our industrial expertise and market
knowledge on tenant requirements have aided in our successful leasing track record. Most
recently, we developed two, 180’ deep buildings at Interpark Broomfield that were successfully
leased to Swisslog, GC Imports and MKS Instruments, who all moved into the project because
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they could gain significant operational efficiencies in the buildings. The current proposed site
configuration, including both building depth and truck court depth, is important to ensure
successful leasing of the project once development is complete and obtaining necessary rents to
support overall public and private infrastructure costs on this development.

Current Industrial development design standards and guidelines require a 60’ setback from
arterials. The Industrial buildings will be placed behind the retail development on the current
Ascent parcel and therefore would be 311 feet from 96" Street far exceeding current design
standards if they were applied. United Properties is in discussion with the Archdiocese to
expand Industrial development into a portion of there site. If that happens, it is likely that
Industrial would be placed 55’ from the arterial, but enhanced architecture and landscaping
would be provided to offset the 5’ reduction.

Reducing the 60’ setback along S. 96™ Street to 55’ will not be detectable to the human eye but
has significant impact to the success of the project. The reduction allows parcel to achieve
minimum necessary dimensions needed east/west to develop, while still providing a 40’
landscaping buffer along 96" Street for great landscaping opportunities and enhancements that
will facilitate a gradual transition between the rural area to the west and the developed area to
the east as well as meet the intention of the comprehensive plan. In addition, landscaping
buffers in excess of 40’ will be provided on the entrances of the access drives to soften
appearance of asphalt and enhanced building architecture will be provided to ensure an
aesthetically pleasing entrance into the City of Louisville. Each parcel with work with Staff to
ensure these requirements are met and City Council will approve through the Final PUD
process.

BUILDING AND PARKING LOT ORIENTATIONS

The current GDP language states: buildings adjacent to or fronting to S. 96th Street to be
located so as to primarily place the building between S. 96th Street and the parking lot. Parking
lots extending beyond the shadow of the building shall be shielded from S. 96th Street using
landscaping and berms that are a minimum of 30” above the parking level. We feel the current
language within the GDP allows for parking to be placed in front of the buildings with enhanced
landscaping techniques, but request language be changed to further clarify “Parking lots
adjacent to south 96™ Street shall be shielded from 96" Street using enhanced landscaping
technigues such that is effectively buffered” given staff comments and concerns.

In addition, urban design configuration requirements would further challenge and already tight
east/west design dimensions for each development, requiring a greater reduction in the setback
than 55 and landscaping buffer to be provided and is contradictive to maintaining a “rural
entryway into the City” as proposed in the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, requiring urban
design standards in this highly vehicular/commuter area with limited to no foot traffic will
negatively impact the marketability and success of establishing retail development along S. 96™
Street. Retailers tend to see significant impact to sales when parking is placed behind buildings
along arterials.

Therefore, amending the GDP to clarify the parking lot and building configuration requirement
within this zone would provide more aesthetically pleasing street fronts leading into the City and
provide consistency with other developments that have been approved along the Dillon and S.
96" Street corridors. Also, placing the backside of the building along S. 96th Street exposes the
mechanical, electrical, and garbage facilities to the street and does not allow for a transitional
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zone between rural west and developed east and it creates additional access constraints for the
overall development.

In order to maintain this GDP area as a transition zone between the rural area to the west and
the developed area to the east while providing some flexibility in site design, we are proposing
to require a buffer in the form of enhanced landscape techniques to be used along S. 96th
Street in order shield the parking. The site will sit 3-4 feet below the roadway and effectively be
screened by the visual eye through grades, but in addition development specific enhanced
landscaping techniques will occur in the newly defined 55-foot setback area from S. 96th Street
and be detailed in Final PUD plans.

PRIVATE ROADS INSTEAD OF LOCAL COLLECTORS

The design and traffic study support three (3) common access drives to S. 96" Street that will
serve all three (3) parcels and a future RI/RO access to Dillon Road. The RI/RO and % turn
access point and full movement access will be constructed with the United Properties
development. The future 96" Street RI/RO and Dillon RI/RO would be constructed with the
Archdiocese develops.

Since the access drives will be phased and serve the three (3) properties only, they are better
served as private roads instead of local connectors. A private drive section detail has been
included in the GDP, which includes attached sidewalks and will be further detailed in Final
PUD plans and once future property owner developments are known.

The property owners will establish common access roads, grant cross-access rights and
maintenance obligations of these areas through separate legal agreements to be recorded with
PUD and plat approvals. This reduces cost and design for all three (3) property owners
eliminating local street section requirements, increases buffer capabilities along S. 96 Street,
puts the control of guaranteed maintenance and snow plow removal of these roads into the
property owners’ hands and reduces the city’s long-term maintenance costs.

ZONE AND FAR REALIGNMENT TO PROPERTY BOUNDARIES

The current GDP has three (3) different zones and then subdivides those zones further across
all three parcels. It is very confusing, does not align with property boundaries and bifurcates the
parcels significantly. The property owners prefer to simplify the zones and FAR by aligning it
with property boundaries going forward to alleviate confusion, allow for greater flexibility within
the property boundaries and reduce further amendments of the GDP. Furthermore, each site-
specific development plan must still come in front of City Council for approval to ensure quality
development and standards are being met.

On Page 2 Zone 2 is further broken into 2A and 2B to show the delineation between the 25-foot
height requirements for Retail and 40-foot for the Industrial buildings and the intent to transition
height higher as you move away from the arterial towards CTC for Ascent’s parcel.

The FAR requirements proposed for each property are as follows:

Ascent Parcel - .25 FAR = 137,223 SF of proposed retail/industrial building on 548,892 SF
Games Parcel - .25 FAR = 56,416 SF of proposed building on 225,666 SF

Archdiocese — No FAR limits if developed as school/church (consistent with current GDP) and
.25 if portion is developed for any other permitted use = 296,863 SF building/1,187,452 SF

5
209



The Comprehensive Plan has intent to maintain a .25 FAR. The CTC development directly east
these properties averages .3 or higher. We believe the FAR requirements being requested are
consistent with intention of the comprehensive plan, comparable to surrounding development
and provides a complimentary balance between building and green space on each parcel.

ADDITIONAL PERMITTED USES

United Properties wishes to develop the Ascent Church piece with Industrial building behind the
proposed retail lots and has interest from a tunnel car wash user. The underlying zoning on the
site is PCZD. The GDP further restricted the allowed permitted uses within PCZD zoning at the
time of approval in 2004 not listing all uses in PCZD as allowed. The proposed additional
permitted uses are consistent with the underlying PCZD zoning that allows for research/office
and corporate uses, facilities for the manufacturing, fabrication, processing or assembly of
scientific or technical products, or other products and automobile service stations. We believe
car washes fall within this broader language but would prefer clarification written into the
approved GDP. Although they would be allowed uses within the GDP, the Final PUD and
Special Review would come in front of Council for approval detailing specifics on those
development.

We further believe this is consistent with the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, which states that S.
96" Street and Dillon Road Rural Special District serves as the rural gateway to the City of
Louisville and will include a mix of commercial, institutional and industrial uses. Retail along S.
96" Street with industrial development in the back would be consistent with surrounding
development along S. 96" Street and Dillon Road and serve as a continued transition to the
existing industrial park approved and developed east of the railroad tracks.

With Ascent Church opting not to move forward on the development, industrial is a logical use to
develop behind the retail pad users and support costs for the development to move forward for
all three property owners. Given the other three (3) corners will remain open space limiting
future densities in the area and direct access to the existing industrial park is prohibited by the
railroad, the addition of workers to this corner will help drive retail development on the pads
along S. 96" Street.

INCREASE MAX HEIGHT FOR INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS

The Current GDP had a maximum height of 35 feet. Along with the request to add Industrial as
a permitted use, we are requesting the maximum height be increased to 40’ for this allowed use.
This is consistent with the Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines and what
code allows. It is also consistent with the buildings constructed in CTC east of our
development.

CONCLUSION

Approval of the GDP amendments is critical for this development to move forward. This
development will provide infrastructure and identified transportation master plan immediate
needs and give surrounding properties the opportunity to finally move forward: 30’ of land
dedication along each eastern property line adjacent to the railroad for the construction of the
future trail, significant cash in lieu payment for the public land dedication deficit that could fund
the trail connection, expansion of south 96" Street on the east side to add one lane, curb/gutter
and a 5 detached sidewalks, sanitary service extension from Arthur Avenue, under the railroad
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to service the developments and future development in the area and water main extensions
from Dillon Road to S. 96" Street.

We encourage the City to support the necessary amendments to allow development to move
forward for all three (3) property owners bound by this aged 2004 GDP to bring public
improvement benefits, jobs, sales tax dollars and much needed services to the City.

Thank you,

United Properties, Ascent Church Community, Adrian Games and the Archdiocese of Denver
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Final Drainage Report

Ascent Community Church PUD December 21, 2018
St. Louis Parish and Commercial Park — Filing No. 1

Louisville, Colorado

the development. The systems are designed to capture and convey the 100-year storm to
the detention pond. For phase 1, the development will focus on the Ascent PUD parcel,
however the facilities installed are designed to be easily converted to regional systems
when the future regional pond is implemented.

2. Offsite runoft is accepted into the drainage systems.
PUD

Tributary offsite runoff to the Ascent PUD area is accepted through the facilities to the
site pond on Lot 1. The offsite tributary runoff is from the east half of South 96' Street.
Drainage from 96™ will continue in this pattern in the initial phase and future phases.
The discharge of 25 CFS of the combined Ascent PUD/future Parcel 2 development is
added to the CH-2. The flow as ended because this is detained release overlapping the
offsite peak flow. The total runoff from the PUD and the tributary historic offsite basins
will be less than historic at regulatory rates for the PUD.

OFF-SITE RUNOFF THROUGH PARCEL 1

A phased storm conveyance system is being proposed to accommodate runoff from the
Ascent Church site and from off-site runoff west of S. 96" Street (City of Louisville open
space). The proposed system will accept flow from Off-Site Basin F through an existing
43”x68” HERCP that runs under S. 96™ Street. Off-Site Basin F produces approximately
120 cfs of flow. Off-Site Basin F corresponds with the 65.6 acre Basin 2 and Design
Point 28 in the “Drainageway G Outfall Systems Plan Update” completed by Ayres
Associates on October 2006.

From the existing 43”x68” HERCP, runoft is directed east. This runoff will be conveyed
in an open channel or through 60” RCP (or as otherwise sized for future surface
conditions) to the northeast corner of the Archdiocese (Parcel 1) property. At this point
the 25 cfs from the Ascent PUD and future Parcel 2 developments enter the storm system.
The combined flows of 145 cfs is directed south through a proposed in an open channel
or through 66” RCP (or as otherwise sized for future surface conditions) to the
Drainageway G improvements. The storm sewer system outfall initial design was to
match the invert elevation of 5338.32 for the proposed dual 36 RCP that runs under
Dillion Road into Drainageway G, however those initial conceptual inverts of the pipes
under Dillon Rd need to be lower for a successful project. Invert elevations for the dual
36” RCP were obtained from the “Louisville Quiet Zone Dillion Road Storm Sewer
Layout” prepared by Felsburg Holt & Ullevig, print date 9/26/2018.

3. Various tables, charts, exhibits and supporting information is presented in the appendix of
the report. In general, the included documentation is from the City’s Criteria and the
UDFCD DCM along with supporting information and culvert charts. Additional
documentation includes spreadsheets developed by JLB Engineering that follow the

JLB Engineering Consultants Page R11
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UNITED PROPERTIES

CHEATING DEED ROOTS

96TH & DILLON - LOUISVILLE, CO

COLORADO TECHNOLOGY CENTER (CTC) ENTITLEMENT COMPARRISON

DEVELOPMENT

PUD DATE

BLDG. SF

SITE SF

SITE AC

PARKING
RATIO
PER 1,000

PARKING
RATIO
PER 1,000
WITH
OFFICE

LANDSCAPE SETBACK SETBACK
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FRONT
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1 |1775 Cherry St. Rear Load Industrial 1/2/12007 130,030 388,120 R . . E - 111-5" - 103-2" 31-6" 154'-0"
2 (1900 Cherry St. Rear Load Industrial 8/7/2007 66,776 210,678 4.84 0.317 2.00 3.23 38.5% 98'-9" 121-0" 20-7" 104'-0" 32-0" 151'-0"
3 |1960 Cherry St. Rear Load Industrial 8/2/2011 59,137 175,370 4.03 0.337 222 3.28 26.1% 87'-0" 105-11" 30-0" 100'-0" 33-6" 150'-0"

4 |[S. 104th St. Between Dogwood St. & Cherry St. 2-Story R&D 7/17/2001 106,240 326,731 7.50 0.325 - 3.45 37.5% 117'-6" 70'-6" 149'-0" - 32-0" -
5 |INWC S. 104th St. & Dogwood St. Rear Load Industrial 9/4/2007 63,476 246,397 6.68 0.257 2.84 - 28.6% 123-5" 134'-8" 66'-6" 107'-4" 24'-10" 157'-4"
6 [195 CTC Blvd. Rear Load Industrial 1/2/12007 64,368 215,725 4.95 0.298 1.80 3.45 26.4% 148'-6" 109'-10" 30-0" 102'-2" 34'-6" 149'-3"
7 |1900 Taylor Ave. Rear Load Industrial 12/3/2013 136,701 485,287 [ 11.14 | 0.280 3.34 4.32 28.3% 169'-7" 192'-8" 30'-0" 172'-8" 35-10" 205'-0"
8 2000 Taylor (Fed Ex BTS) Rear Load Industrial 10/6/2015 120,581 481,301 11.05 | 0.250 3.47 4.38 27.7% 177'-2" 215-0" 81-0" 110-0" 35'-10" 180'-0"
9 [321 8. Taylor Rear Load Industrial 9/2/1997 85,100 255,300 5.86 0.333 2.20 = 25.0% 98'-0" 132-0" 63'-0" 109'-6" 31-0" 140-0"
10 |633 CTC Blvd Rear Load Industrial 1/19/2016 153,018 531,012 | 12.19 | 0.290 278 3.61 26.0% 170-0" 120-0" 80-0" 110-0" 37-0" 180'-0"
11 |1795 Dogwood St. Rear Load Industrial 5/12/206 109,068 330,979 7.60 0.329 1.87 2.82 25.0% Varies 64'-6" 81-0" 119-6" 32-2" 157'-0"
12 |700 Tech Court - Building A Rear Load Industrial 136,610 414,454 9.51 79'-0" 92'-6" 105'-6" 127'-6" 38-0" 165'-0"
13 |725 Tech Court - Building B Rear Load Industrial 11/15/2015 146,323 456,096 | 10.47 | 0.318 273 3.76 27.6% 143'-0" 77-6" 104'-6" 127'-6" 38-0" 192'-0"
14 |600 Tech Court - Building C Rear Load Industrial 113,280 373,563 8.58 87'-9" 135'-4" 99'-10" 124-10" 38-0" 160"-0"
UP - Building 1 (Ascent Church) Rear Load Industrial 100,080 397,839 9.13 0.252 2.09 - 130-0" 180'-0"
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COMMUNITY CHURCH

Dear Planning Commission and City Council,

@ ASCENT

Thanks SO much for your service to Louisville! We are grateful for you guys and have always valued your
partnership in continuing to make the City a great place to live.

| know many of you are new to your roles, and | thought it would be helpful to give background
information on Ascent’s role regarding the future of Louisville. As the owner of some important parcels
(1326 96" St. and 550 McCaslin), Ascent takes our responsibility very seriously in helping improve
Louisville’s revenue sustainability and increasing residents’ enjoyment of these properties. | am writing
to explain Ascent’s hopes for 550 McCaslin, the opportunities at 1326 96" St. and challenges we need
your help with in order to overcome.

550 McCaslin

This property has been the home of our church for the past six years. When we signed the lease on this
vacant big box warehouse, we assumed it would be a short-term solution. Ascent Church never
considered buying this property until it became apparent that our ownership might actually help the
City’s economy by reactivating commercial sales tax in the area. Absent zoning that allows residential,
no developer is willing to scrape the giant warehouse and start over. Obviously, a 10-year vacancy
shows no other large big box store is going to move in and there is little to no financial sense to scrape
the building and build smaller retail outlets. In fact, as you are aware, quite the opposite is happening as
Kohl’s shuttered their nearby location to open a new store in Lafayette. Unfortunately, this now leaves
another large retail building sitting vacant on McCaslin.

Ascent sees an opportunity to catalyze and fuel redevelopment and attract new retail users to this area
with our plan to utilize the less desirable parts of the building for our church and multi-use space, while
the more appealing commercial areas can finally be reactivated. Our purchase makes commercial
development financially viable, and we have a retail developer ready to move forward. We are already
in the design phase for the complete overhaul of this building, and we are excited for this location to
become a key gathering spot and commercial center for the community.

The retail developer has listened intently to the desires of residents, Staff and Council. I'm excited to
report that the first drawings are back for the property and include an exciting mix of restaurants, retail,
indoor and outdoor public gathering space and other uses. We're excited to start showing these
concepts in the very near future. It was evident in the last election cycle how much Louisville’s residents
want to see movement forward at “Parcel O.” We believe, in coordination and cooperation with the
City, it’s possible to commence construction as early as this fall.

1326 96" St.
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Assuming 550 McCaslin would eventually be purchased by a commercial developer, Ascent purchased
1326 96 St. Ascent intended to make this property its permanent home until a) we saw the opportunity
to create the win-win scenario described above on McCaslin and b) the challenges of the 96™ St.
property became too much for Ascent, not a developer by nature, to manage. We have spent
considerable time and money investing in a plan for redevelopment of this property, and have worked
diligently with staff and the two adjacent property owners to tee up this property for the future.
However, after several years of exhaustive efforts to move this forward, we recognize the development
challenges are beyond our abilities, but can be overcome by an experienced commercial developer.

As you know, Planning Commission and City Council have an upcoming vote on a GDP Amendment
proposed by the potential buyer of this property. Passage of this amendment is critical to the future of
both 1326 96 St. and 550 McCaslin.

Knowing the history of St. Louis Parish and Commercial Park (SLPCP) is important to inform the
upcoming vote.

The GDP Hinders Development on a Single Property & Requires Considerable Infrastructure
Improvements with the First Development

Nearly 20 years ago, City Council approved a rezoning of SLPCP expanding allowable uses to include
commercial retail and office. In exchange for the increase in allowable uses, the property owners agreed
to a system in which the plat and PUD require unified planning by all three owners. Because of this, no
single property can be developed independently without full cooperation from adjoining property
owners. The result explains the multiple failures by developers at this site.

The challenge lies in the fact that the probability of all three owners being ready to simultaneously
develop is very remote. Unified development means infrastructure planning and costs for all 51+ acres
ends up falling on one owner — namely, the one who is ready before the others. If adjacent property
owners are not ready to develop at the same time, obtaining funding for the required infrastructure
improvements are nearly impossible. The infrastructure requirements are very challenging and include
an extremely long water line, boring sewer under the BNSF tracks and the conveyance of stormwater
from open space to the west to the extreme southeast corner eventually piping under Dillon Road.
Previous would-be developers and Ascent did not have the capital, capacity or expertise to manage
these requirements single-handedly.

Retail is Not Viable Under Current GDP Requirements

In exchange for tying the properties together and creating this challenging infrastructure burden, retail
zoning was permitted. The location, with very little residential density in proximity, will not support
businesses that sell clothes, groceries, etc. Successful businesses on this site will offer products and
services catering to people in transit. Ascent fielded many inquiries with the desire to build gas, coffee
and convenience retail applications to capture the high traffic volume in the corridor.

All successful retail requires strong visibility (as some of the struggling areas of McCaslin have proven).
The SLCPC’s 60-foot building setback is unacceptable to every potential buyer we talked to. United
Properties is requesting to minimally adjust the setback to 55 feet. All other potential retail buyers were
unwilling to pursue the property unless the standard setback in Louisville’s commercial guidelines (30
feet) were used. Please note, if a 60 foot setback is required, no retail developer will buy this property.
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We feel this virtually imperceptible setback modification is a minimal request for the significant benefits
that will come to fruition with the development of this site.

The development regulations set forth under the 2004 GDP are outdated and thus do not facilitate,
catalyze, nor create a sustainable retail corridor. The required orientation of the parking, setback, etc.
have a massive impact on the success of those businesses. Forcing these conditions, that are not retail-
friendly, risks the failure of these businesses.

If the old 2004 GDP scenario is enforced, as is, Ascent, the Archdiocese and Adrian Games (land owners)
are getting the worst of both scenarios. Not only are we forced to coordinate our development, the
exchanged value of retail zoning is worthless. Having said that, we have spent hundreds of thousands of
extra dollars (literally), legal work and thousands of personnel hours in an effort to spur development at
this location. The answer is not to separate the properties at this point, it is to make the minimal
adjustments our buyer, United Properties, is requesting and move things forward.

United Properties

We've been very impressed by this company and its willingness to put the tremendous amount of work
in to complete this development. Alicia Rhymer and her team have worked very well with all three
property owners and City staff and are willing to carry the financial infrastructure burden. This is a rare
buyer with a great track record of successful development across the Front Range and beyond.

UP is asking for minor changes to the setback and parking orientation. They are offering an increased
landscaping package that helps with the buffer to open space, and are willing to work with the City to
choose one of many aesthetic design packages. Again, UP is willing to work with a setback that is much
greater than any other retail zone in Louisville. City guidelines require a 30 foot setback and UP, in
consideration of the open space buffer, is willing to work with 55 feet. Please consider this minimal
request to finally launch development of this property forward.

If Retail is Not Enabled to Succeed, The City Will Not Receive Revenue From This Property

With United Property’s current proposal, the City has an opportunity to capture significant tax revenue
from this location. As the corridor grows, more traffic is using the area and Louisville will benefit greatly
from capturing customers travelling past this site.

Our belief is that if United Properties’ GDP Amendment is unsuccessful, the only viable buyers for the
property are non-sales tax producing entities. The inquiries we receive from a retail perspective are very
similar to United Properties’ plans (gas, coffee, etc.). UP is the only buyer we encountered willing to go
the extra mile with infrastructure and request minimal changes to the 2004 GDP.

If this GDP Amendment and subsequent Final PUD is not approved, the future of the property will not
produce revenue for the City.

Other Effects
An additional reality of the 96™ St. property is its relationship to 550 McCaslin. Ascent needs the funds

from the sale of 1326 96 St. in order to proceed with the re-development at 550 McCaslin. We estimate
that a loss of the United Properties sale will result in a minimum two-year delay. Honestly, it could be
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much longer, because the viable buyers will be slim. In this scenario, the City will lose revenue at both
96" St. and 550 McCaslin. Revenue will not be the only loss. Residents will miss out on the planned
gathering space, restaurants and retail planned at 550 as well as the dedicated trail space included in
the 96™ St. sale. Additionally, the 96 St. development will bring jobs to Louisville in both the retail and
office/industrial realms. These are key long-awaited changes residents of Louisville are wanting to see
take place.

We urge you to approve this GDP Amendment, with the proposed minor adjustments to the
development standards and forthcoming Final Plat/PUD this summer for the St. Louis Parish and
Commercial Park. Approval of these application will very positively impact the character of the City we
love.

Best,
Jim Candy

Co-Pastor
Ascent Church
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Lisa Ritchie

From: John Cartwright <john.c.cartwright@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, February 29, 2020 12:20 PM

To: Lisa Ritchie

Subject: United Property's proposed development at 96th Street

Dear Ms. Ritchie,

I am writing the Louisville Planning Commission and City Council in support of United Property’s proposed
development on 96th Street. I have read through the Narrative and, on the whole, believe that this project is in
the best interests of the City of Louisville and its residents.

I have been a resident of Louisville since 1995 and very much appreciate our city and its small-town

feel. However, | am becoming increasingly concerned about the imbalance between our retail and property tax
base. United Property’s proposal and its retail/industrial opportunities are appealing from that

perspective. Also the various restrictions described in the Narrative seem to be precluding any productive use
for this land and benefit to the City. In addition I appreciate the provision included in the proposal to expand
the City’s trail system.

Thank you for your time and for conveying my support for this proposal to the the Planning Commission and
City Council.

Sincerely,

John Cartwright

120 W. Pine St.
Louisville, CO 80027
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Leanne Hamlin <leanne.hamlin@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 9:14 AM

To: Lisa Ritchie

Subject: GDP Amendment

Lisa,

| am writing to voice my support of a revision of the 96th St & Dillon Road GDP and the United
Properties development plan within that property.

My husband Dennis & | currently reside at 2356 Dogwood Circle and have been residents of
Louisville since 1986. So obviously we love it here! | know Louisville is consistently ranked as one of
the best places to live in America and we really believe that's true. However we are concerned about
the population increasing without a similar surge in retail tax dollars. So we're definitely in favor of
United Properties plan for industrial & retail in a portion of the property. We often drive down 96th on
our way in/out of town so having retail along the way would be nice.

The other thing that's great about this proposal is the trail expansion. We try to walk as much as
possible and love the all of the trails throughout the city. Additions to connect existing trails or add
new ones are an added bonus.

We encourage the City to support the amendments needed to move forward.

Thank you,

Dennis & Leanne Hamlin

1
229



Lisa Ritchie

From: meekbrien <meekbrien@comcast.net>

Sent: Saturday, February 29, 2020 6:09 PM

To: Lisa Ritchie

Subject: United Property's proposed development at 96th

Dear Planning Commission and City Council,

We have been Louisville residents for the past 28+ years and love living here. We love the convenience of trails, parks,
open space, shopping and restaurants that our city has to offer and were sad to see Kohl’s leave.

Since we have lived here, we have seen many beneficial improvements made to the city and feel that the proposed
development of the property located at 1326 96™ Street would be one more enhancement that would benefit the
residents of Louisville. Over the past several years, the traffic along 96" has increased with more people using this
roadway for both work and pleasure. We feel that having the convenience of a gas station and other services in this
area would not only benefit the residents of Louisville, but also the surrounding communities. Additionally, this will
increase the cities retail tax dollars to allow for the continued improvement of our city and the quality of life in
Louisville.

Thank you,

Deanna Meek-Brien
Terry Brien

835 W. Conifer Court
Louisville, CO 80027
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Richard Morgan <richardmorgan644@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 6:22 PM

To: Lisa Ritchie; Planning Commission; City Council
Subject: GDP Amendment for 1326 96th Street

Members of Planning Commission and City Council.

My name is Richard Morgan. My family and I reside at 644 W Pine Street, Louisville, and have for the past 20
years. [ understand that the Planning Commission will be discussing a GDP Amendment for the parcel located
at 1326 96th Street at its March 12 meeting. I am writing to express my support for this amendment.

The area around Dillon Road and 96th Street presents a tremendous opportunity for the City to convert
developable land into a revenue generating asset for the City, and it adds much needed retail services to the
southwest quadrant of our town. Tax revenue from retail sales and other construction activity along McCaslin
has been in decline, affected primarily by Sam's Club and Kohl's departures, and perhaps soon,

Lowe's. Amending the approved uses of 1326 96th Street to include industrial and retail is compatible with the
Colorado Technology Center (CTC) and activates a portion of road that already carries a steady volume of
vehicle traffic. CTC is quickly approaching complete build-out. New inventory will attract innovative
companies and high quality jobs. Offering retail services along the east side of 96th Street provides added
convenience to our residents that doesn't exist there today, and it does not adversely impact the view plane over
the open space and mountain vistas to the west.

I also understand that the applicant is United Properties. UP is an experienced developer with completed
industrial projects in Broomfield. UP is offering to dedicate some of this land to the City's trail system. I know
UP to be a thoughtful developer that will listen to the needs of Louisville residents. Presently, its difficult for
tenants of CTC and Louisville residents to access our incredible open space, let alone travel into Old Town
without a vehicle, forcing pedestrians and cyclists to share a highway with a posted speed limit of 40 mph.

City Council's Economic Vitality Commission's Strategic Goal is "dedicated to producing reliable revenue to
support City services which enhance our quality of life by fostering an economic environment that generates
high quality jobs, innovative companies, and a diversity of businesses, employees, and customers." I submit
that the subject GDP Amendment promotes Louisville's values by attracting companies, jobs and new sources
of tax revenue, and provides retail convenience to our citizens. Thank you for considering the applicant's
request to amend the GDP. This is a positive development for Louisville, and I support United Properties'
request.

Thank you,
Richard Morgan

Richard Morgan
303.956.8188 (cell)

www.linkedin.com/in/morganrichardb
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Lisa Ritchie

From: Kathrena Mountjoy <kathrena_mountjoy@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 10:10 AM

To: Lisa Ritchie

Subject: Retail on 96th

Dear Lisa!

We lived for many years raising our kids in south Louisville and now reside in Outlook In Steel Ranch. We love this
development which the city allowed. We have run up and down 95th/96th for years and years watched the Dillion rd
area lie more and more run down. We need a gas station in there for starters and other retail would be great for our

beloved Louisville tax revenue esp since Kohl’s left. Let’s get retail under construction on hwy 42 / 96th@
Thank you. K Mountjoy 1868 Kalel.
/

Sent from my iPhone

1
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Lisa Ritchie

From: KEN and LEANNE <KANDLPRESLEY@msn.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 1, 2020 2:32 PM

To: Lisa Ritchie

Subject: United Property development proposal for 96th St and Dillon

To Louisville Planning Commission and City Council

My wife and | are writing to express our strong support for United Property's (UP), development proposal for
property on 96th St north of Dillon as explained in their GDP Second Amendment narrative. | believe their
requested changes, as explained in that narrative and associated documents, should be approved in their
entirety.

In fact, we would even encourage the planning commission and city council to be proactive and open up one
particular restriction further than UP has requested, this being the 60 ft setback requirement which UP has
requested by relieved to only 55ft. Given the nature of other development along 96th St we believe a setback
of 40 ft or less would in no way harm or impair the city's interests in controlling such setbacks and would lead
to greater commercial success for the development which would benefit the city.

My wife and | have been Louisville residents for 12 years and are very familiar with the 96th street area that is
the subject of the development proposal. We drive that corridor regularly. Based on our knowledge of the
area we believe the combined uses which UP has planned for the property seem completely consistent with
the nature of the area. They further seem consistent with how that area is steadily developing, in particular
the nature of 96th street as a growing commuter corridor. Retail services such as gas stations, convenience
marts, car washes, etc are severely lacking in the area and as the corridor further develops will be of great
benefit to the people that travel through.

Locating industrial space back from the road and closer to the rail line is a very logical approach. The 40ft
requested building height seems very reasonable given the nature of the Tech Center development.

In short, the UP plans seem well thought out and we believe will benefit the city and the people who use the
96th street corridor. We see significant benefits to the city from tax revenue, from the infrastructure that
would enable development of the other two lots, from trail system expansion, and from the convenience of
new retail in that area. Please approve the request and please consider being proactive in the interest of
project success and further relieving the 60 ft setback requirement beyond the 55ft UP request.

Regards
Kenneth and Leanne Presley

809 Rock Rose Ct.
Louisville, CO
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