
 

 
Citizen Information 

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

 
City of Louisville 

City Council     749 Main Street     Louisville CO 80027 

303.335.4533 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.louisvilleco.gov 

 City Council 

Agenda 

Tuesday, March 3, 2015 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 

7:00 PM 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

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

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

A. Approval of Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes – February 10, 2015; February 17, 2015 
C. Approve March 10, 2015 at 7:00 PM as a Special Meeting 
D. Approve Resolution No. 10, Series 2015 – A Resolution Approving an 

Intergovernmental Agreement with Boulder Valley School District Concerning 
a Local Parks and Outdoor Recreation Grant from the State Board of the 
Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund 

E. Approve Resolution No. 11, Series 2015 – A Resolution Approving a Lease 
Agreement By and Between the City of Louisville and Wells Fargo Financial 
Leasing, Inc. 

F. Approve Non-Profit Grant Program – Finance Committee Recommendations 
for 2015 (Amendment for Imagine Foundation) 

G. Approve 2015 Annual Fuel Purchase Agreement 
H. Approve PSCO – City of Louisville Shared Use Agreement – Gas Pipeline 

Replacement Project 
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6. COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS 

NOT ON THE AGENDA (Council general comments are scheduled at the end of the Agenda.) 

7. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

8. REGULAR BUSINESS 

A. NUTRITION MONTH PROCLAMATION 
 Staff Presentation 

 
B. RESOLUTION NO. 12, SERIES  2015 – A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING A BUSINESS ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT WITH 
ROGUE WAVE SOFTWARE, INC. FOR AN ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 Staff Presentation 
 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 
 Council Questions & Comments 
 Action 

 
C. DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION - SOUTH BOULDER 

ROAD COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS AND QUESTIONS 
FOR MCCASLIN BLVD SURVEY 

 Staff Presentation 
 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 
 Council Questions & Comments 
 Action 

 
D. BOULDER COUNTY ANNEXATION AND ZONING FOR 245 

NORTH 96TH STREET 
 
1. ORDINANCE 1679, SERIES 2015, AN ORDINANCE 

APPROVING AN ANNEXATION, KNOWN AS THE 245 
NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE, COLORADO – 2ND READING – PUBLIC 
HEARING (ADVERTISED DAILY CAMERA 02/22/2015) 
 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 
 Staff Presentation 
 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 
 Council Questions & Comments 
 Additional Public Comments 
 Mayor Closed Public Hearing 
 Action 
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2. ORDINANCE  1680, SERIES 2015, AN ORDINANCE 

ZONING AS PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE DISTRICT - 
COMMERCIAL / RESIDENTIAL (PCZD – C/R) CERTAIN 
PROPERTY ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
AND KNOWN AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET 
ANNEXATION – 2ND Reading – Public Hearing 
(Advertised Daily Camera 02/22/2015) 
 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 
 Staff Presentation 
 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 
 Council Questions & Comments 
 Additional Public Comments 
 Mayor Closed Public Hearing 
 Action 

 
3. RESOLUTION NO. 13, SERIES 2015 – A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE 
245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION 
 Staff Presentation 
 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 
 Council Questions & Comments 
 Action 

 
E. ORDINANCE NO. 1681, SERIES 2015 – AN ORDINANCE 

APPROVING THE VACATION OF A 20-FOOT WIDE 
UNIMPROVED ALLEY BETWEEN 225 COUNTY RD. (LOTS 12 
AND 13) AND 224 FRONT STREET (LOTS 10 AND 11), 
BLOCK 9, MURPHY PLACE – 2nd Reading – Public Hearing 
(Advertised Daily Camera 02/22/2015) 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 
 Staff Presentation 
 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 
 Council Questions & Comments 
 Additional Public Comments 
 Mayor Closed Public Hearing 
 Action 

 
F. ADOPTION OF THE WATER EFFICIENCY PLAN UPDATE 

 Staff Presentation 
 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 
 Council Questions & Comments 
 Action 

 
 
 
 

3



City Council 
Agenda 

March 3, 2015 
Page 4 of 4 

 
G. DELO PHASE II  

 
1. ORDINANCE NO. 1682, SERIES 2015 - AN ORDINANCE 

APPROVING THE VACATION OF PORTIONS OF THE 50-
FOOT WIDE UNIMPROVED RIGHT – OF - WAY 
DEDICATED TO THE CITY BY THE PLAT OF INDUSTRIAL 
AREA SUBDIVISION IN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE  – 1st 
Reading  - Set Public Hearing 03/17/2015 
 City Attorney Introduction 
 Action 

 
2. RESOLUTION NO. 14, SERIES 2015 – A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT, SPECIAL 
REVIEW USE (SRU) AND A FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO DEVELOP PHASE 2 OF A 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT WITHIN THE CORE 
PROJECT AREA OF THE HWY 42 FRAMEWORK PLAN.  
THE PROJECT INCLUDES A DIVERSITY OF HOUSING 
PRODUCTS, CIVIC SPACES, URBAN PLAZAS, 
STREETSCAPES AND COMMERCIAL OPPORTUNITIES - 
Set Public Hearing 03/17/2015 
 City Attorney Introduction 
 Action 

 
9. CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

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

11. ADJOURNMENT 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville02/12/15 15:46

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 10384
Page 1 of 2
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 89437 Period: 02/12/15

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

FOR BANK ACCOUNT: 4 FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF COLORAD Control Disbursement Account

14044-1 DAVID DEAN

021215 TRAVEL ADVANCE 2/22-2/27/15 02/12/15 03/14/15          330.00          330.00  

   ------------    ------------

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS          330.00          330.00 

   ------------    ------------

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS          330.00          330.00 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville02/19/15 11:15

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 10819
Page 1 of 3
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 89501 Period: 02/19/15

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

FOR BANK ACCOUNT: 4 FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF COLORAD Control Disbursement Account

14034-1 ALEXEI KAZANTSEV

020415 STONE BENCHES 02/04/15 03/06/15        2,300.00 

020415 STONE BENCHES 02/04/15 03/06/15        3,450.00        5,750.00  

13640-1 CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCE OFFICE

021315 EMPLOYEE GARNISHMENT PP#04 02/13/15 03/15/15          255.23          255.23  

1115-1 COLONIAL INSURANCE

0201323 #9711888 FEB 15 EMPLOYEE PREM 02/03/15 03/05/15           80.30           80.30  

9965-1 DAVID HINZ

021715 TRAVEL ADVANCE 2/26-2/27/15 02/17/15 03/19/15           72.00           72.00  

9813-1 HEATHER BALSER

021715 TRAVEL ADVANCE 2/26-2/28/15 02/17/15 03/19/15          288.65          288.65  

14002-1 KANSAS PAYMENT CENTER

021315 EMPLOYEE GARNISHMENT PP#04 02/13/15 03/15/15          189.07          189.07  

11094-1 WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVICES

020115RES JAN 15 RESIDENTIAL TRASH SERV 02/01/15 03/03/15      117,314.53      117,314.53  

3875-1 XCEL ENERGY

444706156 JAN 15 GROUP ENERGY 02/06/15 03/08/15       25,878.57 

444706156 JAN 15 GROUP ENERGY 02/06/15 03/08/15        1,304.62 

444706156 JAN 15 GROUP ENERGY 02/06/15 03/08/15       10,227.04 

444706156 JAN 15 GROUP ENERGY 02/06/15 03/08/15       20,010.46 

444706156 JAN 15 GROUP ENERGY 02/06/15 03/08/15        2,276.80       59,697.49  

11371-1 XCEL ENERGY

443987435 JAN 15 FLASHERS 02/02/15 03/04/15            5.98 

443988547 JAN 15 TRAFFIC LIGHTS 02/02/15 03/04/15        1,297.80 

443989234 JAN 15 STREET LIGHTS 02/02/15 03/04/15       36,710.42       38,014.20  

   ------------    ------------

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS      221,661.47      221,661.47 

   ------------    ------------

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS      221,661.47      221,661.47 

6



Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville02/25/15 11:10

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 11287
Page 1 of 3
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 89571 Period: 03/03/15

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

FOR BANK ACCOUNT: 4 FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF COLORAD Control Disbursement Account

13200-1 CABLE TELEVISION LABORATORIES INC

021815 BUSINESS ASSISTANCE REBATE 02/18/15 03/20/15       18,614.25 

021815 BUSINESS ASSISTANCE REBATE 02/18/15 03/20/15        9,307.12       27,921.37  

248-1 CDW GOVERNMENT

QN67920 EXTERNAL DVD BURNER 11/05/14 12/05/14           29.73 

RC20225 EXTERNAL DVD BURNER 12/02/14 01/01/15           28.21 

RM21676 LG WIDE LED MONITOR PD 12/19/14 01/18/15          420.94 

RM22024 LG WIDE LED MONITOR FM 12/19/14 01/18/15          408.10 

RN02314 LG MONITOR EXTENDED WARRANTY 12/23/14 01/22/15           23.93 

RN02328 LG MONITOR EXTENDED WARRANTY 12/23/14 01/22/15           21.83 

RN71354 NETWORK CABLE ENDS 12/26/14 01/25/15           31.91          964.65  

4785-1 CINTAS CORPORATION #66

66191345 UNIFORM RENTAL WTP 10/20/14 11/19/14          121.97 

66195155 UNIFORM RENTAL WTP 10/27/14 11/26/14          121.97          243.94  

11504-1 GOODLAND CONSTRUCTION INC

PP5012815 COAL CREEK TRAIL RECOVERY WORK 01/28/15 02/27/15        9,833.27 

PP5012815NF COAL CREEK TRAIL RECOVERY WORK 01/28/15 02/27/15        2,217.86       12,051.13  

11306-1 SAFEWARE INC

3443506 GAS DETECTOR CALIBRATION SHOPS 12/31/14 01/30/15           95.00           95.00  

13973-1 WW MASONRY RESTORATION AND WATERPROOFING

RECCENTER#2 EXTERIOR SEALANT RSC 02/13/15 03/15/15        2,200.00        2,200.00  

   ------------    ------------

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS       43,476.09       43,476.09 

   ------------    ------------

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS       43,476.09       43,476.09 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville02/25/15 11:21

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 11295
Page 1 of 7
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 89573 Period: 03/03/15

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

FOR BANK ACCOUNT: 4 FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF COLORAD Control Disbursement Account

13547-1 A G WASSENAAR INC

246795 GEOTECH SERVICES 01/29/15 02/28/15          600.00          600.00  

12251-1 ACZ LABORATORIES INC

22512 MERCURY SAMPLE ANALYSIS WWTP 02/09/15 03/11/15          160.00          160.00  

9891-1 AMBIANCE

10146 FEB 15 PLANT MAINT 02/10/15 03/12/15          195.00          195.00  

13627-1 AQUASTAR CONSULTING INC

I150217109 SLIDE INSPECTION LRC 02/16/15 03/18/15          400.00          400.00  

14046-1 CCNC INC

2015-000423 2015 CCNC MEMBERSHIP 02/03/15 03/05/15          100.00          100.00  

248-1 CDW GOVERNMENT

RT51709 EXTERNAL DVD BURNERS 01/12/15 02/11/15          169.62          169.62  

935-1 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO

56916 SECURITY ENVELOPES AP/PR 02/12/15 03/14/15          827.16          827.16  

980-1 CENTURY CHEVROLET INC

45004422 SENSOR UNIT 3509 02/03/15 03/05/15           50.88           50.88  

4785-1 CINTAS CORPORATION #66

66264358 UNIFORM RENTAL WTP 02/09/15 03/11/15          100.92          100.92  

4025-1 CINTAS FIRST AID AND SAFETY

5002501287 FIRST AID SUPPLIES 02/11/15 03/13/15           60.01           60.01  

14047-1 CITY OF NORTHGLENN

820 LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP 01/31/15 03/02/15          210.00          210.00  

13814-1 CJ ROOFING & HOME IMPROVEMENT

1468P3G7K221 ROOF REPAIR WWTP 02/10/15 03/12/15       10,795.00       10,795.00  

13260-1 CLIFTON LARSON ALLEN LLP

974090 UTILITY BILLING SERVICES 02/16/15 03/18/15        4,045.11 

974090 UTILITY BILLING SERVICES 02/16/15 03/18/15        2,590.10 

974090 UTILITY BILLING SERVICES 02/16/15 03/18/15          582.00 

974090 UTILITY BILLING SERVICES 02/16/15 03/18/15          873.00        8,090.21  

6583-1 CMJA - CO MUNICIPAL JUDGES ASSOC

020115 CMJA CONFERENCE REG JOSS 02/01/15 03/03/15          175.00          175.00  

10329-1 COLORADO DEPT OF HUMAN SERVICE

021715 STATE CAMP LICENSE FEE #25283 02/17/15 03/19/15          176.00          176.00  

1250-1 COLORADO MUNICIPAL LEAGUE

3199 MUNICIPAL CAUCUS LUNCH MUTH 01/26/15 02/25/15           13.00 

3229 MUNICIPAL CAUCUS LUNCH BALSER 02/09/15 03/11/15           13.00           26.00  

6137-1 COTTONWOOD DITCH COMPANY

102 2015 ASSESSMENT 02/11/15 03/13/15          720.00          720.00  

13370-1 CRIBARI LAW FIRM, PC
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville02/25/15 11:21

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 11295
Page 2 of 7
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 89573 Period: 03/03/15

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

021515 PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 02/23/15 03/25/15        3,155.25        3,155.25  

1485-1 CUSTOM FENCE & SUPPLY INC

29168 FENCE MATERIALS 02/10/15 03/12/15        2,168.81        2,168.81  

13998-1 CYNTHIA J THOMAS

021715 1245 GRANT HISTORIC LANDMARK 02/17/15 03/19/15        1,000.00        1,000.00  

13623-1 DIVISION OF OIL & PUBLIC SAFETY

022315 STATE SLIDE PERMIT REG #252 02/23/15 03/25/15          635.00          635.00  

13084-1 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL OF CO

2015-100 2015 EDCC MEMBERSHIP 12/30/14 01/29/15          250.00          250.00  

13963-1 ENSCICON CORPORATION

86663A ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/10/15 03/12/15          142.30 

86663B ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/10/15 03/12/15          483.82 

86663C ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/10/15 03/12/15        1,081.48 

86663D ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/10/15 03/12/15          113.84 

86714A ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/17/15 03/19/15          341.52 

86714B ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/17/15 03/19/15          113.84 

86714C ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/17/15 03/19/15           56.92 

86714D ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/17/15 03/19/15        1,408.77 

86714E ENGINEERING SERV TOWNSEND 02/17/15 03/19/15          113.84        3,856.33  

6258-1 ENVIROTECH SERVICES INC

CD201509167 ICE SLICER 02/04/15 03/06/15        2,684.53 

CD201509168 ICE SLICER 02/04/15 03/04/15        2,590.18 

CD201509443 ICE SLICER 02/06/15 03/08/15        2,612.99 

CD201509444 ICE SLICER 02/06/15 03/08/15        2,394.20       10,281.90  

1915-1 EXQUISITE ENTERPRISES INC

42065 RETIREMENT PLAQUE ABROMOWICH 02/17/15 03/19/15          123.00          123.00  

249-1 FLATIRONS INC

37973 HBWTP PLAT SURVEY 01/29/15 02/28/15        3,500.00        3,500.00  

12819-1 FRANCOTYP-POSTALIA INC

RI102298126 POSTAGE METER RESETS LRC 02/04/15 03/06/15           95.85           95.85  

13098-1 G4S SECURE SOLUTIONS INC

7268165 BAILIFF SERVICES 2/2/15 02/08/15 03/10/15          104.00          104.00  

6847-1 GENERAL AIR SERVICE & SUPPLY

91376581-1 CYLINDER RENTAL SHOPS 01/31/15 03/02/15           71.56 

91376583-1 CYLINDER RENTAL WWTP 01/31/15 03/02/15           50.85          122.41  

2280-1 GOODHUE DITCH AND RESERVOIR CO

021315 2015 ASSESSMENT 02/13/15 03/15/15          180.40 

022315 2015 ASSESSMENT 02/23/15 03/25/15        9,930.53       10,110.93  

11504-1 GOODLAND CONSTRUCTION INC

PP5021915 COAL CREEK TRAIL BENCHES 02/19/15 03/21/15        7,650.00        7,650.00  
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville02/25/15 11:21

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 11295
Page 3 of 7
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 89573 Period: 03/03/15

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

11214-1 GRAYLING

P005081 FEB 15 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 02/10/15 03/12/15        4,375.00        4,375.00  

11361-1 HARMONY K LARKE

1512196-1 CONTRACTOR FEES ART 03/03/15 04/02/15          322.00          322.00  

13565-1 HATCH MOTT MACDONALD LLC

IN13176 SLUDGE TREATMENT DESIGN 02/18/15 03/20/15        5,125.35        5,125.35  

2475-1 HILL PETROLEUM

0469814-IN UNLEADED/BIODIESEL FUEL 01/23/15 02/22/15        7,872.61        7,872.61  

13900-1 HISTORIC 740 FRONT STREET LLC

021715 740 FRONT GRANT DISBURSE #6 02/17/15 03/19/15          682.08          682.08  

10552-1 INTERNATIONAL MARTIAL ARTS

1512110-1 CONTRACTOR FEES KARATE 01/26/15 02/25/15          375.20 

1512110-2 CONTRACTOR FEES KARATE 02/23/15 03/25/15          421.40 

1512111-1 CONTRACTOR FEES KARATE 01/26/15 02/25/15          536.20 

1512111-2 CONTRACTOR FEES KARATE 02/23/15 03/25/15          628.60        1,961.40  

10341-1 KEMP AND HOFFMAN INC

172612-5500 SWTP EMERGENCY TANK REPAIR 02/16/15 03/18/15        9,161.62 

PP3021315 LOUISVILLE LATERAL PIPING 02/13/15 03/15/15       11,043.34       20,204.96  

2815-1 KENZ & LESLIE DISTRIBUTING CO

64041 VEHICLE FLUIDS 02/02/15 03/04/15          155.00 

64041 VEHICLE FLUIDS 02/02/15 03/04/15           34.94 

64041 VEHICLE FLUIDS 02/02/15 03/04/15           31.53 

64041 VEHICLE FLUIDS 02/02/15 03/04/15           11.93          233.40  

12861-1 KIRSTEN BEEMER

1512121-1 CONTRACTOR FEES TODDLING TWOS 01/12/15 02/11/15          403.20 

1512123-1 CONTRACTOR FEES CREATIVE MOVE 01/12/15 02/11/15          672.00 

1512124-1 CONTRACTOR FEES BEG BALLET 01/12/15 02/11/15          705.60 

1512125-1 CONTRACTOR FEES BEG HIP HOP 01/14/15 02/13/15          403.20 

1512125-2 CONTRACTOR FEES BEG HIP HOP 01/14/15 02/13/15        1,008.00 

1512127-1 CONTRACTOR FEES CREATIVE MOVE 01/13/15 02/12/15          504.00 

1512129-1 CONTRACTOR FEES BALLET 01/13/15 02/12/15          705.60        4,401.60  

13828-1 LANDSCAPES UNLIMITED LLC

PP10021815 CCGC PHASE 2 CONSTRUCTION 02/18/15 03/20/15       48,121.69 

PP10021815 CCGC PHASE 2 CONSTRUCTION 02/18/15 03/20/15      193,469.94 

PP6013015 2015 GROW IN 01/30/15 03/01/15       20,731.36 

PP7021815 2015 GROW IN 02/18/15 03/20/15       16,313.45 

PP9013015 CCGC PHASE 2 CONSTRUCTION 01/30/15 03/01/15        5,795.23      284,431.67  

6653-1 LEYNER COTTONWOOD CONSOLIDATED DITCH CO

15-20 2015 ASSESSMENT 02/16/15 03/18/15        8,305.00        8,305.00  

13905-1 MARK ZAREMBA
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville02/25/15 11:21

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 11295
Page 4 of 7
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 89573 Period: 03/03/15

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

021615 927 MAIN ST FLEXIBLE GRANT 02/16/15 03/18/15        8,395.00        8,395.00  

6663-1 MARSHALLVILLE DITCH CO

012415 2015 ASSESSMENT 01/24/15 02/23/15        2,625.00        2,625.00  

11061-1 MOUNTAIN PEAK CONTROLS INC

7408 SCADA PROGRAMMING WWTP 01/30/15 03/01/15          287.50          287.50  

13942-1 MURRAY DAHL KUECHENMEISTER & RENAUD LLP

12139 URBAN RENEWAL LEGAL FEES 01/31/15 03/02/15           62.50           62.50  

13597-1 NORTH LINE GIS LLC

1062 BOULDER PARCEL DATA PREP 02/10/15 03/12/15          720.00          720.00  

1201-1 NORTHERN COLORADO PAPER

330032699 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES LIB 02/12/15 03/14/15          563.18 

330032707 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES RSC 02/12/15 03/14/15        2,381.83 

330032723 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES PC 02/12/15 03/14/15          110.41        3,055.42  

11477-1 P.R.O.S. INC

LO1503YB YOUTH BASKETBALL REFEREES 02/15/15 03/17/15          594.00          594.00  

11329-1 POLYDYNE INC

944391 CE-879 POLYMER 02/03/15 03/05/15       10,580.00       10,580.00  

3840-1 PREMIER TIRE TERMINAL

1677655 PATROL VEHICLE TIRES 02/10/15 03/12/15        3,877.70        3,877.70  

11307-1 PROQUEST LLC

70310434 CULTUREGRAMS ONLINE 11/08/14 12/08/14        1,230.00        1,230.00  

13837-1 RAFTELIS FINANCIAL CONSULTANTS INC

LOCO1411-03 FINANCIAL PLAN UPDATE 02/11/15 03/13/15        1,125.00        1,125.00  

99 PORSCHAY MORAN


875338 ACTIVITY REFUND 02/05/15 03/07/15           24.50           24.50  

13127-1 RL SECURITY & SUPPLY

C33124 ELEC LOCKING SYSTEM PC 02/17/15 03/19/15          265.00          265.00  

12447-1 ROCKY MOUNTAIN ACCESS CONTROLS INC

2015020A-01 RV DUMP ACCESS CARDS 02/13/15 03/15/15          450.00          450.00  

5281-1 SAFELITE FULFILLMENT INC

524-207901 WINDSHIELD UNIT 5353 02/13/15 03/15/15          355.53          355.53  

1161-1 SHARI L GRISWOLD

1512118-1 CONTRACTOR FEES MUSIC TOGETHER 01/15/15 02/14/15        1,078.00 

1512118-2 CONTRACTOR FEES MUSIC TOGETHER 01/15/15 02/14/15        1,078.00        2,156.00  

13930-1 SUSANNAH M VANDYKE

141003ARTSV CONTRACTOR FEES PAINTING 02/13/15 03/15/15          518.00          518.00  

4765-1 UNCC

21501457 JAN 15 LOCATES #48760 01/31/15 03/02/15          333.19          333.19  

13426-1 UNIQUE MANAGEMENT SERVICES INC

300252 COLLECTION SERVICES 02/01/15 03/03/15          116.35          116.35  
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ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 11295
Page 5 of 7
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 89573 Period: 03/03/15

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

11087-1 UNITED SITE SERVICES

114-2652208 TOILET RENTAL SKATE PARK 01/25/15 02/24/15          196.65          196.65  

6210-1 W BRUCE JOSS

022315 FEB 15 MUNICIPAL JUDGE SALARY 02/23/15 03/25/15        2,000.00        2,000.00  

5115-1 WL CONTRACTORS INC

25057 JAN 15 FIBER MAINTENANCE 02/12/15 03/14/15          100.00          100.00  

10884-1 WORD OF MOUTH CATERING INC

2015-04 SR MEAL PROGRAM 2/9-2/20/15 02/20/15 03/22/15        2,287.75        2,287.75  

12043-1 WTS COLORADO

2015-35 2015 WTS MEMBERSHIP 02/10/15 03/12/15          600.00          600.00  

3876-1 XCEL ENERGY

021015 ST ANDREWS/DILLON SIGNAL 02/10/15 03/12/15          296.82          296.82  

13507-1 YATES LAW FIRM LLC

020415 JAN 15 WATER LEGAL FEES 02/04/15 03/06/15        9,183.50        9,183.50  

13558-1 ZIONS CREDIT CORP

578864 FEB 15 SOLAR POWER EQUIP LEASE 02/18/15 03/20/15        1,767.62 

578864 FEB 15 SOLAR POWER EQUIP LEASE 02/18/15 03/20/15          883.81        2,651.43  

   ------------    ------------

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS      457,911.19      457,911.19 

   ------------    ------------

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS      457,911.19      457,911.19 
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City of Louisville 

City Council     749 Main Street     Louisville CO 80027 

303.335.4533 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.ci.louisville.co.us 

 City Council 
Meeting Minutes 
Budget Retreat 

 
Tuesday, February 10, 2015 
Library, 1st Floor Meeting Room 

951 Spruce Street 
6:00 PM 

 
Call to Order – Mayor Pro Tem Dalton called the meeting to order at 6:04 p.m. 
and called for introductions: 
 

City Council: Mayor Robert Muckle (arrives at 6:05 pm), Council 
members: Hank Dalton, Jeff Lipton, Susan Loo, 
Ashley Stolzmann, Chris Leh and Jay Keany  

 
Staff Present: Malcolm Fleming, City Manager 

    Heather Balser, Deputy City Manager 
    Kevin Watson, Finance Director 
    Dave Hayes, Police Chief 
    Troy Russ, Planning Director 
    Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director 
    Beth Barrett, Library & Museum Director 
    Aaron DeJong, Economic Development Director 
    Kathleen Hix, Human Resources Director 

Chris Neves, IT Director 
Kathy Martin, Recreation Superintendent 
Meredyth Muth, Public Relations Manager 
Carol Hanson, Deputy City Clerk 

     
Facilitator:    Heather Bergman, Peak Facilitation 

 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
Council member Stolzmann moved to approve the agenda, seconded by Council 
member Lipton.  All in favor. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION 2016 GOALS AND BUDGET 
 

OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM SUMMARY 
 
Heather Bergman described the facilitation of the meeting.  She asked City 
Manager Fleming to introduce the topics to be discussed. 
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City Manager Fleming noted the Council had expressed a desire to design the 
budget in a more program based way. Reflecting the importance of goal setting 
and Council’s interest in a Program Budget, staff developed a Program Summary 
to (1) organize the City’s numerous services into Programs, (2) suggest Council 
consideration for the broad policy goals that would drive staff’s efforts, (3) identify 
key indicators used to measure how well the City is doing in achieving those 
goals, and (4) suggest some specific potential projects and actions to help 
achieve the goals that may require resources over and above the base level 
budget or changes in the way the base budget is allocated.  
 
He described the budget and goals staff requested Council’s comments and 
direction on: 

1. Programs. Does the list of programs help effectively communicate the services 
the City provides? What changes or clarification does Council want to see? 

2. Goals. Do the proposed goals accurately reflect the Council’s policy aspirations? 
What changes or clarifications does Council want to see? 

3. Sub-Programs. The sub-programs are intended to help organize activities into 
more measureable categories to help facilitate performance measurement. Are 
these the categories that Council would like to measure? 

4. Key Indicators. The key indicators are intended to identify specific things staff 
would measure to gage how well the City is accomplishing the identified goals. 
Are these the appropriate indicators? What refinements would Council like to 
see? What indicators would Council add? 

5. Potential Contributing Projects. This is a preliminary list—subject to change—
and is intended to show some of the potential projects and actions that could 
help achieve the goals and that may require resources over and above the base 
level budget or changes in the way the base budget is allocated. Does listing 
projects this way help Council better understand and evaluate what could be 
included in the Budget and provide sufficient opportunity to advocate for or 
against such projects? 

He addressed how the Program Summary would complement the Budget. 
Displaying the City’s Budget in a different way—categorized into Programs—in 
an effort to make it easier to understand the services the City provides and to 
more effectively communicate the resources (people and funds) used to provide 
those services. On the other hand, many people (staff, Council Members and the 
public) are also used to and rely on the way the City’s Budget is currently 
organized—around Funds, Departments, Cost Centers and activities. To address 
the interest in a Program format, without compromising the familiarity some have 
with the existing format, the intent is to add this Program Summary as a new 
section of the budget document.  
 
Each program and sub program would address the following: 

- Program Description 
- FTE’s 
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- Revenues 
- Expenditures 
- Key Indicator Detail 

 
DISCUSSION/DIRECTION ON PROGRAMS 

 
City Manager Fleming asked if the program list helps effectively communicate the 
services the City provides. 
 
Ms. Bergman asked for comments and if anything was missing from the program 
list.  
 
TRANSPORTATION 
UTILITIES   
PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 
PARKS 
OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS   
RECREATION 
CULTURAL SERVICES 
COMMUNITY DESIGN  
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY   
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES   
 
Council members addressed specificity, measures for satisfaction level, 
incorporating last year’s goals, capturing revenues and expenditures.  It was 
noted the other categories as well as the budget line items help capture the 
specifics and measurements. 
 
Ms. Bergman asked if the program categories looked okay as presented.  
Council consensus was the Program list was sufficient. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION ON SUB-PROGRAMS 
 
Council was asked if the categories of sub-programs were those they would like 
to measure. 
 
TRANSPORTATION: Planning and Engineering, Transportation Infrastructure 
Maintenance, Snow and Ice Removal 
UTILITIES: Water, Wastewater, Stormwater, Solid Waste, Recycling and 
Composting  
PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE:  Patrol and Investigation, Code Enforcement, 
Municipal Court 
PARKS: Parks, Forestry, Horticulture, Cemetery 
OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS: Open Space, Trails  
RECREATION:  Youth Activities, Adult Activities, Senior Activities and Services, 
Golf Course 
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CULTURAL SERVICES: Library Services, Museum Services, Cultural Arts and 
Special Events 
COMMUNITY DESIGN: Community Design, Development Review, Historic 
Preservation 
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY:  Business Facilitation, Urban Renewal 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES: Governance and 
Administration, Public Information and Involvement, City Clerk/Public Records, 
Legal Support, Human Resources and Organizational Development, Finance, 
Accounting and Tax Administration, Information Technology, Sustainability, 
Facilities Maintenance, Fleet Maintenance 
 
Council discussed whether the sub-programs addressed the categories needed 
to capture policy and address questions as well as containing the detail needed 
at this level.  It was noted if questions are asked continually about an item, there 
may be need to add a sub-program at a later date.   
 
Council agreed the following should be added to the sub-programs: 

 Under Recreation – Aquatics  
 Under Open Space – Acquisition, Maintenance, Trails development, 

Education/Outreach, Trail maintenance. Clarity when Capital and when 
Operation and Maintenance.  

 Under Parks – move medians to Transportation as Streetscape 
 Under Economic Prosperity - call it Business Retention and Development 

instead of Business Facilitation 
 
Participants took a five minute break at 7:25 PM.   
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION ON GOALS 
 
City Manager Fleming noted the 2015 Goals were incorporated into the proposed 
goals and programs.  The question was posed, do the proposed goals accurately 
reflect the Council’s policy aspirations and what changes or clarifications would 
Council want to see. 
 
Council discussion resulted in the suggested direction for staff as noted in the 
narrative below. Staff was asked to refine the suggestions to properly word them 
and to add verbs, or action, to each goal statement. 
 

Proposed 2016 Goals 
(Council suggestions in bold print) 

 
TRANSPORTATION: A safe, effective and efficient multi-modal transportation 
system at a reasonable cost that is well maintained. 
 
UTILITIES:  Safe, reliable, good tasting water.  Properly treated wastewater. 
Effective stormwater control. Competitive prices for all services. 

16



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

February 10, 2015 
Page 5 of 7 

 
Add solid waste disposal and environmentally friendly and great tasting 
water.  Reasonable prices instead of competitive. 
 
PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE:  Police and other City staff working with the 
community to help ensure safety and to satisfy residents; expectations that 
individuals observe the City’s Municipal Code and State law.  The justice system 
is fair, effective and efficient. 
 
PARKS:  Beautiful, well-maintained parks and landscaped areas that are easy to 
walk to and enjoyable to visit or see.  Sports facilities that are fully used and 
properly maintained. A suitable final resting place that is not a financial burden on 
the City.  Delete beautiful; change “fully used” to “meets community 
needs”; remove reference to a suitable final resting place and take off “that 
is not a financial burden on the City” 
 
OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS:  Native plants, wildlife, wildlife and plant habitat, 
cultural resources, agriculture and scenic vistas and appropriate passive 
recreation.  Add at beginning “preserve and enhance with acquisition and 
maintenance of properties that provide”  
 
RECREATION:  A broad range of high-quality, reasonably priced recreation 
activities for people all ages, interests and ability levels. Add mental and 
physical health/well–being and well maintained. 
 
CULTURAL SERVICES: Services, facilities and activities that inform, involve and 
inspire the community.   Add community engagement; heritage 
 
COMMUNITY DESIGN: An inclusive, family-friendly, walkable community with a 
small-town atmosphere; effective and efficient building services; effective 
preservation of the City’s history through an incentive based voluntary system.  
Change history to historic structures and strike incentive based.  Take out 
walkable and replace with accessible or put in the key indicators.  Add safe 
in beginning of sentence. 
 
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY:  A thriving business climate that provides good jobs 
for residents, facilitates investment, and establishes reliable revenue to support 
City services. Change good jobs to provides job opportunities; change 
establishes to nurtures.  
 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES:  Inclusive, responsive, effective 
and efficient governance, administration and support.  Add transparent, fiscally 
responsible and friendly. 

 
DISCUSSION/DIRECTION ON KEY INDICATORS 
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City Manager Fleming explained the management team was instructed to look at 
the things used to make management decisions and how to evaluate services to 
arrive at the key indicators. 
 
Council members decided there was no need to go over each of these minutely. 
They asked staff to look for detail specifics, to subtract judgments, make sure 
indicators are quantitative/measurable and meet industry standards.   
 
TRANSPORTATION: Planning and Engineering, Transportation Infrastructure 
Maintenance, Snow and Ice Removal 
Acceptable accessibility and mobility index, Mode split, % of trip types: 
regional/local Acceptable accident rates; compliance with OCI and per capita 
cost policy objectives; measured satisfaction levels; streets, trails plowed and 
shoveled with XX hours. 
UTILITIES:  Compliance with all regulations; minimal complaints; competitive 
prices; effective conservation of resources; measured satisfaction levels. 
PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE:  Everyone knows their neighbors; low crime 
and Code violation rates; measured satisfaction levels. 
PARKS: maintained to established criteria; maintain tree inventory; moving to 
desired level of tree diversity; stable or declining cost per acre; measured 
satisfaction levels. 
OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS:  Maintained to established criteria; cost per acre 
and per mile; measured satisfaction levels; productive relationships with owners 
of candidate properties. 
RECREATION: Good participation rates; fees reflect adopted cost recovery; 
facilities maintained to established criteria; measured satisfaction levels. 
CULTURAL SERVICES: Good participation; relevant, accessible materials; 
measured satisfaction levels. 
COMMUNITY DESIGN: Measured satisfaction levels; Code compliance; fees 
reflect costs; achievement of preservation goals. 
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY:  Vacancy rate; jobs per capita; resident filled jobs; 
sales, construction, and consumer use tax revenue; Building Investment; 
Economic indicators and trends. 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES: Measured external and internal 
satisfaction levels, participation rates; comparison to established benchmark 
performance indicators and accomplishment of contributing projects/goals. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION ON ROLE OF CONTRIBUTING PROJECTS 
 
City Manager Fleming explained the list of contributing projects was presented as 
examples of how they could be reflected in the programs. He asked if this 
captures what Council would like to see in the budget.  Council asked to see 
them as projects and actions and felt it might be helpful to associate them even 
in separate sheets or with the program areas.  
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Facilitator Bergman congratulated the Mayor, Council, and staff and for their 
exceptional work on working on a new way to look at the budget.   
 

BUDGET CALENDAR 
 

City Manager Fleming inquired if any Council members had conflicts with the 
budget calendar as presented.  Council had no conflicts. 
 
• May 5, 2015 – Council Considers 2015 Budget Amendment for Rollovers, New 
Expenditure Items, and Revenue Adjustments 
 • June 9, 2015 – Council Budget Retreat to Refine & Reprioritize 2016 Goals, 
Discuss Recommended C‐I‐P, and Revenue Update 
 • September 15, 2015 – City Manager's Recommended Budget Presented to 
City Council at a Regular Meeting (Public Hearing Set)   Budget Calendar  
• September 22, 2015 – City Council Reviews and Discusses 2015 Goals and 
Recommended Budget at Study Session (Special Meeting)  
• October 13, 2015 – City Council Reviews and Discusses 2015 Goals and 
Recommended Budget at Study Session (Special Meeting)  
• October 20, 2015 – City Council Conducts Public Hearing on Revised 
Recommended Budget  
• November 2, 2015 (Monday) – City Council Considers Resolutions to Adopt the 
Budget, Appropriate Funds, and Levy 
 

RECAP OF AGREEMENTS AND NEXT STEPS 
 

City Manager Fleming explained the staff would refine the areas as suggested 
and present for further discussion/review at a later date.  Council members 
should suggest contributing projects/actions to include in the current document.  
Staff will send out a request.   
 
The Mayor, Council and staff expressed their thanks to Ms. Bergman for her skill 
in facilitating the meeting.    

 
ADJOURN 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:05 p.m.   
       
       ________________________ 
             Robert Muckle, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
__________________________    
Carol Hanson, Deputy City Clerk   
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   City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

February 17, 2015 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
7:00 PM 

 
Call to Order – Mayor Muckle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Mayor Muckle recognized the presence of Boulder County Commissioner Deb Gardner. 
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

City Council:  Mayor Robert Muckle, Mayor Pro Tem Hank Dalton  
 City Council members: Susan Loo, Jay Keany,  

Chris Leh and Ashley Stolzmann  
 

Absent: Council member Jeff Lipton 
 

Staff Present: Malcolm Fleming, City Manager 
Heather Balser, Deputy City Manager 

 Kevin Watson, Finance Director 
    Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director 
    Chris Neves, Information Technology Director 
    Aaron DeJong, Economic Development Director 
    Troy Russ, Planning & Building Safety Director 

Kathleen Hix, Human Resources Director 
Dave Hayes, Police Chief   

    Lauren Trice, Planner I 
    Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
     
Others Present:  Sam Light, City Attorney 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
All rose for the pledge of agenda. 
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Mayor Muckle called for changes to the agenda and hearing none, moved to approve  
the agenda, seconded by Council member Stolzmann.  All were in favor.  Absent:  

 
City of Louisville 

City Council     749 Main Street     Louisville CO 80027 
303.335.4533 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.louisvilleco.gov 
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Council member Lipton.  

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

 
Debby Fahey, 1118 W. Enclave Circle, Louisville, CO reminded the City Council and 
members of the public of the Senior Heat Relief Dinner and Silent Auction Event.  This 
event will be held on Thursday, February 19th at the Louisville Recreation Center from 
5:00 to 7:00 p.m.  She noted the silent auction is an all-day event.  The price for an 
adult ticket is $10.00 and for children, $6.00.  She had tickets available for purchase.   

 
APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve the consent agenda seconded by Council 
member Stolzmann.  All were in favor.  Absent:  Council member Lipton. 
 

A. Approval of Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes – February 3, 2015 
C. Approve Cancellation of March 24, 2015 Study Session 
D. Approval of Design Services Addendum and the Construction 

Management Services Agreement with Merrick and Company for the 
Eldorado Springs Raw Water Intake 

E. Approve 2015 Water Treatment Facilities Chemical Purchase 
F. Approve Turf Maintenance Equipment Package for Coal Creek Golf 

Course 
G. Approval of the Seventh Amendment to the Intergovernmental 

Agreement for the Collection of Use Tax Between Boulder County and 
The City of Louisville 

 
COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS NOT ON THE 

AGENDA 
 
No Council comments. 
 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
 
City Manager Fleming reported on February 17th the Management Team engaged in a 
robust discussion on multiple summer projects, including the repaving of Main Street 
before the placement of the patios.  The Human Resources Director reported HR is 
recruiting for 68 positions in parks and recreation and other areas.  The Planning staff 
has three different meetings to attend this week, which will also be attended by the 
Economic Development Director.  He voiced his appreciation for the City Council and 
the public’s involvement in the meetings.    
 

REGULAR BUSINESS 
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AWARD BID FOR THE 2015 DILLON ROAD / ST. ANDREWS  
LANE TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION  

 
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 
 
Public Works Director Kowar reviewed the warrant for a new traffic signal at the 
intersection of Dillon Road and St. Andrews.  It is a very important project for the 
community and has been anticipated for a long time. Interface Communications, Inc. 
was the low bidder at $318,000, which is within the budgeted amount for this project.  
He noted the project is a few months behind schedule and the anticipated schedule for 
this project is from March 1 to July 8.  The project will have impacts to the medians in 
the neighborhood by adding left and right turn lanes and a straight lane.   
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended the City Council award the 2015 Dillon 
Road / St. Andrews Ln. Traffic Signal Installation Project to Interface Communications, 
Inc. per their bid of $317,999.76. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Dalton thanked staff for bringing this contract forward.  He noted the 
neighborhood has been looking forward to having a signal at this intersection for a 
number of years.      
 
MOTION:  Council member Stolzmann moved to award bid for the Dillon Road/St. 
Andrews Lane Traffic Signal, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Dalton.   Roll call vote was 
taken.  The motion carried by a vote of 6-0.  Absent: Council member Lipton. 
 

RESOLUTION No. 8, SERIES 2015 - A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING THE 
ATKIN HOUSE AND SHED LOCATED AT 1101 GRANT AVENUE   

A HISTORIC LANDMARK  
 

Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 
 
Planner I Trice explained Resolution No. 8, Series 2015, is a request to landmark the 
Atkin House and Shed at 1101 Grant Avenue.  The home is located on four lots on the 
corner of Grant Avenue and Short Street.  The home was constructed in 1905 and 
owned by the Atkin family from 1915 to 1984.  Samuel Atkin was the foreman of the Rex 
Mine. The one-story house has elements of the Craftsman style and has maintained 
form and a high level of design.    
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended the City Council approve Resolution No. 8, 
Series 2015 designating the Atkin House and Shed a historic landmark based on the 
following criteria:  – 1) The structures have retained significant architectural integrity and  
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2) The house was associated with the Atkin family for over 60 years. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Mayor Muckle commented this is a lovely home, which has been maintained inside and 
out.  He stated this is an example of why the City has an historic preservation program.  
This home has integrity; it is unique and has a strong social history.     
 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve Resolution No. 8, Series 2015, seconded 
by Council member Stolzmann.   All were in favor. Absent: Council member Lipton.  
 

ORDINANCE No. 1678,  SERIES 2015  - AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 17 
OF THE LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW FOOD TRUCKS, FOOD 
CARTS AND MOBILE RETAIL FOOD ESTABLISHMENTS TO OPERATE AT 

THE COAL CREEK GOLF COURSE WITHIN A RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT – 
2nd Reading – Public Hearing 

 
Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction. 
 
City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance No. 1678, Series 2015.  
 
Mayor Muckle opened the public hearing and requested a staff presentation. 
 
Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained Ordinance No. 1678, Series 2015 
amends the previous ordinance on food trucks (Ordinance No. 1665, Series 2014).  
Ordinance No. 1665 provided an exemption to allow food trucks and mobile retail food 
establishments at the Arts Center at Memory Square Park, which is in a residential zone 
district, where retail sales are prohibited.   Ordinance No. 1678, Series 2015 provides 
an exemption for the parking lot at the Coal Creek Golf Course for special events such 
as the Fourth of July. 
 
Staff recommendation:  Staff recommended the City Council approve Ordinance 1678, 
Series 2015 to allow food trucks, food carts, and mobile retail food establishments to 
operate at the Coal Creek Golf Course within a residential zone district. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council member Stolzmann asked if the residential zoning presented any issues with 
the clubhouse, pro shop and food sales.   City Attorney Light explained the original 
General Development Plan for the golf course included the clubhouse.  The ordinance 
amends the previous food truck ordinance, which specifically called for an exemption for 
food trucks at Memory Square Park.  He explained this is a compromise between food 
trucks and activities of the golf course.   
 
Mayor Muckle called for public comment and hearing none, closed the public hearing. 
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MOTION:  Council member Keany moved to approve Ordinance No. 1678, Series 2015, 
seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Dalton.  Roll call vote was taken.  The motion carried by a 
vote of 6-0.  Absent: Council member Lipton.   
 

AWARD BID AND CONTRACT EXECUTION FOR THE ENTERPRISE  
RESOURCE PLANNING (ERP) SYSTEM   

 
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 
 
IT Manager Neves reviewed the Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) software package 
contract for Finance, Human Resources, and Community Development (Planning, 
Building Safety, and Public Works).  He identified the anticipated benefits for the 
selection, investment and implementation of the City ERP, which include the following:  
  

• Reduce reliance on inefficient and outdated systems, both manual and 
electronic. 

• Increase reliability of financial data. 
• Enhance “real-time” reporting. 
• Improve service and process delivery. 
• Increase ability for budget and revenue forecasting. 
• Reduce redundant data entry. 
• Enhance customer service. 
• Maximize and streamline resources. 
• Improve and automate manual process and workflow. 
• Maintain regulatory compliance (PCI). 
• Reduce paper. 
• Enable more “data driven” decision-making throughout the organization. 

 
Upon execution of the contract the proposed ERP implementation timeline is as follows: 

• Finance:    1st through 4th Quarter 2015 
• HR & Payroll:   3rd & 4th Quarter of 2015 & 1st Quarter 2016 
• Employee Self Service:   1st & 2nd Quarter 2016 
• Community Development  3rd & 4th Quarter 2015 & 1st & 2nd Quarter 2016 
• Revenue – Utility Billing  1st through 3rd Quarter 2016 

 
Fiscal Impact:  The cost of the software licensing, implementation, conversion, other 
services, 3rd party licensing and annual maintenance totals $581,326.00.The annual 
support and maintenance is $58,500.  Staff recommended awarding the RFP and 
executing the contract for the MUNIS and EnerGover ERP software solution proposed 
by Tyler Technologies.   
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
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Council member Loo asked IT Director Neves to identify the municipalities who were 
asked for references on this software solution.  IT Director Neves explained Tyler 
Technology has two different product lines, MUNIS for Finance and HR and EnerGov 
for Community Development.  He requested references from the IT Directors and teams 
from the cities of Pueblo and Boulder, Colorado and Bountiful, Utah.  He reported 
receiving favorable references on the software solutions proposed by Tyler 
Technologies.  He noted the City of Boulder has been involved in this process over the 
last three years. He stressed this will be a challenge for the City staff, but the Directors 
are ready for the challenge.    
 
Council member Loo reported researching on-line for feedback on satisfaction from 
various municipalities.  She stated there were three major news articles regarding Tyler 
Technologies, which were less than favorable and one of the municipalities was Fort 
Morgan. She asked if there are provisions in the contract for non-performance.   
 
IT Director Neves confirmed there are non-performance provisions built into the 
contract. There is not a specific damage clause, but there is a clause, which pushes the 
licensing fee out until the end of the project. He reported hearing positive feedback 
about Tylers’ training and implementation of the software package.  He stated Finance 
and HR are comfortable with MUNIS.  For Planning/Community Development there was 
an in-depth search for the EnerGov references.  They received references from Grand 
Junction, Breckenridge, Boulder and Erie, who recently rolled out EnerGov.  He was 
comfortable the City will be getting the best product for the best price.   
 
Council member Leh referenced the annual support and maintenance cost, which total 
almost $60,000 and requested clarification.  IT Manager Neves explained there is an 
optional database support through Tyler, which everyone one he spoke to urged him to 
include in the contract.  The annual maintenance is $12,854 for the third party 
maintenance, which is the point of sale unit and the database support for the first year 
and the $58,000 includes the $12,854.  He explained it is typical for software companies 
to charge anywhere from 15 to 20% fee based on the purchase price.  The contract was 
written not to exceed 3% per year for the first ten years.  
 
Council member Leh inquired whether the IT Department anticipates the cost of the 
support will come down.     IT Director Neves stated the amount will come down by 
$12,000 because the database support will not be needed however the cost of 
maintenance will still be in the $40,000 range.  The closest competitor was New World, 
but their cost was $250,000 over the Tyler solution and their annual subscription was at 
almost 40% of the product cost annually.  He felt the City is getting the best product for 
the best price. 
 
Mayor Muckle inquired about the number of years the company has been in business 
and what assurance does the City have they will be around in the next ten years.  IT 
Director Neves stated Tyler has been in business since the late 1980’s and has about 
300 successful installations in the United States. They have purchased the Tyler MUNIS  
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product and have invested in education and government. 
 
Mayor Muckle inquired about the most important transitions, such as payroll. IT Director 
Neves explained payroll will be run in parallel with the existing software for one or two 
cycles to ensure everything is done correctly.  Then the old payroll system is closed 
down.  He explained in their scope of work, transition is part of their work plan.   
 
IT Director Neves expressed his thanks to the City staff for dedicating their time to this 
project.  He stressed this has been a collaborative effort and thanked HR, Community 
Development and Finance staff for participating.   
 
City Manager Fleming expressed his thanks to IT Director Neves and the staff for 
shepherding this project through. He noted IT Director Neves and all the Directors 
participated in evaluating the software solution and he was comfortable moving forward 
with this system.  He looked forward to having the system and responding more 
effectively to Council questions relative to the budget process throughout the year. 
 
Mayor Muckle stated the Council had a lengthy process relative to the Enterprise 
Software Solution during the budget process.   
 
Council member Leh inquired about the cost savings, which might reduce the impact on 
staff time. City Manager Fleming did not believe it would reduce the cost associated 
with staff time.  HR Department will have the ability to expedite their processes, such as 
on-line open enrollment for medical benefits instead of staff entering the information 
manually.  It will assist the Building Department to provide access to developers and 
builders to submit plans on-line.  It will allow the Building Department to evaluate 
submittals electronically.   He did not expect to eliminate any positions, but will allow the 
existing staff to keep up with the workload.  The Financial Management System will 
provide information which is easier to read and will facilitate program budgeting.  He 
stated it would enable the City to respond to the communities’ expectations in terms of a 
very technological way of providing services.   
 
MOTION:  Mayor Pro Tem Dalton moved to award the contract for the Enterprise 
System, seconded by Council member Keany.  Roll call vote was taken.  The motion 
carried by a vote of 6-0.  Absent:  Council member Lipton. 

 
DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – LOCAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO 

SUPPORT BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY’S (BCHA) AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING PROJECT AT 245 NORTH 96TH STREET  

 
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 
 
Economic Development Director DeJong reviewed the request for financial assistance. 
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The Boulder County Housing Authority (BCHA) is requesting financial assistance for the 
affordable housing project at 245 North 96th Street. BCHA signed an IGA in 2012 with 
the City of Louisville to maintain 146 affordable housing units and create an additional 
15 units within 5 years.  BCHA purchased a 13.4 acre parcel along Highway 42 in 2013 
for an affordable housing project and planned to begin a project in 2017 – 2018.   
 
The property annexation approval is beginning and the preliminary PUD documents 
have been submitted for 207 affordable housing units (senior and family), with 
commercial opportunities; community non-profit location and a for sale housing parcel.   
 
Louisville has provided assistance to previous affordable housing projects:  1) Lydia 
Morgan in 1995 (100% fee and tax waivers, waiver of the facilities and thorough fare 
fees and construction funding for water mains and sidewalks) and 2) Sunnyside Place 
1996 (100% fee and tax waivers, waiver of the facilities and thoroughfare fees, paving a 
portion of East Street, and construction funding for a fire hydrant). 
 
The BCHA is requesting rebates or waivers of City Plan Review Fees, Rebates or 
waivers of Construction Use Taxes, Financial assistance with road construction, and 
waiver of impact fees.  The City Plan Review Fees are based on $52 million 
construction cost and $430,500 in plan review fees.  The Construction Use Taxes are 
based on $52 million construction costs; $780,000 City General; $97,500 Open Space 
and $32,500 Historic Preservation. The Impact fees are based on $55,890 for the 
Library; $313,812 for Parks and Trails; $207,207 for Recreation; $71,208 for Municipal 
Facilities and $30,015 for Transportation. 
 
Road Construction Assistance based on regional traffic using the new roads: 45% share 
of striping costs for the northbound left movement from Kaylix to Hecla ($6,131). 25% 
share for the southbound right turn lane from Hecla to Kaylix ($30,656).  45% of the 
construction cost for Hecla ($660,765). 65% of the construction cost for Kaylix 
($867,671). 45% of the construction cost for southbound acceleration lane on Highway 
42 ($55,181).  Staff Recommendation:    
 

100% Rebate of Building Permit Fees      $430,500 
    100% Rebate of Construction Use Taxes $780,000 
    20% waiver of Parks & Trails Fees  $ 62,762 
 50% waiver of Municipal Facilities Fees     35,604  
 100% waiver of Transportation Fee     30,015 
 30% of street construction request    486,121 
  Total Financial Assistance                    $1,825,002  
   
Justification:  The addition of affordable housing units in Louisville was a main goal in 
the 2012 IGA with BCHA.  The City has a long‐standing history of providing assistance 
for affordable housing in Louisville.  Prior City Councils have agreed to similar 
assistance structures for the Lydia Morgan senior affordable project in 1995 and the 
Sunnyside affordable project in 1996. 
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BCHA has the opportunity to achieve additional assistance from Federal and State 
programs with significant assistance from the local government.  The Federal Low‐
Income Housing Tax Credit program and the State’s allocation of flood related 
CDBG housing funds rely heavily on the commitment from local communities to assist in 
completing the affordable housing projects. 
 
Staff requested Council discussion/direction on the financial assistance towards BCHA’s 
affordable housing project at 245 North 96th Street.   
 
BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
 
County Commissioner Deb Gardner, 740 Judson Street, Longmont, CO stated she is 
the Chairperson of the BCHA and previously resided at 1440 Front Street in Louisville 
and served on the Louisville Arts Council.  She stressed the City of Louisville and 
Boulder County have a long history of successful partnerships on funding open space 
parcels, transportation projects, 911 Emergency Dispatch Services and affordable 
housing projects. She addressed the City’s local contribution to the affordable housing 
project on the Alkonis property.  She thanked the City for all their years of support and 
for the City staff’s recent detailed analysis of the development.   
 
She explained the County Commissioners were very excited when Frank Alexander and 
Willa Williford presented the purchase proposal for the Alkonis property to provide the 
additional affordable housing units to the City of Louisville.  The opportunity of doing the 
project quicker is a consequence of the 2013 flood.  Funds through CHAFA and HUD 
would accelerate this project, maximize the number of affordable units and leverage the 
funds from a variety of financial sources.  She felt this project would be the capstone for 
affordable housing in the City of Louisville.  In order to go forward with this project, the 
City’s financial assistance of $3,000,000 is required.  She explained this percentage of 
the assistance is less than what was asked of the City of Lafayette to contribute to the 
Josephine Commons and the Aspenwall projects.  Without the requested amount, it will 
be difficult to provide the requested number of affordable units.  She noted there is a 
demand for affordable housing and asked the City to fully fund the project so it can go 
forward as soon as possible. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Michael Menaker, 1827 W. Choke Cherry Drive, Louisville, CO addressed the transfer 
of the Louisville Housing Authority properties to the Boulder County Housing Authority.  
He recalled it was not about putting affordable housing units in Louisville, it was about 
affordable housing for Louisville residents.  He stated the discussion was about 
affordable housing centers for employees who cannot afford to live in the community 
where they work. He was troubled about the mix between the affordable housing for 
senior citizens. He felt this development would provide affordable housing for the 
County and be subsidized by the City of Louisville.  He noted the commercial 
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component is proposed to be sold to a non-profit plan and therefore would generate no 
tax for the City.  There would also be no influence over the hours of operation, fees or 
access.  He urged Council to reject this proposal.  He stated if this project is built in 
phases and is not built out immediately, it would not be the first project to do so.    
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Avenue, Louisville, CO did not have a position on whether 
the request should be approved or denied.  His concern centered on the process 
presented and on Council not having sufficient information to make a decision. He 
addressed the comment that precedence is a major factor to consider this request.  He 
stated consistency is not always doing the same thing and presented an analogy of 
consistency and fairness.  He stated at one time there was a windfall from sales tax, but 
now with the recession and long lists of projects, the fund balance is lower than it ever 
has been.  He voiced concern over the lack of taxes collected in this proposal and the 
City’s fund balance.  He stated the $400,000 waiver of fees would have come out of the 
unrestricted General Fund money, which would draw down the fund balance.  He 
stressed the importance of knowing all the information and the priorities before making 
a decision. 
 
Debby Fahey, 1118 W. Enclave Circle, Louisville, CO agreed with the statements made 
by the previous speakers.  She addressed the City’s assistance to Lydia Morgan and 
Sunnyside and noted the City was waiving fees to the Louisville Housing Authority and 
not Boulder County. She stressed these affordable housing units will be built in 
Louisville, but not necessarily for Louisville residents. She stated Boulder County cannot 
provide for a Louisville residents preference. She reported being present at other 
presentations on this project and noted none of the public comments were reflected in 
the proposal or the design plan. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Dalton commented the City has to look to its own interests.  He stated 
the proposal will provide additional residences, but residential property does not pay for 
the services they require through property taxes.  This project will not pay for any 
services because it is a non-profit.  He explained the assistance the City provided to 
Lydia Morgan and Sunnyside afforded a Louisville resident preference however this 
new project will not.  The commercial buildings on the property will be non-profit and will 
not generate any taxes for the services the City supplies. He felt the City is being asked 
to subsidize a section of housing set aside for artists.  He was opposed to subsidizing 
one set of housing for a specific occupation.  He noted the City’s approval of business 
assistance is predicated on a fiscal benefit to the City.  He stated he was not in favor of 
the proposal. 
 
Council member Leh agreed with Mayor Pro Tem Dalton and noted in the staff report 
there is a request for direction, but there is also a staff recommendation for what 
Council could do.  He asked what additional information is needed.   
 
City Manager Fleming explained information needed to help Council and residents know  
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what the tradeoffs are.  As 2014 budget closes, there are revenues and expenditures, 
which may be on the positive side, but more information is needed to know the City’s 
current position.  Staff believes it may be better than the adopted 2015 budget however 
a waiver and direct contribution of this magnitude has significant implications.  It is not 
known over the next five years how this would constrain the City Council’s choices on 
capital projects, operating costs or the revenues.  He stated the City needs more time to 
accurately reflect that information.  The Council communication asks for general 
direction and if there is a recommendation on actual dollar amounts, staff can come 
back at a later date.  If Council is not interested at all, staff asked such direction be 
provided. 
 
Council member Leh was not prepared to oppose the request, but did not feel he had 
enough information to make a decision at this time, especially if there are tradeoffs. 
 
Council member Stolzmann agreed more information was needed.  She addressed the 
Parks and Trails and felt there should be a lot more discussion on both sides.  She 
suggested the County facilitate the Highway 42 Underpass in connection with this 
project, which would go toward waiving the Parks and Trails fee.  She suggested the 
municipal facilities fee might be waived or increased under an IGA, which ensured 
Louisville residents would have access to the community space in the future.  She felt 
the contributions were not being tied together in this proposal. She agreed Council will 
have to know what type of budget amendment will be made to accommodate this 
assistance.  She stated it is great the BCHA has the opportunity to get funds as a result 
of the flood, but noted Louisville was also impacted by the flood and will have a difficult 
time making the match.  She agreed with Commissioner Gardner there is a need for 
affordable housing, but felt it had to work financially for the City.  She needed more 
information on the waived fees, particularly on the road construction. 
 
Council member Loo had opposed giving the City’s affordable housing properties to the 
County, but was pleased to see the County purchase the Alkonis property for affordable 
housing.  She felt turning those properties over to the County was a gift and the City’s 
contribution to this project.  She was not sure Lafayette has given the County all of their 
affordable housing.   She stressed $3 Million is a lot of money for a small town whose 
reserves are very low.  Although she valued the partnership with the County, she did not 
feel she could support the financial assistance request.    
 
Council member Keany was not prepared to make a decision this evening, but wanted 
to help this project financially. He suggested the City’s use tax, which would be a loss of 
revenue, but would be better than waiving building fees where staff’s time has been 
impacted. He needed more analysis on the tradeoff for the parks and trails, facilities and 
transportation fees.  He wanted to see Council get creative to help support the project. 
He realized the Louisville Housing Authority properties were for the community, and 
BCHA does not have a way to give a preference for Louisville residents.   
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Mayor Muckle stated the majority of the Council is supportive of the project, but are 
looking for ways to help fund it.  He agreed the opportunity for the flood relief is great, 
but unfortunately, the City has spent most of their capital projects fund to rebuild 
infrastructure damaged by the flood.   He noted there is a lot of uncertainty in the City’s 
budget and therefore the timing of this request is potentially a problem for the City.  He 
agreed the demand is there and the City values its partnership with the County.  The 
Louisville residents may be able to live in this development.  He also wanted to look at 
ways to help facilitate the project.  He stated the Alkonis project is a priority for the 
Louisville residents.  He asked the County staff to provide a timeline for the project and 
discuss the amount of grant money available.   
 
Norrie Boyd, Boulder County Planning Director, 5248 5th Street, Boulder, CO introduced 
Frank Alexander, Director of Boulder County Housing Authority.  She stated in terms of 
the timing, the local match is helpful in obtaining the available disaster relief funds, 
which must be expended by next year.  The timing is important, as is the local match, to 
expedite the disaster relief funds.  She stressed it is also difficult for the County to come 
up with the necessary funds, but there is a need for affordable housing for people who 
were displaced by the flood.  The local match also helps with the low income tax credit 
application and for state grants. The local match is important no matter what the 
support.  The entire project will be financed altogether, but developed in phases through 
the PUD process. 
 
Frank Alexander, BCHA Executive Director, explained any affordable housing project is 
statutorily exempt from sales and use tax.  He addressed the waiver requests and 
stated there will be a local preference for Louisville residents.  He noted all the units in 
Louisville are currently leased and wait listed.  He noted the demand for affordable 
housing is incredibly high.  He stated there is no equity in the LHA properties, which 
would allow this project to occur. Those properties had a huge demand for capital 
needs/infrastructure.  The cost of the Alkonis property was $2 Million dollars and the 
cost of construction will be $52 Million.  The contribution requested is critical to 
demonstrate the local support for the project.  Looking at senior residents in Louisville, 
there are 700 households who meet the low income level and cannot afford the rent 
where they are living.   There are only 30 senior units at Lydia Morgan. Before 
Josephine Commons was built only 2.6% percent of the need for senior housing was 
being met in east Boulder County. He stressed this project is critical for Louisville 
seniors.  He stated there is not a Lafayette Housing Authority as they have the same 
structure as Louisville.   BCHA is the Lafayette authority.  He explained Lafayette 
contributed $3.2 Million to their affordable housing project.  He stressed another critical 
component of this project is a local contractor will be the preferred contractor.    
    
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Dalton stated the City is being asked for financial assistance to speed 
the process up, not to build the project.  He stated the project will eventually be built. He 
noted there will always be a demand for affordable housing and he saw no reason to 
speed up the subsidy. 
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Mayor Muckle proposed the direction to staff be to bring back more information for 
Council consideration.  City Manager Fleming stated the staff will need some time to 
compile the information for a future study session. 
 
Council member Loo requested staff provide information on the permitting process.  
Council member Keany requested information on how the 100% contribution of the 
permit fees would impact the City’s budget.   
 
BOULDER COUNTY ANNEXATION AND ZONING FOR 245 NORTH 96TH STREET 
 

1. RESOLUTION No. 9,  SERIES 2015 – A RESOLUTION CONCERNING A 
PETITION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF PROPERTY TO THE CITY OF 
LOUISVILLLE, COLORADO, KNOWN AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET 
ANNEXATION, AND FINDING THE AREA PROPOSED TO BE ANNEXED 
ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION 

 
2. ORDINANCE No. 1679, SERIES 2015 – AN ORDINANCE ZONING A 

PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE DISTRICT – COMMERCIAL / RESIDENTIAL 
(PCZD – C/R) CERTAIN PROPERTY ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE AND KNOWN AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXTION – 
1st Reading – Set Public Hearing 3/03/15 
 

3. ORDINANCE No. 1680, SERIES 2015 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN 
ANNEXATION, KNOWN AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION TO 
THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO – 1st Reading – Set Public Hearing 
3/03/15 

 
City Attorney Light explained the two ordinances refer to the annexation and zoning 
request and are on the agenda for first reading.  The public hearing this evening is for 
the annexation, therefore there will be two opportunities for the public to comment on 
this proposal.  City Attorney Light introduced Ordinances No. 1679 and No. 1680, 
Series 2015.    
 
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 
 
Planning and Building Safety Director Russ stated his presentation would include the 
annexation and zoning proposal, but at the next public meeting he would concentrate on 
the zoning.  He reviewed the Public Notice Certification required for an annexation.  The 
245 North 96th Street Annexation includes 13.404 Acres. The initial zoning is PCZD- 
C/R Zoning for 231 dwelling units and 18,404 SF of commercial.   
 
General Development Plan (GDP):  Transportation Highway 42.  GDP Note: The  
Boulder County Housing Authority shall work with the Goodhue Ditch Company to 
finalize the necessary easement and setback agreements.  

32



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

February 17, 2015 
Page 14 of 20 

 
Public Land Dedication:  The total dedicated public land requirement is 3.2+ Acres. 
 

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN LAND USE – PLANNING AREAS: 
 
Planning  Area A:       Planning Area B: 
Zoning:  PCZD C/R      Zoning:  PCZD R 
Maximum F.A.R. 1.0     Residential (included in FAR) 103 units 
Maximum allowance of 83,202 SF  Residential Density:  30 units per acre  
Residential: (included in FAR) 28 units  
Residential Density:  15 units per acre 
 
Planning Area C:      Planning Area D: 
Zoning: PCZD R     Zoning:  PCZD R 
Residential (included in FAR) 69 units  Residential: (Included in FAR) 31 units 
Residential Density:  25 units per acre  Residential Density:  15 acres per acre 
 
Eligibility for Annexation: Sections 16.32.020 and 16.32.030 of the Louisville Municipal 
Code have been met: 
 
Comprehensive Plan:  The Comprehensive Plan is a policy document.  Staff found the 
proposed annexation and initial zoning request complies with the Comprehensive Plan’s 
Vision Statement and Core Community Values.  The Framework Plan:  Land Uses 
comply with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Proposed Yard and Bulk:  Highway 42 and South Boulder Road Urban Center: 
 
Parking:  On-site private parking associated with a particular use and allowance for 
shared parking agreements.  
Building Heights:  2-3 Stories 
Building Form and Design: 

1.  Ground floor oriented towards the street. 
2. Ground floor activated with retail and commercial uses and pedestrian scaled 

development 
3. Provide buildings, which transition in scale to adjacent neighborhoods.   

Block Length: 300-400 feet. 
 
Highway 42 and South Boulder Road Urban Corridor: 
 
Parking:  Majority on-site private parking associated with a particular use with allowance 
for shared parking agreements.  
Building Heights:  2-3 Stories. 

Building Form and Design:  
1. Ground floor is oriented towards the Arterial Road and / or a secondary street. 
2. Provide buildings, which transition in scale and mass to adjacent 

neighborhoods on the back of the property. 
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Block Length:  300-400 feet. 
 

Comprehensive Plan - Framework Plan: Neighborhood Housing Principles and Policies:   
Principles NH -5 through NH –6.2 have been met. 
 
Intergovernmental Agreement:  The City of Louisville and Boulder County Housing 
Authority agreed to the following: 

1.  The County would own and manage the City’s 116 affordable housing units 
along with the County’s existing 30 units in Louisville. 

2. The County agreed to build an additional 15 units in Louisville within the next five 
years.   

 
The Louisville Fire Protection District Referral Response: 

1.  The Fire District has stated they could serve the property. 
2. Specific service requirement will be reviewed during the Preliminary and Final 

Planned Unit development (PUD). 
 
Boulder Valley School District Referral Response: 

1.  Expected Student Impact:  Louisville Elementary School – 20 students; 
Louisville Middle School – 7 students and Monarch High School – 11 students. 
Elementary capacity in Louisville as a whole however is ample to accommodate 
continued enrollment growth. 

 
Current Actions:   

1.  Enrollment growth continues to be managed by restricting open enrollment.  The 
50 open enrolled seats will eventually be available to new resident students. 

2. The preschool program has been relocated to Fireside Elementary. 
3. Current computer lab space has been converted for classroom use.   

 
Future Possibilities (should the projections materialize): 

1. Additional changes in offered programming 
2. The addition of portable classrooms 
3. The addition of permanent class 
4. Busing of students 
5. Changes to attendance boundaries 

 
Fiscal Impact Draft:  General Development Plan – 231 units and 13,500 SF of 
Commercial.   
 Net Fiscal Balance   ($164,799) 
 On-going (Capital)          30,773 

On-Going (Net Revenue)     134,027 
Net Fiscal Balance  ($871,327) 
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The Planning Commission reviewed this proposal on January 8, 2015 and by a vote of 
7-0, recommended the City Council approve the initial zoning.  Staff recommended, 
based on state regulations and compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, the City 
Council approval of Resolution No. 9, Series 2015; Ordinances No. 1679, and No. 1680, 
Series 2015 on first reading and set a 2nd reading and public hearing for March 3, 2015. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
 
Norrie Boyd, Boulder County Planning Director stated she wished the presentation 
would have come before the financial assistance request.  She introduced the project 
team: The County Attorney; the Master Planner; the Affordable Housing Design Team 
and the Civil Engineer, 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Rob Lathrop, 601 Johnson Street, Louisville, CO stated he owns the Davidson Highline 
subdivision, which is directly north of the Alkonis property. The subdivision is 250’ wide 
and 750’ long and was purchased in 1989.  At the time there was talk about a loop road, 
which is now Hecla Drive, and potential for a connection behind his property at some 
point.  He built and operated a rental center, which is now the Divine Canine Pet Hotel 
and currently operates the Louisville RV Storage facility, which is to the west. A year 
ago he became aware of an idea to extend Kaylix Drive to the north and south. This 
would cut his property in half.  He advised the Council there has been conversations, 
but there is not any agreement. He stated it would present a lot of complications to both 
he and his tenants.  He wanted to make the Council aware a north/south Kaylix 
connection has not been agreed upon by all the parties.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Council member Loo asked Planning and Building Safety Director if Mr. Lathrop’s 
comments could be reflected on the document.  Planning and Building Safety Director 
Russ confirmed Mr. Lathrop’s comments have been reflected.  He explained the 
Highway 42 Plan and the Lanterns Subdivision could potentially align but that is not the 
final design.  He stated staff has gone to great lengths to accommodate Mr. Lathrop’s 
concerns, but there is no agreement.  
 
Council member Stolzmann inquired if including this project in the Takoda GDP ties it to 
the Takoda Metro District. City Attorney Light responded no and explained they would 
have to go through a different process under a different statute.    
 
Council member Stolzmann agreed with staff’s analysis that the property is eligible for 
annexation.  She felt some of the goals of the Comprehensive Plan have not been met, 
such as the City’s fiscal goals for the property, but felt the senior housing and affordable 
housing would be a public benefit.  She did not believe this project meets the street 
network goal without Mr. Lathrop’s property and felt a dead-end would present a 
problem.  She noted the Planning Commission meeting minutes referred to a 
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partnership with Boulder County Transportation to satisfy the land dedication for an 
underpass at Highway 42.  She felt the land dedication should be tied to the project. 
 
Mayor Muckle was supportive of the annexation and agreed it meets the criteria for 
annexation.  He had concerns over the non-profit use of commercial spaces. He agreed 
with Council member Stolzmann relative to the road connection.  He asked if Kaylix is 
connectable.  Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained Kaylix is 
connectable to the south through the Lanterns subdivision.  
 
Council member Stolzmann reminded the BCHA the Louisville Elementary School will 
soon reach capacity. 
 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to renumber the ordinances as follows:  The 
annexation ordinance will be 1679 and the zoning ordinance will be 1680, seconded by 
Mayor Pro Tem Dalton.  All were in favor. Absent:  Council member Lipton.  

 
RESOLUTION No. 9, SERIES 2015 

 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve Resolution No 9, Series 2015, seconded by 
Mayor Pro Tem Dalton. All were in favor.  Absent:  Council member Lipton. 
 

ORDINANCE No. 1679, SERIES 2015,  AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN 
ANNEXATION, KNOWN AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION TO THE 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO  
  

MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve Ordinance No.1679, Series 2015 on first 
reading, ordered it published and set a public hearing for March 3, 2015, seconded by 
Council member Keany. All were in favor.  Absent: Council member Lipton. 
 

ORDINANCE No. 1680, SERIES 2015, AN ORDINANCE ZONING A PLANNED 
COMMUNITY ZONE DISTRICT – COMMERCIAL / RESIDENTIAL (PCZD - C/R) 

CERTAIN PROPERTY ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND KNOWN 
AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION   

 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve Ordinance No. 1680, Series 2015 on first 
reading, ordered it published and set a public hearing for March 3, 2015, seconded by 
Mayor Pro Tem Dalton. All were in favor.  Absent: Council member Lipton.   
 

ORDINANCE No. 1681, SERIES 2015 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 
VACATION OF A 20-FOOT WIDE UNIMPROVED ALLEY BETWEEN 225 COUNTY 

ROAD (LOTS 12 AND 13) AND 224 FRONT STREEET (LOTS 10 AND 11), BLOCK 9, 
MURPHY PLACE – 1st Reading – Set Public Hearing 03/03/2015 

 
Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction. 
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City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance No. 1681, Series 2015. 
 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve Ordinance No.1681 Series 2015 on first 
reading, ordered it published and set a public hearing for March 3, 2015, seconded by 
Council member Stolzmann. All were in favor.  Absent: Council member Lipton.  
 
Council member Keany inquired whether this alley would be needed for a connection to 
Community Park.  City Manager Fleming explained this alley runs west and would not 
be needed for the park.   
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
1 REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS  

(Louisville Charter, Section 5-2(c) – Authorized Topics – Consideration of  real 
property acquisitions, only as to appraisals and other value estimates and 
strategy, and C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)(a)). 

 
The City Manager requested the City Council convene an executive session for 
the purpose of consideration of potential real property  acquisitions concerning 
property in Louisville. 

 
 
2 PENDING LITIGATION 

(Louisville Charter, Section 5-2(d) – Authorized Topics – Consultation with an 
attorney representing the City with respect to pending litigation, and C.R.S. 24-6-
402(4)(b). 
 
The City Manager and City Attorney requested the City Council convene an 
executive session for the purpose of consultation with respect to pending 
litigation.   

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

 
The Mayor requested the City Council convene an executive session for the 
purpose of the semi-annual review of the City Manager.   

 
REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS SUSPENDED 

 
City Attorney Light explained the first executive session is at the request of the City 
Manager for the purpose of consideration of potential real property acquisitions. The 
second executive session is at the request of the City Manager and City Attorney for the 
purpose of consultation with an attorney representing the City with respect to pending 
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litigation.  The Mayor is requesting the third executive session for the purpose of 
conducting a Semi-Annual Performance Review of the City Manager.    
 
City Clerk Varra read Section 2.90.050 public statement from the Louisville Municipal 
Code, which governs the topics, which may be discussed in an executive session. 
 
City Attorney Light stated the authority for conducting an executive session is the  
Louisville Charter, Section 5-2 (c) - Authorized Topics – Consideration of real property 
acquisitions, but only as to appraisals and other value estimates.   The authority for 
conducting the second executive session is the Louisville Charter, Section 5-2(d) 
Authorized Topics – Consultation with an attorney representing the City with respect to 
pending litigation and C.R.S. 24-6-4-402(4)(b)).  The authority for conducting the third 
executive session is Louisville Code of Ethics, Section 5-2(b), CRS 24-6-402(4)(f) - 
Authorized Topics and C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)(a) under the Colorado Open Meetings Law.   
 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved the City Council convene an executive session for the 
purpose of consideration of a potential acquisitions and dispositions in real estate, but 
only as to appraisals, value estimates and strategy for such property disposition and the 
executive session include members of the City Council, City Manager, Deputy City 
Manager, Economic Development Director, Planning and Building Safety Director, 
Police Chief and the City Attorney, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Dalton.   All were in 
favor.  Absent:  Council member Lipton.    
 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved the City Council convene an executive session for the 
purpose of consideration of a consultation with respect to pending litigation and the 
executive session include members of the City Council, City Manager, Deputy City 
Manager, Economic Development Director, Planning and Building Safety Director, 
Police Chief , City Attorney and Attorney Eric Zepron, seconded by Council member 
Leh.   All were in favor.  Absent:  Council member Lipton.   
 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved the City Council convene an executive session for the 
purpose of the semi-annual review of the City Manager and the executive session 
include members of the City Council, City Manager and the City Attorney, seconded by 
Mayor Pro Tem Dalton. All were in favor.   Absent:  Council member Lipton.      
 
The Council adjourned to executive session at 9:06 p.m.  The regular meeting was 
reconvened at 11:28 p.m. 
 

REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS CONTINUED 
 

REPORT – DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS, 
PENDING LITIGATION AND CITY MANAGER EVALUATION 
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City Attorney Light reported in executive session the City Council discussed real 
property acquisitions. The City Council provided direction to the staff on strategies for 
potential acquisitions of property. If negotiations prove successful, any property 
acquisition would be brought back for City Council consideration at an open meeting.    
 
In the second executive session the City Council consulted with attorneys representing 
the City with respect to pending litigation.  The City Attorney provided Council an update 
on pending litigation. The City Council provided direction to the staff on a potential 
settlement.  Staff will proceed with the direction given.  
 
In the third executive session the City Council discussed the semi-annual performance 
review of the City Manager.  Staff was given direction to share City Council comments 
and evaluation materials with the City Manager.  

 
CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

 
City Attorney Light reported the City continues to work with Xcel Energy regarding their 
gas transition line project along Highway 42.  There are some legal issues in getting the 
proper easements and agreements in place.  The goal is to do so in such a manner as 
to be beneficial for all parties, while meeting Xcel Energy’s timelines.  He noted the City 
was named in a legal proceeding, but he hoped to bring an easement agreement at a 
future City Council meeting.   

 
COUNCIL COMMENTS, COMMITTEE REPORTS, AND IDENTIFICATION OF 

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 

Council member Leh addressed the advanced agenda regarding increasing the utility 
rates and noted Council member Lipton has requested this matter be reviewed by the 
Water Committee for a recommendation to the City Council. 
  

ADJOURN 
 
MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved for adjournment, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Dalton.    
All were in favor.  The meeting adjourned at 11:30 p.m.     
 
 
 
       ________________________ 
            Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
  
________________________   
 Nancy Varra, City Clerk  

39



 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5C 

SUBJECT: APPROVE MARCH 10, 2015 AT 7:00 PM AS A SPECIAL 
MEETING  

 
DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015 
 
PRESENTED BY: CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff requests the City Council approve March 10, 2015 at 7:00 PM as a Special 
Meeting to discuss the Utility Rate Increase.  This meeting will take place at the Library 
1st Floor Conference Room and be followed by a Study Session. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve a Special Meeting on March 10, 2015 at 7:00 PM 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
None 
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RESOLUTION NO. 10 
SERIES 2015 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH 
BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT CONCERNING A LOCAL PARKS AND 
OUTDOOR RECREATION GRANT FROM THE STATE BOARD OF THE GREAT 
OUTDOORS COLORADO TRUST FUND

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville was awarded a Great Outdoors Colorado grant for the 
Louisville Elementary Playground Improvements Project and supports the completion of the 
project; and

WHEREAS, the City and Boulder Valley School District desire to enter into an 
Intergovernmental Agreement (“IGA”) to set forth their mutual understandings regarding
construction, operation, and maintenance of the improvements contemplated by the Great 
Outdoors Colorado grant; and

WHEREAS, the Parties are authorized to enter into this agreement pursuant to state law, 
including but not limited to C.R.S. § 29-1-201 et seq., and the City Council by this Resolution 
desires to approve said Intergovernmental Agreement and authorize its execution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:

Section 1. The proposed Intergovernmental Agreement between the City of Louisville 
and the Boulder Valley School District concerning the grant from Great Outdoors Colorado for the 
Louisville Elementary Playground Improvements Project is hereby approved in essentially the same 
form as the copy of such IGA accompanying this Resolution.

Section 2. The Mayor is authorized to execute the IGA on behalf of the City, except 
that the Mayor is hereby further granted authority to negotiate and approve such revisions to said 
IGA as the Mayor determines are necessary or desirable for the protection of the City, so long as the 
essential terms and conditions of the IGA are not altered.

Section 3. The Mayor, City Manager, and Director of Parks and Recreation are 
hereby authorized to execute all documents and do all other things necessary on behalf of the 
City to perform the obligations of the City under the IGA.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ______ day of _____________, 2015. 

       ______________________________
ATTEST:      Robert P. Muckle, Mayor

______________________________
Nancy Varra, City Clerk  

Resolution No. 10, Series 2015
Page 1 of 1
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Operational Services
720-561-5062

Fax: 720-561-5118
www.bvsd.org

6500 East Arapahoe, PO Box 9011
Boulder, CO  80301

PROJECT AGREEMENT

This Agreement is made this 10th day of February, 2015 between the City of Louisville, Colorado 
(“City”) and the Boulder Valley School District (“District”); Witnesseth:

I.  Recitals

1. The City of Louisville has applied for and received a grant from Great Outdoors Colorado,
(GOCO) for the Louisville Elementary Playground Improvements Project;

2. The District is an ineligible recipient of the grant and the parties intend by this agreement for
the City to be the conduit through which the District will receive the benefit of the grant; 

3. The Grant Agreement is attached to this agreement as exhibit “A”;

4. The District intends to bind itself to the City for all of the City’s obligations stated in the Grant
Agreement;

5. The District intends to convey to the City a limited interest in the real property described in
Exhibit “B” which limited property interest shall be for the purposes of satisfying the terms and 
conditions of the Grant Agreement; 

Therefore, in consideration of the mutual promises stated below and other valuable consideration, 
the parties agree:

II. Agreement

6. The City shall use its best efforts to fulfill all the conditions precedent to obtain the grant stated
in the Grant Agreement.  The District will cooperate with the City and provide all documents necessary 
for the City to fulfill the conditions precedent.  The District further assumes all other City liabilities, and 
binds itself to the City for all the City’s obligations to GOCO, contained in the Grant Agreement.

1
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7. The City does not assume any obligation to the District to construct, operate, or maintain the
improvements contemplated by the grant. 

8. Unless a claim by GOCO arises out of the negligence or other wrongful act of the City, the
District shall be responsible to the City for any claim under the Grant Agreement, in the same manner and 
extent as the City may be responsible to GOCO.

9. The District shall operate and maintain the improvements contemplated by the Grant
Agreement, in accordance with established District policy for playground maintenance. Should any claim 
for personal injuries, property damage or wrongful death be asserted as a result of the construction, 
operation, maintenance, or use of the improvements contemplated by the Grant Agreement, the parties 
shall be responsible for such claim in the manner provided by the Colorado Governmental Immunity Act 
and the Colorado law concerning pro-rata liability.  The parties shall not be jointly and severally liable for 
such claims.

10. By executing this agreement the parties do not waive any immunity or limit liability contained
in the Colorado Governmental Immunity Act; do not create a multi-year fiscal obligation; and do not 
create any other financial obligation not supported by a current appropriation. 

11. This agreement does not create any rights in any individual not a party to this agreement.

This document, and exhibits, shall constitute the entire agreement of the parties. 

12. The District hereby grants to the City a limited license in, and right of entry to, the property
described in Ex. “B” for the purposes stated in the Grant Agreement, Ex. “A”, and for no other purpose.  
Such license and right of entry shall be exercised only in the event the District has failed to comply with 
the requirements of the Grant Agreement and shall include all rights reasonably necessary, as determined 
by the City, for the City to enter upon the property and perform its obligations to GOCO under the Grant 
Agreement.  This right includes the ability of the City to use its employees, agents or outside contractors.  
This license and right of entry further includes the right to enter upon the property with any equipment or 
vehicles.

13. The District shall provide a Project Manager to oversee the District’s portion of the work. Tom
Blahak can be reached at (303) 994-3976. The school will provide a supervisor for the Youth Corp team. 
Sarah McGibbon (720) 480-7024 shall meet the Youth Corps team every morning, at the project site, to 
identify work duties and monitor the crew throughout the day.  The Youth Corps shall work on this 
project from Monday, July 20th through Thursday, July 23rd. Project duties will be determined by the 
supervisor before the Youth Corps arrival and tools needed shall be requisitioned at least 1 week prior. 

14. This agreement, including the limited right of entry and license, shall terminate
simultaneously with the termination of all City obligations under the Grant Agreement.

2
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ATTEST: SCHOOL DISTRICT

Don Orr
[Title]             Assistant Superintendent 

Operational Services

ATTEST: THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE

_______________________ Robert P. Muckle 
[Title] Mayor of the City of Louisville

3
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GRANT AGREEMENT

PROJECT:

Project Title: Community Nature Playground at Louisville Elementary
Contract Number: 15064
Completion Date:  December 9, 2016

PARTIES TO AGREEMENT:

Board: The State Board of the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund
303 East 17th Avenue, Suite 1060
Denver, CO  80203

Grantee: City of Louisville

RECITALS

A. The State Board of the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund (referred to herein as 
“GOCO” or the “Board”) is a political subdivision of the State of Colorado, created by Article 
XXVII of the Colorado Constitution, adopted at the November 1992 General Election, which 
article appropriates a portion of the net proceeds of the Colorado Lottery to the Board and directs 
the Board to invest those proceeds in the State’s parks, wildlife, open space and recreational 
resources.

B. In 1994, the Board created a statewide grant program, pursuant to which eligible 
entities could apply for grants for local government parks and outdoor recreation projects to 
which Grantee responded with a detailed application (the “Project Application”).

C. Grantee submitted a Project Application to the Board which contemplates the 
execution of the project entitled and described above (the “Project”). The Project is briefly
described in the Project Summary attached hereto as Exhibit A.  The parties acknowledge that 
they have on file a complete copy of the Project Application, which is incorporated herein.  

D. The Board approved Grantee’s Project Application on December 9, 2014, subject
to the execution of a detailed grant agreement, and subject to the terms and conditions set forth 
herein.  The parties intend this agreement to be the detailed final grant agreement required by the 
Board (the “Agreement”).
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AGREEMENT

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the parties’ mutual covenants contained herein 
and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby 
acknowledged, the parties hereto agree as follows:

1. Incorporation of Recitals.  The Recitals set forth above are hereby incorporated into 
the terms of this Agreement.

2. Representations and Warranties of Grantee.

a. Grantee is a Municipality, duly organized in accordance with the laws of Colorado and 
has full and lawful authority to enter into, and comply with the terms of, this Agreement.

b. Grantee’s governing body has authorized entering into this Agreement as evidenced by 
the resolution attached hereto as Exhibit B.

c. Grantee does not own the property or properties on which the Project is to be located (the 
“Property”). Therefore, the agreement attached hereto as Exhibit E between Grantee and the 
Property’s owner continues in effect and unmodified throughout the term of this Agreement.. 

3. Grant and Project.  Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement, the 
Board hereby awards to Grantee a sum not to exceed $45,000.00 (the “Grant”).  The Grant shall 
be used by Grantee solely to complete the Project, in substantial conformity with the final plans, 
specifications, designs and uses approved by the Board.  

4. Project Scope.  Grantee shall not materially modify the Project or the Project budget 
(attached hereto as Exhibit C, the “Budget”) without the prior written approval of the Executive 
Director of GOCO (“Executive Director”) or the Executive Director’s designee, such approval 
to be in GOCO’s sole discretion.  Any material modification to the Project undertaken without 
GOCO’s prior written consent may be deemed a breach of this Agreement by GOCO, entitling 
GOCO to all remedies available under this Agreement. If Grantee determines with reasonable 
probability that the Project will not or cannot be completed as reflected in the Project 
Application, Grantee will promptly so advise the Board, and cooperate in good faith to seek a 
resolution before any further funds are advanced.

5. Grantee Efforts.  Grantee shall complete the Project in a timely fashion, in a good and 
workmanlike manner, and consistent with this Agreement and GOCO’s approvals related to the 
Project.

6. Completion Date.  Grantee shall complete the Project and submit its Final Report no 
later than  (the “Completion Date”) which is two calendar years after the Board’s approval of 
the Project. Grantee may request an extension of the Completion Date in compliance with 
GOCO’s Overdue Grants Policy, a summary of which is attached as Exhibit D (“Overdue 
Grants Policy”).  If Grantee determines with reasonable probability that the Project will not or 
cannot be completed by the Completion Date or any extended completion date, Grantee will 
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promptly so advise the Board, and cooperate in good faith to seek a resolution before any 
further funds are advanced.

7. Matching Funds. Grantee shall obtain the matching cash and in-kind contributions for 
the Project as reflected in the Budget and as required by GOCO policy, and shall provide such 
evidence of the same as GOCO may require in its reasonable discretion.

8. Disbursement of Funds.

a. Progress Payment: Grantee may opt to receive a portion of the Grant funds after starting 
but prior to completing work on the Project (a “Progress Payment”).  Grantee shall provide 
GOCO with a progress report detailing expenditures and progress made to date (“Progress 
Report”).  The Progress Report must be submitted using GOCO’s Progress Report form 
(available at www.goco.org or by contacting GOCO).  GOCO may, in its discretion, request 
additional documentation to support making a Progress Payment.  A Progress Payment shall not 
exceed GOCO’s percentage of expected overall costs (as determined by the GOCO-approved 
budget) applied to the value of documented eligible expenses or 50% of the Grant, whichever is 
less. A Progress Payment shall be considered a loan until the Project is complete and Final 
Payment (as defined below) has been made.

b. Final Payment: Once the Project is complete, Grantee shall submit a final report to
GOCO detailing the accomplishments of and expenditures related to the Project (the “Final 
Report”).  The Project is “complete” when all facilities, trails or other improvements included in 
the Project have been built and are ready for their intended use.  The Final Report must be 
submitted using GOCO’s Final Report form (available at www.goco.org or by contacting 
GOCO).  GOCO may, in its discretion, request additional documentation before its approval of 
the contents of the Final Report.  Upon GOCO’s review and approval of the Final Report, GOCO 
shall pay the outstanding balance on the Grant (the “Final Payment”), subject to any reductions 
contemplated by any provision of this Agreement.

9. Conditions for Disbursement of Funds. Except as provided in Paragraph 10 below, 
the Grant is subject to the following requirements and conditions.

a. The Grant and all matching funds shall be used only for the cost of fixed assets, including 
construction of new facilities, and enlargement or renovation of existing facilities.  The Grant 
and all matching funds may not be used to pay for maintenance costs, administrative costs (such 
as salaries associated with administering the Grant, office supplies, telephone, or travel 
expenses), non-fixed assets (such as athletic or maintenance equipment), or any other costs 
deemed to be ineligible by the Board, at the Board’s sole discretion.

b. Disbursement of Grant funds shall be made on the basis of costs actually incurred by 
Grantee and supported by written documentation (receipts, bills, etc.).  GOCO may, in its
discretion, depending on the nature of the Project, require documentation of mechanics lien 
waivers or waivers of claims to public project performance bonds as a precondition to any 
disbursement under this Agreement.
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c. Except as otherwise agreed to in advance by GOCO in accordance with the terms of this
Agreement, no material modifications may be made to the Project.  Material modifications to the 
Project to which GOCO has not agreed may result in a reduction in the Grant.  “Material 
modifications” may include, but are not necessarily limited to, a reduction in the total cost of the 
Project, a reduction in the size or number of recreational development components to be 
constructed, changes to the nature of the recreational development components to be constructed, 
or any other variance from the Project as presented in the Project Application.  It is the sole 
responsibility of Grantee to inform GOCO of any such modifications to the Project.  GOCO 
strongly encourages Grantee to contact GOCO in writing when it becomes aware of or wishes to 
make any such modifications, however seemingly minor, to the Project.

10. Waiver.  The Executive Director or the Executive Director’s designee may in such
person’s discretion, waive or agree to modify one or more of the obligations in sections 8, 9, 
and 16 of the Agreement, or may permit performance of one or more of such obligations 
subsequent to disbursement. 

11. Payment of Grant Subject to Sufficient Net Lottery Proceeds.  Payment of the Grant
is subject to GOCO’s determination in its sole discretion that it has received and has available 
sufficient net lottery proceeds to fund the Grant.  In determining the sufficiency of net lottery 
proceeds, GOCO may consider all facts and circumstances as it deems necessary or desirable in 
its discretion, including, but not limited to, adequate reserves, funding requirements and/or 
commitments for other past, current and future grants, and past, current and future GOCO 
operating expenses and budgetary needs.

12. Project Operation and Maintenance.

a. Subject to annual appropriations, Grantee shall operate, manage, and maintain the Project
in a reasonable state of repair for the purposes specified and for the useful life of the Project in 
the Project Application, in accordance with product warranties and/or the generally accepted 
standards in the parks/recreation community, and provide and maintain access to the Project and 
to the Property, regardless of the Property’s ownership.  The Grantee has estimated a useful life 
of 15 years in the project application.  

b. Failure to comply with the provisions of Paragraph 12.a. may be deemed a breach by
Grantee under Paragraph 21, below.

c. GOCO shall not be liable for any cost of maintenance, management or operation of the
Project.

d. Within 60 days of a reasonable request by the Board, Grantee will provide the Board with
adequate records reflecting the operating and maintenance costs of the Project and provide the
Board with such other information concerning the use of the Project by the public and the impact 
of the Project.

e. The Grantee’s administrative staff shall present to the Grantee during the Grantee’s
annual budget process a request for an appropriation sufficient to meet the financial obligations 
of the Grantee presented by this Agreement.  The Grantee will use its best efforts to fully 
consider such appropriation and the Parties understand that Board is relying upon fair and full 
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consideration of annual appropriation in its decision to extend its resources and the grant 
hereunder, and enter into this Agreement.  In the event that the Grantee fails to appropriate 
sufficient funds to meet the obligations of this Agreement, the Grantee shall provide notice to the 
Board of the specific reason(s) for any decision not to appropriate funding.  Grantee’s 
administrative staff shall notify the Board of any recommendation not to fund or to partially fund 
the annual appropriation necessary to fulfill Grantee’s obligations hereunder.  

13. Public Access.  Grantee agrees, for itself and its successors in interest, to allow 
reasonable public access to the Project for the term specified in Section 12.  Grantee may 
temporarily close such public access for construction, maintenance, emergency situations, or 
other reasonable purposes.

14. Compliance with Regulatory Requirements and Federal and State Mandates.
Grantee hereby assumes responsibility for compliance with all regulatory requirements in all 
applicable areas, including but not limited to nondiscrimination, worker safety, local labor 
preferences, preferred vendor programs, equal employment opportunity, use of competitive 
bidding, permits, approvals, and other similar requirements.  To the extent permitted by law, 
Grantee will indemnify and hold the Board harmless from any liability for any failure to comply 
with any such applicable requirements.

15. Nondiscrimination.  During the performance of this Agreement, Grantee and its 
contractors, subcontractors and agents shall not unlawfully discriminate against any employee 
or applicant for employment because of race, religion, color, national origin, ancestry, physical 
handicap, medical condition, marital status, age or sex, or any other basis prohibited by local, 
state or federal law.  Grantee and its contractors shall ensure that the evaluation and treatment of 
their employees and applicants for employment are free of such discrimination.  Further, during 
the performance of this Agreement, Grantee and anyone acting on behalf of Grantee shall not 
engage in any unlawful discrimination in permitting access and use of the Project.

16. Publicity and Project Information.

a. Grantee shall erect and maintain a sign at a prominent location on the Project site 
acknowledging the assistance of Great Outdoors Colorado and the Colorado Lottery.  GOCO 
will provide such signs at no cost to Grantee.  Alternatively, GOCO will provide reproducible 
samples of its logo to Grantee for custom signs.

i. GOCO shall approve in advance the design of any permanent sign materially
varying from the signs provided by GOCO.  To obtain such approval, Grantee shall submit to 
GOCO plans describing the number, design, placement, and wording of signs and placards. Plans 
shall be submitted to the Board for review and approval prior to completion of the Project.

ii. The Board may withhold Final Payment pending evidence of placement of 
permanent signage.

b. Grantee shall acknowledge Board funding in all publicity issued by it concerning the 
Project.
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c. Grantee shall cooperate with the Board or the Board’s designee in advance in preparing 
public information pieces related to the Project.

d. Grantee shall give the Board the right and opportunity to use information gained from the 
Project.

e. Grantee shall give the Board a minimum 30 days’ notice of Project grand openings, 
dedications, or other events.

f. Grantee shall give timely notice of the Project, its inauguration, significance, and 
completion to the local members of the Colorado General Assembly, members of the board of 
county commissioners of the county or counties in which the Project is located, as well as to 
other appropriate public officials.

g. Grantee shall provide quality digital photographs or printed photographs, if unable to 
provide digital photographs (collectively, “Photographs”) of the completed Project with the Final 
Report.  For the avoidance of doubt, all Photographs taken by Grantee of the Project constitutes a 
“work made for hire” pursuant to the U.S. copyright law (17 U.S.C. Section 201(b)) Grantee 
agrees that all copyrights and other property rights, in the Photographs developed by Grantee in 
conjunction with the Project are further owned by GOCO and Grantee hereby forever and 
irrevocably assigns to GOCO, without further consideration, all right, title and interest in such 
copyrights and other proprietary rights.  Grantee agrees that GOCO, its successors and assigns, 
shall have the exclusive right to file copyright applications in the United States and throughout 
the world to the Photographs, or any portion thereof, in the name of GOCO.  Grantee hereby 
agrees that GOCO, its successors and assigns may act as attorney-in-fact to execute any 
documents that GOCO deems necessary to record this grant with the United States Copyright 
Office or elsewhere.  Grantee agrees to execute any and all documents reasonably requested by 
GOCO to enforce its rights under this provision.

h. At no time shall Grantee represent in any manner to the public or to any party that it is 
affiliated with GOCO or acting on behalf of GOCO.

17. Liability.

a. Grantee shall be responsible for, and to the extent permitted by law (including any 
constitutional or statutory limitations on the ability of a governmental entity to provide 
indemnification), indemnify, defend and hold harmless the Board, its officers, agents and 
employees from any and all liabilities, claims, demands, damages or costs (including reasonable 
legal fees) resulting from, growing out of, or in any way connected with or incident to Grantee’s 
performance of this Agreement.  Grantee hereby waives any and all rights to any type of express 
or implied indemnity or right of contribution from the State of Colorado, the Board, its members, 
officers, agents or employees, for any liability resulting from, growing out of, or in any way 
connected with or incident to this Agreement.  Grantee acknowledges that Grantee is the owner 
of the Project and the Property upon which it is located, or has control of the Project and the 
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Property, and that GOCO neither possesses nor controls the Project, the Property, nor the 
operations of the Project.

b. Anything else in this Agreement to the contrary notwithstanding, no term or condition of
this Agreement shall be construed or interpreted as a waiver, either express or implied, of any of 
the immunities, rights, benefits or protection provided to the Board under the Colorado 
Governmental Immunity Act (“CGIA”) as amended or as may be amended in the future 
(including, without limitation, any amendments to such statute, or under any similar statute 
which is subsequently enacted).  This provision may apply to Grantee if Grantee qualifies for 
protection under the Colorado Governmental Immunity Act, C.R.S. §24-10-101 et seq.  The 
Board and Grantee understand and agree that liability for claims for injuries to persons or 
property arising out of the negligence of the Board, its members, officials, agents and employees 
may be controlled and/or limited by the provisions of the CGIA.  The parties agree that no 
provision of this Agreement shall be construed in such a manner as to reduce the extent to which 
the CGIA limits the liability of the Board, its members, officers, agents and employees.

18. Audits and Accounting.  Grantee shall maintain standard financial accounts,
documents, and records relating to the use, management, and operation of the Project.  The 
accounts, documents, and records related to the Project shall be retained by Grantee for not less 
than five (5) years following the date of disbursement of funds under this Agreement.  The 
Board, or its designated agent, shall have the right, upon reasonable notice to Grantee, to audit 
the books and records of Grantee which pertain to the Project and to the use and disposition of 
the Grant.  While Grantee is not required to use GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principles), Grantee shall use reasonable and appropriate accounting systems in maintaining the 
required records hereunder.

19. Inspection.  Throughout the term of this Agreement, GOCO shall have the right to
inspect the Project to ascertain compliance with this Agreement.

20. Withdrawal of Board Funding; Termination of Agreement. Anything else in this
Agreement or otherwise to the contrary notwithstanding, the Board may withdraw, in whole or 
in part, the Grant and/or terminate this Agreement, and/or seek a refund of payments already 
made if the Board determines in its discretion that:

a. facts have arisen or situations have occurred that fundamentally alter the expectations of
the parties or make the purposes for the Grant as contemplated infeasible or impractical;

b. any material modifications in the scope or nature of the Project have occurred from that
which was presented in the Project Application and such material modifications have not
received the prior written approval of GOCO;

c. any statement or representation made by Grantee in the Project Application, this
Agreement, the Progress Report, the Final Report, or otherwise  is untrue, inaccurate or 
incomplete in any material respect;
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d. the results of GOCO’s review of the Progress Report, or the Final Report are not
acceptable to GOCO;

e. the Project will not or cannot be completed by the Completion Date or any extensions
granted thereto or delays in the implementation of the Project have occurred which, in the 
Board’s judgment, make the Project impracticable;

f. the Project will not or cannot be completed within the Budget or any approved
modifications, or the total Project cost and/or Grantee’s matching funding are reduced; 

g. title to or encumbrances against the Property are or become such that Grantee is unable to
complete the Project, or the Project and/or the Property are or become unavailable for public use.

21. Breach.

a. In the event that Grantee breaches any of the terms, covenants, representations, or
conditions of this Agreement, the Board may elect to enforce any and all remedies available at 
law or in equity, including without limitation, any of the following:

i. Prior to payment of Grant:

A. Withdraw the Grant and terminate this Agreement; and,

B. Deny Grantee eligibility for participation in future Board grants, loans or 
projects.

ii. After payment (partial or full) of Grant:

A. Deny Grantee eligibility for participation in future Board grants, loans or 
projects;

B. Seek specific performance of Grantee’s obligations under this Agreement; 

C. Receive reimbursement in full of disbursement made under the Grant.

b. The foregoing remedies are cumulative and may be exercised independently or in
combination and are not exclusive to one another or to any other remedies available at law or in 
equity.  In the event GOCO must pursue any remedy hereunder and is the substantially 
prevailing party, GOCO shall be awarded its costs and reasonable legal fees, including costs of 
collection.

22. Good Faith.  There is an obligation of good faith on the part of both parties, including
the obligation to make timely communication of information which may reasonably be believed 
to be material to the other party.
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23. Assignment.  Grantee may not assign its rights under this Agreement without the
consent of the Board, which consent shall be in the discretion of the Board.  Any assignment 
shall require that, at a minimum, the assignee is eligible to receive grants from the Board and 
assumes Grantee’s ongoing obligations under this Agreement.  

24. Applicable Law.  This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of
Colorado and venue for any dispute hereunder shall lie exclusively in the State Courts of the 
City and County of Denver.

25. No Joint Venture.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to create a joint
venture, partnership, employer/employee or other relationship between the parties hereto other
than independent contracting parties.  Except as permitted under the remedies provisions 
hereunder, neither party shall have the express or implied right to act for, on behalf of, or in the 
name of the other party.

26. Severability. If any provision of this Agreement, or the application thereof, is found to
be invalid, the remainder of the provisions of this Agreement, or the application of such 
provision, other than those as to which it is found to be invalid, shall remain in full force and 
effect.

27. Time is of the Essence. Time is of the essence in this Agreement.
28. Survival. The terms and provisions of this Agreement and the parties’ covenants
hereunder shall survive the funding of the Grant and the completion of the Project.

29. Fax and Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts,
each of which shall be an original, but all of which when taken together shall constitute one 
Agreement.  In addition, the parties agree to recognize signatures of this Agreement transmitted 
by telecopy or e-mail as if they were original signatures.

30. Third Party Beneficiary. The Board and Grantee hereby acknowledge and agree that
this Agreement is intended only to cover the relative rights and obligations between the Board 
and Grantee, and that no third party beneficiaries are intended.

31. Construction. Each party hereto has reviewed and revised (or requested revisions of)
this Agreement, and therefore, any usual rules of construction requiring that ambiguities are to 
be resolved against a particular party shall not be applicable in the construction and 
interpretation of this Agreement.

32. Waiver.  The failure of either party to enforce a term hereof shall not be deemed a
waiver of such term or right of enforcement as to that breach or any subsequent breach of the 
same, similar or different nature.  No waiver shall be enforceable hereunder unless signed by the 
party against whom the waiver is sought to be enforced.

33. Entire Agreement.   Except as expressly provided herein, this Agreement constitutes
the entire agreement of the parties.  No oral understanding or agreement not incorporated in this 
Agreement shall be binding upon the parties.  No changes to this Agreement shall be valid 
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unless made as an amendment to this contract, approved by the Board, and signed by the 
parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties by signature below of their authorized representatives 
execute this Agreement effective as of                              .

STATE BOARD OF THE GREAT GRANTEE:

OUTDOORS COLORADO TRUST FUND City of Louisville

By:                                   By:                                   

       Lise Aangeenbrug Title:                            
       Executive Director

            *NOTE* Signee should be same individual
            authorized to sign grant agreement in 
            attached resolution (EXHIBIT B)

For internal GOCO Use Only:

Grant Agreement and all attachments finalized;

Route to ED for signature:

                       

56



EXHIBIT A

Project Summary 

Applicant: City of Louisville County: Boulder Log Number: 15064

Project Title: Community Nature Playground at Louisville Elementary

Funding Summary: Applicant Funding  $6,000.00
Partner(s) Funding  $9,000.00
GOCO Grant Amount   $45,000.00

Total Project Cost  $60,000.00

Project Description:

The City of Louisville, in partnership with Louisville Elementary School, is seeking to create a 
community nature-based play area to replace its existing Kindergarten playground. The community 
currently lacks natural play areas for young children and the School’s existing playground is unsafe, 
unimaginative and does not meet accessibility standards.

Staff and Peer Reviewer Comments:

The project scope is compelling as it provides a combination of accessible, age appropriate nature based 
and active play elements targeted at young children.

The project is the result of an outstanding public process.  Children and parents were involved in the 
playground’s design by choosing components and themes that they want and will use.    

This project will fill a recreational gap in play spaces for younger children. The growth of the school and 
community warrants the need to update the play areas as soon as possible.  

The applicant described the community very well and illustrated the multiple user groups that use the 
facility, not just the school children.

Score Summary

Rank: 1
Overall Score: 86.00
GOCO Staff Score: 90.00
Reviewer Average: 82.00

57



EXHIBIT B
RESOLUTION (REQUIRED)
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Policy: Overdue 
GrantsGREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO 

POLICIES & PROCEDURES 
MANUAL Approval Date: June 11, 2013

I) PURPOSE

Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) understands that there are unforeseen circumstances
that may interfere with a grantee’s ability to complete a project by the project completion
date set forth in the Grant Agreement. The Overdue Grants Policy outlines the options
available to grantees to extend a grant deadline and the procedures associated with
submitting grant extension requests.

II) POLICY STATEMENT

A grantee has two options to extend the project completion date in the Grant Agreement: a
staff extension or a Board extension. Staff can grant an extension for at least 90 days and up
to the date of the next scheduled GOCO Board meeting beyond that 90 days. If the grantee
needs more time than that, the grantee must request a Board extension.  GOCO expects the
grantee to request the appropriate amount of time needed to complete the project. A
grantee can request a second Board extension if needed, although this is not a favorable
action.

Failure to complete a project by the original due date, or by any extended due dates
authorized by staff or Board, may result in the de-authorization of the grant by the Board
and a suspension from applying in future grant cycles.

III) PROCEDURES

A) Staff Extensions

• The grantee must submit a request for a staff extension prior to the original project
completion date via email or postal mail to GOCO staff.

• Requests must include the following: a) grantee name b) project title c) contract
number from the grant agreement d) original project completion date e) percent of
project completion to date or due diligence items completed to date for land
acquisitions f) reason for delay g) estimated date of project completion or closing g)
estimated date of final report submission to GOCO, if applicable.

• A grantee may only request one staff extension.
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• If the grantee needs an extension for longer than the time provided by a staff
extension, the grantee can forgo the staff extension and request a Board extension.

• Staff will notify the grantee via email of the decision to grant or deny the request for
a staff extension.

B) Board Extensions

• The grantee must submit a request for a Board extension prior to the original or staff
extended project completion date via email or postal mail. Requests must be
addressed to the GOCO Board.

• Requests must include the following: a) grantee name b) project title c) contract
number from the grant agreement d) original project completion date and if
applicable, staff extended project completion date e) percent of project completion
to date or due diligence items completed to date for land acquisitions f) reason for
delay g) estimated date of project completion or closing g) estimated date of final
report submission to GOCO, if applicable.

• The Board will consider the request for Board extension at its next scheduled
meeting. Staff will notify the grantee via email of the Board’s decision to grant or
deny the request for a Board extension.

• A grantee can request a second Board extension if additional time is needed beyond
that provided by the first Board extension.  Requests for a second Board extension
will follow all of the procedures listed above.
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EXHIBIT E
INTERGOVERNMENTAL (or other) AGREEMENT

(If applicable)
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5E 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 11, SERIES 2015 – A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING A LEASE AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND WELLS FARGO FINANCIAL 
LEASING, INC. 

 
DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015 
 
PRESENTED BY: JOE STEVENS, PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 
 
 
SUMMARY:  
The Parks and Recreation Department is requesting authorization to enter into a lease 
agreement with C&M Golf and Grounds Equipment for the lease of 65 E-Z-GO RXV golf 
carts and 1 E-Z-GO 250 Terrain Picker Vehicle to use at Coal Creek Golf Course. The 
City received proposals from E-Z-GO, Club Car and Yamaha.  Based on staff review 
and on-site evaluation of the carts and accessories, the lease proposal submitted by 
C&M Golf and Grounds Equipment for the golf carts and Terrain Picker vehicle is both 
the most cost-effective and best fit for Coal Creek Golf Course.   
 
Staff recommends the City lease an AC (alternating current) golf cart rather than a DC 
(direct current) golf cart to extend the lease from 4 to 5 years and lower the City’s 
monthly payment.  AC motors use less electricity to operate, which will reduce utility 
costs, extend the life of the batteries and reduce time between charges.  The agreement 
with C&M includes a roll out option after 4 years of the lease; if the leased carts are not 
able to perform to the City’s expectations, a new fleet of carts can be negotiated. E-Z-
GO’s RXV cart is also the only golf cart on the market that has a non-setting parking 
brake; when the driver of the cart exits they will not need to set a parking brake.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  
The 2015 Golf Course budget includes $69,000 to rent golf carts and related equipment.  
The annual lease cost in C&M Golf and Grounds Equipment’s proposal is $54,833.76 
for 65 golf carts and 1 golf range picker vehicle.  Total payments over the 5-year period 
will equal $274,168.80 beginning in June 2015, with 6 payments per year through the 
term of the agreement (30 payments). 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Approve lease agreement with Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. for 65 electric golf 
carts and 1 golf range picker vehicle provided by C&M Golf and Grounds Equipment. 
 
ATTACHMENT: 

1. Resolution No. 11, Series 2015  
2. Amendment and Lease Agreement 
3. C&M Proposal 
4. Lease Cost Summary 
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RESOLUTION NO. 11
SERIES 2015

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A LEASE AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND WELLS FARGO FINANCIAL LEASING, INC.

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville, Colorado (“City”) is a home rule municipality and the 
City Council of the City (the “Council”) desires to lease golf cars and a picker vehicle (collectively, 
“golf cars”) for use at the Coal Creek Golf Course; and

WHEREAS, the City and Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. (the “Lessor”) have reached 
an agreement on the terms by which the Lessor will lease the golf cars to the City; and 

WHEREAS, the Council hereby finds and determines that the execution of an Lease 
Agreement for the purpose of leasing the golf cars is appropriate and necessary to the functions and 
operations of the Coal Creek Golf Course; and

WHEREAS, the Lease Agreement does not include any option to purchase the leased 
property and the Lease Agreement shall not constitute a general obligation indebtedness of the City 
within the meaning of the Constitution and laws of the State or City Charter; and

WHEREAS, the Lease Agreement does not create a multiple-fiscal year obligation of the 
City and is expressly subject to annual appropriation and a City right of termination in the event of 
non-appropriation.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:

1. The proposed Lease Agreement between the City of Louisville and Wells Fargo 
Financial Leasing, Inc. for the lease of golf cars is hereby approved in essentially the same form as 
the copy of such Lease Agreement accompanying this Resolution.

2. The City’s payment obligations under the Lease Agreement are current expenditures 
of the City, payable in the fiscal year for which funds are appropriated for the payment thereof.  The 
City’s obligations under the Lease Agreement shall be from year to year only and shall not 
constitute a multiple-fiscal year direct or indirect debt or other financial obligation of the City 
within the meaning of Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution. 

3. The Mayor is authorized to execute such Lease Agreement, and is hereby further 
granted the authority to negotiate and approve such revisions to said Lease Agreement as the Mayor 
determines are necessary or desirable for the protection of the City, so long as the essential terms 
and conditions of the Lease Agreement are not altered.

Resolution No, 11, Series 2015
Page 1 of 2
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4. The Mayor, City Manager and City Staff are further authorized to execute and 
deliver all documents necessary in connection with the leasing of the golf cars and to do all things 
necessary on behalf of the City to perform the obligations of the City under such Lease Agreement,
including without limitation execution and delivery of the Lease Agreement Schedules, Certificates, 
and Addendum, and execution and delivery of the golf car proposal from the vendor (C&M Golf 
and Grounds Equipment).

PASSED AND ADOPTED this _____ day of _____________, 2015.

______________________________
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor

ATTEST:

______________________________
Nancy Varra, City Clerk

Resolution No, 11, Series 2015
Page 2 of 2
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AMENDMENT TO MASTER EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT 

THIS AMENDMENT TO MASTER EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT is by and between City of Louisville, Colorado,
as Customer, and WELLS FARGO FINANCIAL LEASING, INC as Owner. 

BACKGROUND

A.  By that certain MASTER EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT, # ____________ dated _____________, 20__, by and between 
Owner and Customer. Owner has agreed to extend financing to Customer upon and subject to the terms and conditions set forth in
the MASTER EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT (“Agreement”)

B. Owner and Customer desire to amend the terms and conditions of the Agreement, upon and subject to the terms and conditions 
of this Amendment. 

C. All capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein will have the meanings set forth in the Agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of good and valuable consideration, the parties intending to be legally bound agree as 
follows: 

Change to:

1. Section 1- LEASE OF EQUIPMENT. Sentence 5- Change to “…and with your consent, change the Payment shown
in a Schedule by up to 15%....”

2. Section 5-INDEMNIFICATION. Add to beginning of this section “To the extent permitted by Colorado Law” …You
shall indemnify and hold Us…

3. Section 13-APPLICABLE LAW; VENUE; JURISDICTION; SEVERABILITY. Add to this section “Notwithstanding
anything in the Agreement to the contrary, the Agreement and the Addendum shall be governed by the laws of the
state where the customer is located”.

4. Section 14-DOLLAR PURCHASE. Strike in its entirety.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the duly authorized representatives of the parties have executed this Amendment on the dates set forth 
below but effective as of the effective date of the Agreement, as set forth above. 

WELLS FARGO FINANCIAL LEASING, INC

By: ________________________________

Name: _____________________________

Title: ______________________________

Date of Execution: ___________________

City of Louisville, Colorado

By: ______________________________

Name: Robert P. Muckle

Title: Mayor

Date of Execution: _________________
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AMENDMENT TO SCHEDULE TO MASTER EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT 

THIS AMENDMENT TO SCHEDULE TO MASTER EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT is by and between City of 
Louisville, Colorado, as Customer, and WELLS FARGO FINANCIAL LEASING, INC as Owner. 

BACKGROUND

A.  By that certain SCHEDULE TO MASTER EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT, # ____________ dated _____________, 20__, 
by and between Owner and Customer. Owner has agreed to extend financing to Customer upon and subject to the terms and 
conditions set forth in the SCHEDULE TO MASTER EQUIPMENT LEASE AGREEMENT (“Schedule”)

B. Owner and Customer desire to amend the terms and conditions of the Agreement, upon and subject to the terms and conditions 
of this Amendment. 

C. All capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein will have the meanings set forth in the Schedule.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of good and valuable consideration, the parties intending to be legally bound agree as 
follows: 

Change to:

Section 2 –PURCHASE OPTION. Strike in its entirety.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the duly authorized representatives of the parties have executed this Amendment on the dates set forth 
below but effective as of the effective date of the Agreement, as set forth above. 

WELLS FARGO FINANCIAL LEASING, INC

By: ________________________________

Name: _____________________________

Title: ______________________________

Date of Execution: ___________________

City of Louisville, Colorado

By: ______________________________

Name: Robert P. Muckle

Title: Mayor

Date of Execution: _________________
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Document Check List
Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. | 800 Walnut, 4th floor | Des Moines, Iowa  50309 | Phone: 866-336-8382

Doc Checklist (10/21/13) Page 1 of 1

Customer Name:  City of Louisville, Colorado
Application Number:  860151

Sign & date the Master Equipment Lease Agreement 

Sign & date the Master Equipment Lease Schedule

Sign & date the Payment Schedule

Sign & date the Non Appropriations Addendum

Sign & date the Delivery and Acceptance 

Complete, sign & date the Insurance Form 
o Liability Coverage – Minimum coverage of $1 million Wells Fargo Financial Leasing to be listed as 

additional insured.
o Property Coverage – Value of equipment covered Wells Fargo Financial Leasing to be listed as the 

Lenders loss payable endorsement.

Complete, sign & date the CIP Form

Attorney Opinion Letter is required on letterhead-please be sure the letter references 
that there was not a formal bid.

Complete, sign & date the Automatic Payment Form (OPTIONAL)

Send all of the completed & signed documents to:

Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc.
Attn: Sheri Buttrey
MAC # N0005-044
800 Walnut Street

Des Moines, IA 50309

*White Out is not acceptable on any documents
*Electronic Signatures are not acceptable

*Please do not make any changes/additions/deletions to the lease 
documents unless approved as this voids the documents.
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Master Equipment Lease Agreement
Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. | 800 Walnut, 4th floor | Des Moines, Iowa  50309 | Phone: 866-336-8382

#2519978 v4   G&T Master Lease (01/23/14) Page 1 of 2 

Customer Information:
Customer’s Full Legal Name (“You” and “Your”):
City of Louisville, Colorado
Address:
749 Main Street
City/State/Zip Code:
Louisville, CO 80027
Telephone Number:
303-335-4507

Federal Tax ID#: County:
Boulder

You acknowledge and agree that this agreement (as amended from time to time, this “Agreement”) and each Schedule (defined below) represent the complete and exclusive 
agreement between You and Us regarding the subject matter herein and therein and supersedes any other oral or written agreements between You and Us regarding such 
matters. “Schedule” means a schedule, in such form as We may accept in our sole discretion, that may be entered into from time to time by You and Us for a lease 
transaction pursuant to this Agreement. This Agreement and each Schedule can be changed only by a written agreement between You and Us. Other agreements not stated 
herein or in a Schedule (including, without limitation, those contained in any purchase order or service agreement between You and the equipment supplier(s) (each a 
“Supplier”)) are not part of a Lease (defined below). This Agreement is not a commitment by Us to enter into any Schedule not currently in effect, and nothing in this 
Agreement shall impose, or be construed to impose, any obligation upon Us to enter into any proposed Schedule, it being understood that whether We enter into any 
proposed Schedule shall be a decision solely within Our discretion.  To help the government fight the funding of terrorism and money laundering activities, U.S. Federal law 
requires financial institutions to obtain, verify and record information that identifies each person (individuals or businesses) who opens an account. What this means for You: 
When You open an account or add any additional service, We will ask You for Your name, address, federal employer identification number and other information that will 
allow Us to identify You. We may also ask to see other identifying documents.
1. LEASE OF EQUIPMENT.  Each Schedule executed by You represents Your agreement to lease from Us the personal property listed therein (together with all existing 
and future accessories, attachments and replacements, the “Equipment”) upon the terms stated in such Schedule and this Agreement. Each Schedule and the terms of this 
Agreement which are incorporated by reference into such Schedule shall constitute a separate and independent contract between You and Us and shall be referred to as a 
“Lease”. In the event of any conflict between the provisions of this Agreement and the provisions of any Schedule, the provisions of the Schedule shall control.  Each 
Schedule is binding on You as of the date You sign it. You agree that after You sign this Agreement or a Schedule, We may insert or correct any information missing in this 
Agreement or a Schedule, including Your proper legal name, serial numbers and any other information describing the Equipment, and change the Payment shown in a 
Schedule by up to 15% due to a change in the Equipment or its cost or a tax or payment adjustment.    
2. TERM; AUTOMATIC RENEWAL. The term of each Lease will begin on the date that the related Schedule is accepted by Us or any later date that We designate (the 
“Commencement Date”) and will continue for the number of months shown on such Schedule (the “Initial Term”).  As used herein, “Term” means the term presently in effect 
at any time, whether it is the Initial Term or a Renewal Term (defined below). With respect to each Lease, unless You have a $1.00 Purchase Option as indicated in 
the related Schedule, You shall notify Us in writing at least 30 days before the end of a Term (the “Notice Period”) that you intend to purchase or return 
the Equipment at the end of such Term or:  (a) the applicable Lease will automatically renew for an additional one-month period (a “Renewal Term”) and (b) 
all terms of such Lease will continue to apply. If You do notify Us in writing within the Notice Period for a given Lease that You intend to purchase or return the related
Equipment at the end of the Term of such Lease, then You shall (i) purchase the Equipment by paying the purchase option amount (and all other amounts due hereunder) 
within 10 days after the end of the Term, or (ii) return the Equipment pursuant to Section 12. For any “Fair Market Value” Purchase Option, the fair market value shall be 
determined by Us in Our sole but commercially reasonable judgment. Each Lease is non-cancelable for the full Term.  
3. UNCONDITIONAL OBLIGATION.  With respect to each Lease, You agree that: (i) We are a separate and independent company from the Suppliers, manufacturer and 
any other vendor (collectively, “Vendors”), and the Vendors are NOT Our agents; (ii) No representation or warranty by any Vendor is binding on Us, and no Vendor has 
authority to waive or alter any term of this Agreement or any Schedule; (iii) You, not We, selected the Equipment and the Vendors based on Your own judgment; (iv) Your 
obligations under each Lease are absolute and unconditional and are not subject to cancellation, reduction or setoff for any reason whatsoever; (v) If You are a party to any 
maintenance, supplies or other contract with any Vendor, We are NOT a party thereto, such contract is NOT part of any Lease (even though We may, as a convenience to You 
and a Vendor, bill and collect monies owed by You to such Vendor), and no breach by any Vendor will excuse You from performing Your obligations to Us under any Lease; 
and (vi) If the Equipment is unsatisfactory or if any Vendor fails to provide any service or fulfill any other obligation to You, You shall not make any claim against Us and shall 
continue to fully perform under each Lease.
4. PAYMENTS. With respect to each Lease, You agree to pay Us an interim rent charge as reasonably calculated by Us for the period from the date the Equipment is 
delivered to You until the Commencement Date of such Lease.  The payment for this interim period will be based on the Payment shown in the related Schedule prorated on 
a 30 day calendar month and will be added to Your first invoice.  Each Payment Period for a given Lease, You agree to pay Us, by the due date set forth on Our invoice to You 
(i) the Payment due under the related Schedule, and (ii) applicable taxes and other charges provided for in the Lease. Restrictive endorsements on checks will not be binding 
on Us. All payments received will be applied to past due amounts and to the current amount due in such order as We determine. Any security deposit that You pay under a 
Lease is non-interest bearing, may be commingled with Our funds, may be applied by Us at any time to cure any default by You, and the unused portion will be returned to
You after You have satisfied all of Your obligations under the applicable Lease. If We do not receive a payment in full within ten (10) days of its due date, You shall pay a fee 
equal to 5% of the amount that is late (or the maximum amount permitted by law if less). You shall pay Us a returned check or non-sufficient funds charge of $20.00 for any 
returned or dishonored check or draft.  
5. INDEMNIFICATION.  You shall indemnify and hold Us harmless from and against, any and all claims, actions, damages, liabilities, losses and costs (including but not 
limited to reasonable attorneys’ fees) made against Us, or suffered or incurred by Us, arising directly or indirectly out of, or otherwise relating to, the delivery, installation, 
possession, ownership, use, loss of use, defect in or malfunction of the Equipment.  This obligation shall survive the termination of each Lease.  We shall not be liable to You 
for any damages of any kind, including any liability for consequential damages, arising out of the use of or the inability to use the Equipment.
6. NO WARRANTIES. WE ARE LEASING THE EQUIPMENT TO YOU “AS IS”. WE HAVE NOT MADE AND HEREBY DISCLAIM ANY AND ALL WARRANTIES, 
EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, ARISING BY APPLICABLE LAW OR OTHERWISE, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION, THE IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF 
MERCHANTABILITY AND FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE. The parties hereto agree that each Lease is, or shall be treated as, a “finance lease” under Article 2A 
of the Uniform Commercial Code (the “UCC”). You hereby waive any and all rights and remedies conferred upon You by Article 2A of the UCC. If any Lease is deemed to be a 
secured transaction, You hereby grant to Us a security interest in the Equipment and all proceeds thereof. You authorize Us to record UCC financing statements to protect 
Our interests in the Equipment. You may be entitled under Article 2A of the UCC to the promises and warranties (if any) provided to Us by the Suppliers in connection with or 
as part of the contract (if any) by which We acquire the Equipment, which warranty rights We assign to You for the applicable Term (provided You are not in default). You 
acknowledge that You are aware of the name of the Supplier of each item of Equipment and You may contact the Suppliers for an accurate and complete statement of those 
promises and warranties (if any), including any disclaimers and limitations of them or of remedies.
7. DELIVERY; LOCATION; OWNERSHIP; USE AND MAINTENANCE.  We are not responsible for delivery or installation of the Equipment. You are responsible for 
Equipment maintenance. You will not remove the Equipment from the Equipment Location specified in a Schedule unless You first get Our permission. You shall give Us 
reasonable access to the Equipment Location so that We may inspect the Equipment, and You agree to pay Our costs in connection therewith. We will own and have title to 
the Equipment (excluding any software) during each Lease. You agree that the Equipment is and shall remain personal property and without Our prior written consent, You 
shall not permit it to become (i) attached to real property, or (ii) subject to liens or encumbrances of any kind.  You represent that the Equipment will be used solely for 
commercial purposes and not for personal, family or household purposes.  You will use the Equipment in accordance with all laws, operation manuals, service contracts (if 
any) and insurance requirements, shall comply with all manufacturer’s instructions, specified maintenance programs and warranty requirements, and shall not make any 
permanent alterations to the Equipment. At Your own cost, You will keep the Equipment in good working order and warrantable condition, ordinary wear and tear excepted,
and in compliance with any additional Equipment maintenance and return conditions set forth in the applicable Schedule or any addendum thereto (“Good Condition”). With 
respect to any Equipment that includes an hour meter/counter (“Meter”), You shall not tamper with, adjust or make the Meter inoperable. You shall keep each such Meter in 

BY SIGNING BELOW, CUSTOMER ACKNOWLEDGES RECEIPT OF PAGE 2 OF THIS AGREEMENT AND AGREES TO THE TERMS ON BOTH PAGES 1 & 2

Customer: (identified above)  City of Louisville, Colorado Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. (“We,” “Us,” “Our” and “Lessor”)

By: Date: ____ / ____ / ____ By: Date: ____ / ____ / ____

Print name:  Robert P. Muckle Title: Mayor Print name:        Title:       

Agreement Number:       
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Good Condition at all times, shall immediately notify Us if it becomes inoperable, and shall, at Your expense, promptly undertake such repairs as We deem necessary to 
restore it to Good Condition. In the event an item of Equipment is used in excess of the Included Engine Hours Per Year designated in the Schedule during the applicable 
Initial Term and any Renewal Term, You shall pay the applicable Excess Charge (per engine hour) set forth in such Schedule for each engine hour in excess of the Included 
Engine Hours Per Year (“Excess Engine Hours”) for such item of Equipment. Upon return of the Equipment, We (or Our agent) will determine Excess Engine Hours based on 
the actual Meter readings and/or the number of engine hours the Equipment has been used during the Lease.  Excess Charges for Excess Engine Hours shall be billed to You 
as additional rent following Your return of the Equipment.
8. LOSS; DAMAGE; INSURANCE. You shall, at all times during each Lease, (i) bear the risk of loss and damage to the Equipment and shall continue performing all Your 
obligations to Us even if it becomes damaged or suffers a loss, (ii) keep the Equipment insured against all risks of damage and loss (“Property Insurance”) in an amount 
equal to its replacement cost, with Us named as sole “loss payee” (with a lender’s loss payable endorsement if required by Lessor or its Assignee), and (iii) carry public 
liability insurance covering bodily injury and property damage (“Liability Insurance”) in an amount acceptable to Us, with Us named as an additional insured thereunder. With 
respect to each Lease, You have the choice of satisfying these insurance requirements for a given Lease by providing Us with satisfactory evidence of Property and Liability 
Insurance (“Insurance Proof”), within 30 days of the Commencement Date of such Lease. Such Insurance Proof must provide for at least 30 days prior written notice to Us 
before it may be cancelled or terminated and must contain other terms satisfactory to Us. If you do not provide Us with Insurance Proof within 30 days of the 
Commencement Date of a Lease, or if such insurance terminates for any reason, then (a) You agree that We have the right, but not the obligation, to obtain such Property 
Insurance and/or Liability Insurance in such forms and amounts from an insurer of Our choosing in order to protect Our interests (“Other Insurance”), and (b) You agree that 
We may charge you a periodic charge for such Other Insurance. This periodic charge will include reimbursement for premiums advanced by Us to purchase Other Insurance, 
billing and tracking fees, charges for Our processing and related fees associated with the Other Insurance, and a finance charge of up to 18% per annum (or the maximum 
rate allowed by law if less) on any advances We make for premiums (collectively, the “Insurance Charge”). We and/or one or more of our affiliates and/or agents may 
receive a portion of the Insurance Charge, which may include a profit. We are not obligated to obtain, and may cancel, Other Insurance at any time without notice to You. 
Any Other Insurance need not name You as an insured or protect Your interests. The Insurance Charge may be higher than if You obtained Property and Liability Insurance 
on Your own.
9. ASSIGNMENT. You shall not sell, transfer, assign or otherwise encumber (collectively, “Transfer”) this Agreement or any Lease, or Transfer or sublease any Equipment, 
in whole or in part, without Our prior written consent; provided, however, if the Equipment includes any power golf carts, You may rent such cart(s) on a daily or per-round 
basis to Your patrons at the Equipment Location listed on the applicable Schedule in which case You shall collect from such patrons all sales and use taxes due in connection 
with such rentals and remit such taxes to the appropriate taxing authorities, and You shall continue performing all Your obligations under the applicable Lease. We may, 
without notice to You, Transfer Our interests in the Equipment, this Agreement and/or any Lease, in whole or in part, to a third party (an “Assignee”), in which case the 
Assignee will, to the extent of such Transfer, have all of Our rights and benefits but will not have to perform Our obligations (if any). Any Transfer by Us will not relieve Us of 
Our obligations under this Agreement or any Lease. You agree not to assert against the Assignee any claim, defense or offset You may have against Us.
10. TAXES AND OTHER FEES.  You are responsible for all taxes (including, without limitation, sales, use and personal property taxes, excluding only taxes based on Our 
income), assessments, license and registration fees and other governmental charges relating to this Agreement, each Lease and/or the Equipment (collectively 
“Governmental Charges”).  Sales or use taxes due upfront will be payable over the Initial Term of each Lease, with a finance charge. You authorize Us to pay any 
Governmental Charges as they become due, and You agree to reimburse Us promptly upon demand for the full amount.  You agree to pay Us a fee for Our administration of 
taxes related to the Equipment leased under each Lease.  With respect to each Lease, You also agree to pay Us upon demand (i) for all costs of filing, amending and 
releasing UCC financing statements, and (ii) a documentation/processing fee in the amount set forth in the related Schedule (or as otherwise agreed to). You also agree to 
pay Us a fee for additional services We may provide to You at Your request during a Lease.  If You so request and We permit the early termination of a Lease, You 
acknowledge that there may be a cost or charge to You for such privilege.  In connection with the expiration or earlier termination of a Lease, You agree to pay Us any 
Governmental Charges accrued or assessed but not yet due and payable, or Our estimate of such amounts. You agree that the fees and other amounts payable under this 
Agreement and each Lease may include a profit to Us and/or the Suppliers.
11. DEFAULT; REMEDIES.  With respect to each Lease, You will be in default if (1) You fail to pay any amount due under any Lease within 15 days of the due date, (2) 
You breach or attempt to breach any other term, representation or covenant in this Agreement, any Lease or in any other agreement now existing or hereafter entered into 
with Us or any Assignee, (3) an event of default occurs under any obligation You may now or hereafter owe to any affiliate of Us or any Assignee, and/or (4) You and/or any 
guarantors or sureties of Your obligations under any Lease (i) die, (ii) go out of business, (iii) commence dissolution proceedings, (iv) merge or consolidate into another 
entity, (v) sell all or substantially all of Your or their assets, or there is a change of control with respect to Your or their ownership, (vi) become insolvent, admit Your or their 
inability to pay Your or their debts, (vii) make an assignment for the benefit of Your or their creditors (or enter into a similar arrangement), (viii) file, or there is filed against 
You or them, a bankruptcy, reorganization or similar proceeding or a proceeding for the appointment of a receiver, trustee or liquidator, or (ix) suffer an adverse change in 
Your or their financial condition.  If You default under a Lease, We may do any or all of the following: (A) cancel such Lease, (B) require You to promptly return the 
Equipment pursuant to Section 12, (C) take possession of and/or render the Equipment (including any software) unusable (and for such purposes You hereby authorize Us 
and Our designees to enter Your premises, with or without prior notice or other process of law), and sell, lease or otherwise dispose of the Equipment on such terms and in 
such manner as We may in Our sole discretion determine, (D) require You to pay to Us, on demand, liquidated damages in an amount equal to the sum of (i) all Payments 
and other amounts then due and past due under such Lease, (ii) all remaining Payments for the remainder of the Term of such Lease discounted at a rate of 3% per annum, 
(iii) the residual value of the Equipment estimated by Us at the inception of such Lease (as shown in Our books and records), discounted at a rate of 3% per annum, (iv) 
interest on the amounts specified in clauses “i”, “ii” and “iii” above from the date of demand to the date paid at the rate of 1.5% per month (or the maximum amount 
permitted by law if less), and (v) all other amounts that may thereafter become due under such Lease to the extent that We will be obligated to collect and pay such 
amounts to a third party (such amounts specified in sub-clauses “i” through “v” referred to below as the “Balance Due”), and/or (E) exercise any other remedy available to 
Us under law.  You also agree to reimburse Us on demand for all reasonable expenses of enforcement (including, without limitation, reasonable attorneys’ fees and other 
legal costs) and reasonable expenses of repossessing, holding, preparing for disposition, and disposition (“Remarketing”) of the Equipment, plus interest at the rate in sub-
clause (iv) on the foregoing amounts from the date of demand to the date paid.  In the event We are successful in Remarketing the Equipment, We shall give You a credit 
against the Balance Due in an amount equal to the present value of the proceeds received and to be received from Remarketing minus the above-mentioned costs (the “Net 
Proceeds”).  If the Net Proceeds are less than the Balance Due, You shall be liable for such deficiency.  Any delay or failure to enforce Our rights hereunder shall not 
constitute a waiver thereof.  The remedies set forth herein are cumulative and may be exercised concurrently or separately.
12. RETURN OF EQUIPMENT. If You are required to return the Equipment under any Lease, You shall, at Your expense, send the Equipment to any location(s) that We 
may designate and, if invoiced by Us, pay Us a handling fee of $250.00. The Equipment must be properly packed for shipment, freight prepaid and fully insured, and must 
be received in Good Condition (defined in Section 7).  All terms of the applicable Lease, including Your obligation to make Payments and pay all other amounts due 
thereunder shall continue to apply until the Equipment is received by Us in accordance with the terms of this Agreement.  
13. APPLICABLE LAW; VENUE; JURISDICTION; SEVERABILITY. This Agreement and each Lease shall be deemed fully executed and performed in the state of Iowa 
and shall be governed and construed in accordance with the laws of the state of Iowa. If Lessor or its Assignee shall bring any judicial proceeding in relation to any matter 
arising under this Agreement or any Lease, You hereby irrevocably agree that any such matter may be adjudged or determined in any court or courts in the state of Iowa or 
the state of Lessor’s or its Assignee’s principal place of business, or in any other court or courts having jurisdiction over You or Your assets, all at the sole election of Lessor 
or its Assignee. You hereby irrevocably submit generally and unconditionally to the jurisdiction of any such court so elected by Lessor or its Assignee in relation to such 
matters and irrevocably waive any defense of an inconvenient forum to the maintenance of any such action or proceeding. YOU AND WE HEREBY WAIVE YOUR AND 
OUR RESPECTIVE RIGHTS TO A TRIAL BY JURY IN ANY LEGAL ACTION. If any amount charged or collected under this Agreement or any Lease is greater than the 
amount allowed by law (an “Excess Amount”), then (i) any Excess Amount charged but not yet paid will be waived by Us and (ii) any Excess Amount collected will be 
refunded to You or applied to any other amount then due hereunder or thereunder. Each provision of this Agreement and each Lease shall be interpreted to the maximum 
extent possible to be enforceable under applicable law. If any provision of this Agreement or any Lease is construed to be unenforceable, such provision shall be ineffective 
only to the extent of such unenforceability without invalidating the remainder hereof or thereof.
14. DOLLAR PURCHASE.  This Section only applies to Leases under which You have a $1.00 Purchase Option, as indicated on the related Schedule. With respect to any 
such Lease, at the end of the Initial Term, You shall purchase the Equipment “AS IS, WHERE IS” for one dollar ($1.00); provided, however, We shall not be required to 
transfer Our interest in the Equipment to You until You have paid to Us all amounts then owing under such Lease, if any.  You agree that prior to entering into any Lease with 
a $1.00 Purchase Option, You could have purchased the Equipment from the Suppliers for a specific cash amount, but instead You hereby choose and agree to pay a higher 
amount (the “Time Price”) to Us in installments over the Initial Term.  The Time Price equals the Payment amount shown in the related Schedule multiplied by the total 
number of Payments to be paid over the Initial Term, plus $1.00. You agree that the Time Price represents only a higher purchase price and does not include an interest 
component or finance charge. However, if the Time Price should be determined or adjudicated to include an interest component or finance charge, then you agree that (i) 
each Payment shall be deemed to include an amount of pre-computed interest, (ii) the total pre-computed interest scheduled to be paid over the Initial Term is to be 
calculated by subtracting the amount We pay the Suppliers (“Our Investment”) from the Time Price, (iii) the annual interest rate deemed applicable to such Lease is the rate 
that will amortize Our Investment down to $1.00 by applying all periodic Payments as payments (and this rate calculation method assumes that each periodic Payment is 
received by Us on the due date), and (iv) none of the other fees or costs We may charge You pursuant to such Lease (including but not limited to UCC filing fees, late fees, 
documentation or processing fees) shall be considered interest or a finance charge.
15. MISCELLANEOUS.  You shall furnish Us or an Assignee with current financial statements upon request by Us or an Assignee. You authorize Us or an Assignee to (a) 
obtain credit reports or make credit inquiries in connection with this Agreement or any Lease, and (b) provide Your credit application, information regarding Your account to 
credit reporting agencies, potential Assignees, Vendors and parties having an economic interest in this Agreement, a Lease and/or the Equipment. Each Lease may be 
executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, but all of which together shall constitute the same document; provided, however, with respect to a 
Schedule, only the counterpart which is marked “Original” and is in Our possession shall constitute chattel paper under the UCC. You acknowledge that You have received a 
copy of this Agreement and each Schedule and agree that a facsimile or other copy containing Your faxed, copied or electronically transmitted signature may be treated as
an original and will be admissible as evidence of this Agreement and any Lease. You waive notice of receipt of a copy of this Agreement and any Schedule with Our original 
signature. You hereby represent to Us that this Agreement is legally binding and enforceable against You in accordance with its terms.
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Schedule to Master Equipment Lease Agreement
Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. | 800 Walnut, 4th floor | Des Moines, Iowa  50309 | Phone: 866-336-8382

#2521040 v2 G&T Master Lease Schedule (01/23/14) Page 1 of 1

Customer Information:
Customer’s Full Legal Name (“You” and “Your”): City of Louisville, Colorado

Address: 749 Main Street

City/State/Zip Code: Louisville, CO 80027

County: Boulder

Billing Address (if different than Lessee Address shown above)
same
Equipment Information:

See Attached Equipment Schedule
Equipment Location (if different than address shown above):
Coal Creek Golf Course
585 West Dillon Road
Louisville, CO  80027

Quantity Equipment Make, Model & Serial Number Starting Meter Included Engine Hours
Per Year

Excess Charge (per Engine Hour)

65 2015 E-Z-GO RXV Electric Golf Cars NA NA NA

1 2015 E-Z-GO Terrain 250 Picker Vehicle with Cage NA NA NA

Term And Payment Information:  Initial Term:  60 months Payment*:  $9,138.96 (*plus applicable taxes)

Payment Period is “Monthly” unless otherwise noted here:  see attached 
payment schedule Security Deposit: $0.00 Documentation/Processing Fee:  $125.00

Advance Payment:  $0.00 applied to: 1st Payment Last Payment    1st and Last Payments

Purchase Option (shall be Fair Market Value unless another option is checked):  Fair Market Value   $1.00   Other: No Option to Purchase, Purchase Option 
Provisions are Not Applicable.

This is a Schedule that is being entered into subject to the master agreement referenced below (the “Master Agreement”) between You and Us.  All of the terms and 
conditions set forth in the Master Agreement are hereby reaffirmed and incorporated in and made part of this Schedule, as if fully set forth herein.  The Master Agreement 
together with this Schedule constitute a Lease (as defined in the Master Agreement) and represent the complete and exclusive agreement between You and Us regarding the 
leasing of the equipment listed above (together with all existing and future accessories, attachments, replacements and embedded software, the “Equipment”).  This 
Schedule can be changed only by a written agreement between You and Us. Any amendment to the Master Agreement subsequent to the date of this Schedule shall be 
ineffective as to this Schedule unless otherwise expressly stated in such amendment.  
1. LEASE OF EQUIPMENT.  You hereby agree to lease from Us the Equipment described above upon the terms and conditions set forth in this Schedule and in the 
Master Agreement.
2. PURCHASE OPTION.  The above Purchase Option may be exercised by You only at the end of the Initial Term of this Lease.  If you are in default under this Lease at 
the time You desire to exercise the above Purchase Option, You must cure such default(s) to Our satisfaction before having the right to exercise such option.  
3. MISCELLANEOUS.  This Schedule may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, but all of which together shall constitute the same 
document; provided, however, only the counterpart which is marked “Original” and is in Our possession shall constitute chattel paper under the UCC. You acknowledge that 
You have received a copy of the Master Agreement and this Schedule and agree that a facsimile or other copy containing Your faxed, copied or electronically transmitted 
signature may be treated as an original and will be admissible as evidence of this Lease. You waive notice of receipt of a copy of this Schedule with Our original signature. 
You hereby represent to Us that this Lease is legally binding and enforceable against You in accordance with its terms. This Lease is non-cancelable for the full Term. 

Customer: (identified above)  City of Louisville, Colorado Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. (“We,” “Us” and “Our”)

By: Date: ____ / ____ / ____ By: Date: ____ / ____ / ____

Print name:  Robert P. Muckle Title: Mayor Print name:        Title:       

Schedule Number:       

Master Agreement Number:       
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Payment Schedule
Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. | 800 Walnut, 4th floor | Des Moines, Iowa  50309 | Phone: 866-336-8382

#2432239 v1 (10/15/13) Page 1 of 1

Title of lease, rental or other agreement: Master Equipment Lease Agreement (the “Agreement”)

Lessee/Renter/Customer:  City of Louisville, Colorado (“Customer”)

Payment Number(s) and/or Due Date(s) Payment Amount Payment Frequency

July-November 2015 $9,138.96 monthly
May-October 2016 $9,138.96 monthly
May-October 2017 $9,138.96 monthly
May-October 2018 $9,138.96 monthly
May-October 2019 $9,138.96 monthly
May 2020 $9,138.96 monthly

This schedule amends and supplements the Agreement described herein.  This schedule, together with the provisions of the Agreement not expressly inconsistent herewith, 
constitutes the entire agreement between the parties with respect to the matters addressed herein, and shall supersede all prior oral or written negotiations, understandings 
and commitments regarding such matters.  This schedule may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which shall be deemed to be an original, but all of which 
together shall be deemed to constitute one and the same agreement.  Customer acknowledges having received a copy of this schedule and agrees that a facsimile or other 
copy containing Customer’s faxed, copied or electronically transmitted signature may be treated as an original and will be admissible as evidence of this schedule.

Customer (identified above): City of Louisville, Colorado Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc.

By: By: Date: ____ / ____ / ____

Print name:  Robert P. Muckle Print name:        Title:       

Title: Mayor Agreement Number:      

Date: ____ / ____ / ____ Master Agreement Number (if applicable):       
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Delivery & Acceptance Certificate
Financial Services | 800 Walnut, 4th floor | Des Moines, Iowa  50309  

#2433542 v1 (10/08/13) Page 1 of 1

Title of lease, rental or other agreement: Master Equipment Lease Agreement (the “Agreement”)

Lessee/Renter/Customer:  City of Louisville, Colorado (“Customer”)

Lessor/Lender/Owner: Wells Fargo Financial Leasing (“Company”)

The Customer named above hereby unconditionally represents and certifies to Company, and agrees, that:

1. The equipment, other personal property and software, if any, described below (collectively, the “Goods”) which have been leased or otherwise provided to Customer or 
otherwise constitutes collateral under the above-referenced Agreement, has been fully delivered and installed at Customer’s place of business, has been inspected and tested 
by Customer and is operating in good working order to Customer’s complete satisfaction, meets all of Customer’s requirements and specifications, and is hereby irrevocably 
accepted by Customer:

Quantity Make or other description Model name (if any) Serial # (if any)

65 2015 E-Z-GO RXV Electric Golf Cars
1 2015 E-Z-GO Terrain 250 Picker Vehicle with Cage

Attach additional page if necessary
2. There are no side agreements between Customer and any third party relating to the subject matter of the Agreement, and no cancellation rights have been granted to 
Customer by Company or any third party.  There is no “free demonstration” or “test” period for the Goods.
3. Customer has reviewed and understands all of the terms of the Agreement, and Customer agrees that the Agreement cannot be revoked or cancelled or terminated 
early for any reason.
Customer hereby directs Company to pay the vendor/supplier of the Goods.  Customer agrees that (i) Company may insert the Agreement number (and Master Agreement 
Number, if applicable) and the date below if either is missing following the Customer’s signature below, and (ii) a facsimile or other copy of this document containing your 
faxed, copied or electronically transmitted signature may be treated as an original for all purposes.

Instruction to Customer:  Do NOT sign this Certificate until ALL of the Goods have been delivered, installed, inspected and tested to your satisfaction.

Customer (identified above): City of Louisville, Colorado

By: Date: ____ / ____ / ____

Print name:  Title: 

Agreement Number:

Master Agreement Number (if applicable):
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60602-v8

Customer Insurance Certification
Lessee: City of Louisville, Colorado dba Coal Creek Golf 

Course
Application Number: 860151

Liability Coverage Minimum coverage of $1 million
Wells Fargo Financial Leasing to be listed as additional insured.

Name of Insurance Agency: Phone Number of Agency:

Mailing Address of Agency: Fax Number of Agency:

Email Address of Agency:

Property Coverage Value of equipment covered 
Wells Fargo Financial Leasing to be listed as theLenders loss payable endorsement.

PROPERTY - Name of Insurance Agency: Phone Number of Agency:

Mailing Address of Agency: Fax Number of Agency:

Email Address of Agency:

We agree and understand that, under the terms of our Master Lease Agreement with you, we must at all times keep the 
Equipment under the Schedule referenced above insured against all risks, loss, damage or destruction for the full replacement 
cost with Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. named as sole loss payee.  Additionally, we must maintain, throughout the term of 
the Schedule, public liability insurance in the amounts specified in the Master Lease and name Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. 
as an additional Insured.  We must receive thirty (30) days prior notice before any termination, modification or cancellation for all 
types of Insurance.  I authorize you to contact the agencies identified above and authorize the agents to release insurance 
certificates to Wells Fargo indicating the above.

_________________________________ _________________________
Lessee Signature Date

Send to Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. via mail to:  Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc., Golf and Turf Division, MAC# 
N0005-044, 800 Walnut Street, Des Moines, IA 50309; or via Fax to:  Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc., attn: Golf and Turf 
Division Fax #866-336-8375.

Office Use Only

Contact Date: Contact Name:  

Insurance Company(s): 

Policy No(s): Expiration Date(s): Insured Value:

Named Sole Loss Payee:  Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc.

YES     WILL BE ADDED

Verified By:

Additional Insured: Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc.

YES     WILL BE ADDED

Public Liability Insurance Limits: 
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Non-Appropriation Addendum
Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. | 800 Walnut, 4th floor | Des Moines, Iowa  50309 | Phone: 800-247-5083

#2465474 v1 (10/17/13) Page 1 of 1

Title of lease, rental or other agreement:  Master Equipment Lease Agreement (the “Agreement”)

Lessee/Renter/Customer:  City of Louisville, Colorado (“Customer”)

This Addendum (this “Addendum”) is entered into by and between Customer and Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. (“Company”).  This Addendum shall be effective as of 
the effective date of the Agreement.

1. INCORPORATION AND EFFECT.  This Addendum is hereby made a part of, and incorporated into, the Agreement as though fully set forth therein.  As modified or 
supplemented by the terms set forth herein, the provisions of the Agreement shall remain in full force and effect, provided that, in the event of a conflict between any 
provision of this Addendum and any provision of the Agreement, the provision of this Addendum shall control.

2. GOVERNMENTAL PROVISIONS. Customer hereby represents, warrants and covenants to Company that: (a) Customer intends, subject only to the provisions of this 
Addendum, to remit to Company all sums due and to become due under the Agreement for the full term; (b) Customer’s governing body has appropriated sufficient funds to 
pay all payments and other amounts due during Customer’s current fiscal period; (c) Customer reasonably believes that legally available funds in an amount sufficient to 
make all payments for the full term of the Agreement can be obtained; and (d) Customer intends to do all things lawfully within its power to obtain and maintain funds from 
which payments due under the Agreement may be made, including making provision for such payments to the extent necessary in each budget or appropriation request 
submitted and adopted in accordance with applicable law. If Customer’s governing body fails to appropriate sufficient funds to pay all payments and other amounts due and 
to become due under the Agreement in Customer’s next fiscal period (“Non-Appropriation”), then (i) Customer shall promptly notify Company of such Non-Appropriation, (ii) 
the Agreement will terminate as of the last day of the fiscal period for which appropriations were received, and (iii) Customer shall return the Equipment to Company 
pursuant to the terms of the Agreement. Customer’s obligations under the Agreement shall constitute a current expense and shall not in any way be construed to be a debt 
in contravention of any applicable constitutional or statutory limitations or requirements concerning Customer’s creation of indebtedness, nor shall anything contained herein 
constitute a pledge of Customer’s general tax revenues, funds or monies. Customer further represents, warrants and covenants to Company that: (a) Customer has the 
power and authority under applicable law to enter into the Agreement and this Addendum and the transactions contemplated hereby and thereby and to perform all of its 
obligations hereunder and thereunder, (b) Customer has duly authorized the execution and delivery of the Agreement and this Addendum by appropriate official action of its 
governing body and has obtained such other authorizations, consents and/or approvals as are necessary to consummate the Agreement and this Addendum, (c) all legal and 
other requirements have been met, and procedures have occurred, to render the Agreement and this Addendum enforceable against Customer in accordance with their 
respective terms, and (d) Customer has complied with all public bidding requirements applicable to the Agreement and this Addendum and the transactions contemplated 
hereby and thereby.

3. INDEMNIFICATION. To the extent Customer is or may be obligated to indemnify, defend or hold Company harmless under the terms of the Agreement, any such 
indemnification obligation shall arise only to the extent permitted by applicable law and shall be limited solely to sums lawfully appropriated for such purpose in accordance 
with Section 2 above.

4. REMEDIES.  To the extent Company’s remedies for a Customer default under the Agreement include any right to accelerate amounts to become due under the 
Agreement, such acceleration shall be limited to amounts to become due during Customer’s then current fiscal period.

5. GOVERNING LAW. Notwithstanding anything in the Agreement to the contrary, the Agreement and this Addendum shall be governed by, construed and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the state in which Customer is located.

6. MISCELLANEOUS.  This Addendum, together with the provisions of the Agreement not expressly inconsistent herewith, constitutes the entire agreement between the 
parties with respect to the matters addressed herein, and shall supersede all prior oral or written negotiations, understandings and commitments regarding such matters.  
This Addendum may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which shall be deemed to be an original, but all of which together shall be deemed to constitute one 
and the same agreement.  Customer acknowledges having received a copy of this Addendum and agrees that a facsimile or other copy containing Customer’s faxed, copied 
or electronically transmitted signature may be treated as an original and will be admissible as evidence of this Addendum.

Customer (identified above): City of Louisville, Colorado Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc.

By: Date: ____ / ____ / ____ By: Date: ____ / ____ / ____

Print name:  Robert P. Muckle Title: Mayor Print name:        Title:       

Agreement Number:       

Master Agreement Number (if applicable):       
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Customer Identification Program
Organized Entity

Notice:  To help the government fight the funding of terrorism and money laundering activities, U.S. Federal law 
requires financial institutions to obtain, verify and record information that identifies each person (individuals or 
businesses) who opens an account.  
What this means for you:  When you open an account or add any additional service, we will ask you for your 
name, address, federal employer identification number and other information that will allow us to identify you.  
We may also ask to see other identifying documents.

CUSTOMER NAME: City of Louisville, Colorado
CUSTOMER IDENTIFICATION
Taxpayer ID Number: _________________________________
Business Structure: Corporation____, Partnership ____, Limited Liability Company____,
Other, description:____

We may request certified copies of your organizational documents as part of the identification 
procedure.

PRIMARY ADDRESS AND REGISTRATION
Address: _______________________________

City: __________________________________

State: _________________________________

Zip Code: ______________________________

Country: _______________________________

State of Registration/Incorporation:__________

Acknowledgment: The information contained herein is true and correct.
Customer Name
By: ________________________

Its: ________________________.
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Authorization for Automatic Payment Plan
Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. | 800 Walnut Street, 5th Floor| Des Moines, Iowa  50309 | Phone: 866-497-6661

#2433348 v2   (10/27/14) Page 1 of 1

Title of lease, rental or other agreement:  Master Equipment Lease Agreement (the “Agreement”)

You authorize regularly scheduled payments and all other obligations due and owing under or in connection with the above-
referenced Agreement to be made from your account referenced below (the “Debit Account”).  Your payments will be made 
automatically on the contract due date as indicated on your invoice. Proof of payment will appear with your bank statement.

The authority you give to charge your Debit Account will remain in effect for the above-referenced Agreement until you notify us that 
you wish to terminate the authorization and we have had a reasonable opportunity to act on it.

Please make your regular payment until your invoice indicates that the Automatic Payment Plan is in effect.

I authorize Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc. (“Creditor”) to initiate electronic debit entries to the Debit Account (and, if necessary, 
electronically credit such Debit Account to correct erroneous debits).  I understand that this authority will remain in effect until I 
notify Creditor in writing at the address or fax number set forth below that I wish to revoke this authorization in such time as to 
afford Creditor a reasonable opportunity to act on it.  I understand that Creditor needs at least 3 days’ prior written notice to revoke 
this authorization.  Funds transfers to or from the Debit Account will be governed by the rules of any funds transfer system through 
which the transfers are made, as amended from time to time, including, without limitation, the National Automated Clearing House 
Association and any regional association (each, an “ACH”). I agree that electronic debit entries that I authorize comply with all 
applicable laws, rules and regulations.

City of Louisville, Colorado

Company Name

Company Address

Authorized Signature and Title Date

Bank Name City State

Account Number

Bank ABA / Routing Number (For checking account, located between the symbols :000000000: on the 
bottom of your check)

This is a checking / savings account. (Circle one).

PLEASE RETURN TO:

Wells Fargo Financial Leasing, Inc.
MAC N0005-055

800 Walnut Street
Des Moines, IA 50309

Or Fax to (888) 241-4382
Or E-mail to customerservice@financialservicing.net

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

CCAN Number Payment Due Date(s)

Agreement Number:

Comments:
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The #1 Golf Car In The World! 

 

 
C&M E-Z-GO Golf Car Proposal  

 
Prepared for 

Coal Creek Golf Course 
City of Louisville 

 
David Dean 
Superintendent 

 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
January 30, 2015 

 
 

Submitted By: 
Tyler Dickey & John Trenck III 
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The #1 Golf Car In The World! 

 
                                                                                                  

C&M E-Z-GO submits this Proposal for your Consideration  
 

QTY     DESCRIPTION    
 
65  2015 E-Z-GO TXT/RXV Electric Golf Cars                  
 Price includes providing the following Options and Accessories with each golf car: 
  Body Color Oasis Green  
              Sun Canopy Top & Seat Tan 
  Windshield Fold Down  
              Bag Cover Tan              
              Custom Logo            
              Two Numbers 
              Wheel Covers  
              Cooler and Bracket 
              Ball and Club Washer              
              Two Sand and Seed Bottles 
              Battery Fill System 
              Extended Battery Warranty 
                           

                                        
                        
                   
               
 
               
 
 
 
 
                 
  
                

     
            Price also includes each of the following provided to the golf club: 
 1 Tow Bar Temporary 
             1 Battery fill Nozzle 
             1 Hand Held Diagnostic Computer          
           
 
C&M Golf and Grounds Equipment/E-Z-GO/Jacobsen Proposes the 
following 60 Month Lease Options: 
 
Payments for the following will be 6 months on / 6 months off, 2015 payments June-
November, 2016-2019 Payments May-October, 2020 final payment July. 
 

E-Z-GO TXT monthly payment of $8,484.07, final balloon payment $71,500.00 
 
E-Z-GO RXV monthly payment of $8,891.48, final balloon payment $71,500.00 
 
 
E-Z-GO Terrain 250 Picker Vehicle with Cage monthly payment of $247.48, final 
payment $1,800.00 
 
Please Note: Coal Creek has an early roll option into new fleet with C&M E-Z-GO 
after 4 years.  The intent of C&M E-Z-GO is to make the final payment on the golf 
cars and utility vehicles, returning ownership back to C&M E-Z-GO with 90 days’ 
prior notice from Coal Creek.   
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The #1 Golf Car In The World! 

C&M Special Offer: If Coal Creek goes with the E-Z-GO Golf Car and Jacobsen 
Equipment packages, C&M will make the first three payments on the golf cars only 
for Coal Creek.  Thus, the first three months of payments on the E-Z-GO TXT or 
RXV golf cars are at no charge. 

 
   
PLEASE NOTE:    Pricing quoted are those in effect at time quote is made and are guaranteed subject to 
acceptance by both parties and is subject to management and credit approval.  Prices do not include 
applicable state and local taxes. 
 

“Special Considerations and Inclusions” 
 
1. Golf Car Warranty:  4 year limited warranty, parts and labor. (See attached Warranty 
Statement for conditions and terms.) 
2.  Battery and Battery Charger Warranty:  4 years.  (See attached Warranty Statement for 
conditions and terms.)  
3.  Monthly Support/Service Plan: Bi-Monthly service calls by C&M’s Denver based E-Z-GO 
technician during the peak season April through October.  C&M will perform annual fleet 
inspection and all necessary warranty items during the term of the agreement. 
4.  Training:  C&M will provide training on proper preventative maintenance to club personnel 
at no additional cost to the club. 
5. Delivery of Fleet: E-Z-GO Golf Cars are delivered fully set up.   
 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide the enclosed proposal.  We very much look forward to 
our continuing relationship with the Coal Creek Golf Course and the City of Louisville.  After 
your review, and if you have any questions, please contact us.  It will be our pleasure at C&M E-
Z-GO to serve Coal Creek Golf Course, its Staff and Members. 
 
C&M Golf and Grounds Equipment/E-Z-GO/Jacobsen 
 
John Trenck III                                    Tyler Dickey 
Account Manager                                       General Manager 
 303-587-7958                                            C&M Colorado 
jt@bettermowers.com                                 303-915-5621 
                                                                    tyler@bettermowers.com  
 
If all terms and conditions are agreeable and acceptable, please sign below: 
Coal Creek Golf Course (City of Louisville)   
 
_____________________________________  
Signature 
 
_____________________________________  
Printed Name                                                                                
                                                                                                      
_____________________________________                             
Title                                                                                                            
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LEASE COST SUMMARY 
 
 

Golf Carts 

Club Car 5 Year EZ GO  5 Year Yamaha 5 year 
Precedent i2 $9,022.68 TXT DC Version $8,484.07 YDR DC version $8,415.55 

Coolers $115.36     
Club Covers $361.71     
Name Plates $93.90     
Custom Plate $28.14     

Cart Payment $9,621.79 $8,484.07 $8,415.55 
      
      

Range Picker $111.82 $247.48 $261.83 
Total $9,733.61 $8,731.55 $8,677.38 

      
      
  5 year 5 year 

N/A RXV AC Version $8,891.48 
YDRE AC 
Version $8,890.35 

      
Coolers       

Club Covers       
Name Plates       
Custom Plate       

Cart Payment   $8,891.48 $8,890.35 
      

Range Picker   $247.48 $261.83 
Total   $9,138.96 $9,152.18 

Club Car does not make an AC motor golf cart. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5F 

SUBJECT: NON-PROFIT GRANT PROGRAM – FINANCE COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2015 (AMENDMENT FOR IMAGINE 
FOUNDATION) 

 
DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015 
 
PRESENTED BY: KEVIN WATSON, FINANCE DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
On January 6, 2015, the City Council approved the Finance Committee’s 
recommendations for the 2015 Non-Profit Grant Program.  These recommendations are 
shown in the right-hand column below: 

 
 
Shortly after the January 6 Council Meeting, Imagine Foundation contacted the Finance 
Department and asked why their grant request was not considered.  After some 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: NON-PROFIT GRANT PROGRAM – FINANCE COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2015  

 
DATE: JANUARY 6, 2015 PAGE 2 OF 2 

 
research, it was determined that Imagine Foundation did submit a grant request, but it 
was lost or discarded prior to the compilation for the Finance Committee.   
 
Imagine Foundation requested that the Finance Committee consider their grant request 
at the next meeting.   
 
The Finance Committee reviewed the grant request from Imagine Foundation at their 
February 16, 2015 meeting and recommends that the City Council approve a $500 
grant for 2015.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The City’s current 2015 General Fund budget includes a $20,000 appropriation in 
account 010-121-53910-00 for contributions/grants to non-profit organizations.  This 
entire amount has been committed.  However, the City Council approved a $10,000 
grant for Flatirons Habitat for Humanities from the excess Stadium Tax account.  There 
will be a remaining balance in this account of $540.  Although this revenue was placed 
in the Capital Projects Fund, there is no legal restriction to use it for capital projects.  
Therefore, the Finance Committee recommends that the $500 grant to Imagine 
Foundation be expended from the excess Stadium Tax account (042-110-55200-11).   
 
Staff recommends that $10,500 of this unspent 2014 budget be “rolled forward” to 2015 
at the May budget amendment to fund the requests from Flatirons Habitat for Humanity 
and Imagine Foundation. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of $500 to be distributed to Imagine Foundation as 
recommended by the Finance Committee. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. The actual grant applications are extensive and consequently, instead of 
including them in the packet, all grant applications are kept on file in the City 
Finance Department and are available for review upon request.  They are also 
available on the City’s Website under the Finance Committee packet for 
November 18, 2014, December 15, 2014, and February 16, 2015. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5G 

SUBJECT: APPROVE 2015 ANNUAL FUEL PURCHASE AGREEMENT 
 
DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, P.E., PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
The Public Works Fleet Operations purchases gasoline and diesel fuel on a monthly 
basis throughout the year for the City Vehicle Fleet. 
 
The supplier for the City’s fuel is selected based upon the lowest bid available for the 
Colorado Municipal Assembly of Procurement Officials (MAPO).  This bid, currently 
RFP-13-38-MAPO, was advertised in 2013 with Hill Petroleum as the successful bidder 
for Fuel Delivery Services.  Louisville as a member of MAPO is able to participate under 
the terms of the agreement.  Hill Petroleum has supplied fuel to the City since at least 
2002 (the extent of the historical research for this communication). 
 
The City has used an average of 45,500 gallons of unleaded gasoline and 11,300 
gallons of biodiesel fuel over the course of the last three years (2012 – 2014). 
 
The City has budgeted $164,500 for fuel purchase in 2015.  Budgeting for City fuel 
purchases is done by department and allocated across various cost centers in the 
operational budget.  Actual 2014 fuel costs were $151,328. 
 
Given the variable nature of fuel costs, actual need may be over or under budgeted 
funds.  City staff monitor fuel costs in conjunction with overall citywide budget trends to 
manage expenditures for each fiscal year.      
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The approved 2015 Operations Budget provides for $164,500 for Fuel purchases. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the Public Works Director to continue the existing practice to purchase fuel 
from Hill Petroleum under the guidelines and price structure of the current RFP-13-38-
MAPO agreement. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. 2013 Arapahoe County/MAPO Extension of Agreement 
2. December 2014 Example Invoice with Fuel Cost 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5H 

SUBJECT: PSCO – CITY OF LOUISVILLE SHARED USE AGREEMENT – 
GAS PIPELINE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

 
DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015  
 
PRESENTED BY: MALCOLM FLEMING, CITY MANAGER 

SAM LIGHT, CITY ATTORNEY 
   KURT KOWAR, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS 
 
SUMMARY: 
As part of its upcoming project to replace a gas transmission line along Highway 42/96th 
Street, Public Service Company of Colorado (“PSCO”) in January filed cases in Boulder 
County District Court to acquire a 50-foot wide easement through the Takoda 
Subdivision.  The easement and pipeline will run about 350 feet south from Pascal 
Drive, along and adjacent to the west side of Highway 42/96th Street.  From there, the 
pipeline will be placed within the existing road right-of-way as it heads further south.  
The City does not own the land affected by these cases; it is owned by Takoda 
Properties, Inc. and the Takoda Owners Association. However, the City was named a 
party to the cases because it holds easements in the path of PSCO’s planned project.     
 
Since the cases were filed, staff has worked with PSCO to resolve the City’s interests—
which mainly concern coordination of work and avoidance of utility conflicts—through a 
Shared Use Agreement, attached. There are three areas where a City easement and 
the PSCO easement either intersect or require shared use (“Shared Use Areas”).  
These Shared Use Areas are depicted on Exhibit C to the Agreement. In the 
Agreement, each party consents to the other party’s use of the Shared Use Areas.  The 
parties also agree to give notice prior to use, and further coordinate any other activities 
within the Shared Use Area so as not to harm the other party’s rights or utilities.  The 
City has an existing water main in the area, so the main purpose of the Agreement is to 
coordinate the gas pipeline work in areas shared with the City water main.  
 
Upon City Council’s approval of the Shared Use Agreement and its execution, the City 
will be able to finalize a stipulation and file it with the Boulder County District Court, 
ending the City’s participation in the legal proceedings.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: N/A 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council approve and authorize the execution of the Shared Use 
Agreement and, upon completion of the Agreement, the filing of a stipulation to end the 
City’s participation in the related legal proceedings.  
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Shared Use Agreement (PSCo and City of Louisville), with Exhibits. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8A 

SUBJECT: NUTRITION MONTH PROCLAMATION 
 
DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015 
 
PRESENTED BY: JOE STEVENS, PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 

 

SUMMARY:  
National Nutrition Month® is a nutrition education and information campaign created 
annually in March by the Academy of Nutrition and Diabetics. The campaign focuses 
attention on the importance of making informed food choices and developing sound 
eating and physical activity habits. 
 
Senior Services within Parks and Recreation and Coal Creek Meals on Wheels are 
helping promote the importance of making healthy nutrition choices for older adults 
during the congregate lunch at the Brooks Café at the Louisville Recreation/Senior 
Center and delivering meals at home. 
 
In 2014, the Brooks Café Congregate Meal Site at the Recreation/Senior Center served 
8,056 meals to older adults, compared to 7,174 meals served in 2013.    
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:   
N/A 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
Proclaim March 2015 as Nutrition Month in the City of Louisville.  Members of the 
Senior Congregate Meal Site and Coal Creek Meals on Wheels will be in attendance to 
be recognized. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Nutrition Month Proclamation, March 2015 
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NATIONAL NUTRITION MONTH PROCLAMATION 
MARCH 2015 

 
WHEREAS,  food is the substance by which life is sustained; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the type, quality, and amount of food that individuals consume each day 

plays a vital role in their overall health and physical fitness; and  
 
WHEREAS, there is a need for continuing nutrition education and a wide-scale effort 

to enhance good eating practices; and 
 
WHEREAS, the congregate mealsite at the Brooks Café in the Louisville 

Recreation/Senior Center enhances physical health, outlook on life and 
connects older adults; and 

 
WHEREAS,  provides an environment for fellowship, education, sharing hobbies, and 

getting to know one another; and 
 
WHEREAS,  provides enough to eat, the right kinds of foods to eat, is affordable; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the Meals On Wheels Association of America established the National 

March For Meals Campaign in March 2002 to recognize the historic 
month, the importance of Older Americans Act Senior Nutrition 
Programs and raise awareness about senior hunger in America;  

 
WHEREAS,  volunteer drivers for Coal Creek Meals On Wheels are the backbone of the 

program and they not only deliver nutritious meals to anyone in our 
communities in need of a hot meal, but also caring concern and attention 
to their welfare; and  

 
WHEREAS,  Senior Nutrition Programs in Colorado provide nutritious meals to 

seniors throughout the State and help them to avoid premature or 
unnecessary institutionalization;  

 
WHEREAS,  Senior Nutrition Programs in Colorado deserve recognition for the 

contributions they have made and will continue to make to local 
communities, our State and our Nation; and  

 
  
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that I, Robert P. Muckle, hereby proclaim March as 
NUTRITION MONTH IN LOUISVILLE, COLORADO and call on all citizens to join with us in 
the campaign and work to improve the nutrition of older adults and all others in the hope of 
achieving optimum health for both today and tomorrow.   
 
 
DATED this 3rd day of March, 2015. 
     ___________________________ 
     Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
     ___________________________ 
     Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8B 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 12, SERIES 2015 –A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING A BUSINESS ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT WITH 
ROGUE WAVE SOFTWARE, INC. FOR AN ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 
DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015 
 
PRESENTED BY: AARON DEJONG, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Staff requests City Council action on a proposed Economic Development Business 
Assistance Package (BAP) for the relocation of Rogue Wave Software in the area.  The 
proposed business assistance is similar in nature to others recently granted, including a 
partial rebate on both the building permit fees and construction use taxes for improving 
an existing building at 1315 W. Century Drive in the City of Louisville. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Rogue Wave is a Boulder based software company that provides code writing tools to 
assist in programming embedded components.  Their software tools are utilized by 
several industries, including financial services, telecommunications, healthcare, 
government, and education.  The company was founded in 1989 and is a portfolio 
company of Audax Group. The company is headquartered in Boulder and has other 
offices in Massachusetts, Oregon, Texas, Canada, United Kingdom, France, Germany, 
and Japan. 
 
The company is looking for a new location in the area that is centrally located for their 
employees and has quality space available to grow their operations.  Rogue Wave is 
considering a portion of the building located at 1315 W. Century Drive in the Centennial 
Valley.  The building currently houses Global Health Exchange (GHX), and GHX has 
consolidated their operations and vacated 20,000 sf of the facility.  Rogue Wave would 
occupy the vacated 20,000 sf and would make significant tenant improvements to 
demise the space and set it up for their operations.  The new location will house 80 
employees and plan to grow to 110 employees within 5 years. 
 
Rogue Wave has significant tenant improvements associated with the potential 
relocation to 1315 W. Century. The company estimates $900,000 in tenant 
improvement costs to modify a portion of the building for their operations. 
 
The company is considering other locations in the area, including Broomfield and 
Boulder. 
 
The company meets the general criteria by which assistance may be granted in 
accordance with the Business Assistance Policy. The company’s average wages are 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION 12, SERIES 2015  
 
DATE: MARCH 3, 2015 PAGE 2 OF 2 

 

significantly higher than the County average wage.  The assistance would be funded by 
permit fees, construction use tax and consumer use tax from the construction of the 
tenant improvements at the project location.  
 
City staff estimates Rogue Wave will generate new revenue of approximately $28,000 
from building permit fees, and construction use taxes directly to the City in the first year 
of operation, given the investment described above. Approximately $2,500 of that 
amount is fees designated for Open Space and Historic Preservation purposes.   
 
Based upon the estimated revenue projection, staff recommends the following: 

 
Proposed Assistance  Approximate 
           Value 
Building Permit-Fee Rebate  
50% rebate on permit fees for tenant finish $6,200 
(Excludes tap fees) 
 
Building Use Tax Rebate 
50% rebate on Building Use Tax for core and shell and 
Tenant finish (excludes 0.375 % Open Space tax 
and 0.125% Historic  Preservation  tax) $6,700 

Total Estimated Assistance $12,900 

 
Staff suggests the assistance be provided at 50% of the actual Building Use Tax, and 
Building Permit Fees, for the project. The agreement is void if the company does not 
complete the improvements by November 30, 2016, or does not remain in business 
there for five years. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The total fiscal impact would be a total of 50% of the City’s permit fees, and 50% 
building use taxes paid (excluding the 0.375 % open space tax, 0.125% Historic 
Preservation tax, water and sewer tap fees, and impact fees) based on the costs 
associated with the relocation project. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council approve the attached Resolution approving a Business 
Assistance Agreement with Rogue Wave Software, Inc.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 12, Series 2015 
2. Business Assistance Agreement 
3. Staff Presentation 
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RESOLUTION NO. 12 
SERIES 2015 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING A BUSINESS ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT 
WITH ROGUE WAVE SOFTWARE, INC. FOR AN ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
 
 WHEREAS, the successful attraction and retention of high quality development 
to the City of Louisville provides employment opportunities and increased revenue for 
citizen services and is therefore an important public purpose; and 

 
 WHEREAS, it is important for the City of Louisville to create and retain high-
quality jobs and remain competitive with other local governments in creating assistance 
for occupancy of commercial space in the City; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Rogue Wave Software, Inc., plans to relocate and create new 
Louisville operations; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Business Assistance Agreement between the City and Rogue 
Wave Software, Inc., is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this 
reference; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant the Constitution of the State of Colorado, and the Home 
Rule Charter and ordinances of the City of Louisville, the City has authority to enter into 
the proposed Business Assistance Agreement; 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the proposed Business Assistance 
Agreement is consistent with and in furtherance of the business assistance policies of the 
City, and desires to approve the Agreement and authorize its execution and 
implementation; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO THAT: 
 
 1. The proposed Business Assistance Agreement between the City of Louisville 
and Rogue Wave Software, Inc. (the “Agreement”) is hereby approved in essentially the 
same form as the copy of such Agreement accompanying this Resolution.  
 
 2. The Mayor is hereby authorized to execute the Agreement on behalf of the 
City Council of the City of Louisville, except that the Mayor is hereby granted the authority 
to negotiate and approve such revisions to said Agreement as the Mayor determines are 
necessary or desirable for the protection of the City, so long as the essential terms and 
conditions of the Agreement are not altered. 
 
 

Resolution No. 12, Series 2015 
Page 1 of 3 
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 3. City staff is hereby authorized to do all things necessary on behalf of the City 
to perform the obligations of the City under the Agreement, including but not limited to 
funding and implementation of the Agreement in accordance with and upon performance of 
the terms thereof.  
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED this ______ day of ___________________, 2015. 
 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 

Resolution No. 12, Series 2015 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

 
A copy of the Business Assistance Agreement 

 

Resolution No. 12, Series 2015 
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BUSINESS ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT FOR 
ROGUE WAVE SOFTWARE, INC. IN THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

 
THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into as of the 

_______ day of ______________________, 2015, between the CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE, a Colorado home rule municipal corporation (the "City"), and 
ROGUE WAVE SOFTWARE, INC. (the “Company”) a Delaware Corporation.  
 
 WHEREAS, the City wishes to provide certain business assistance in 
connection with the relocation and expansion of the Company’s operations (the 
“Project”) at 1315 W. Century Drive, Louisville (the “Project Location”); and 
 

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

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

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

 
3. Payment of Rebates.  The building permit fee and construction use tax 

rebates described in Sections 1 and 2 above shall be paid by the City 
within 60 days following issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the 
Project.   No rebate payments will be made until Company has provided 
City with a copy of the registration with the Colorado Secretary of State. 
 

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

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

6. Effect of Change in Tax Rate.  Any increase or decrease in the City 
general sales, construction use, or consumer use tax rate above or below 
the applicable tax rate at the date of execution of this Agreement shall not 
affect the rebate payments to be made pursuant to this Agreement; rather, 
the amount of the rebate payments will continue to be based upon the 
general sales, construction use, or consumer use tax rate applicable at the 
date of execution of this Agreement (excluding the City’s three-eighths 
percent (3/8%) Open Space Tax and the one-eighth percent (1/8%) 
Historic Preservation Tax). Any decrease in the City general sales, 
construction use, or consumer use tax rates shall cause the amount of the 
rebate payments made pursuant to this Agreement to be based on the 
applicable percentage of revenues actually received by the City from 
application of the tax rate affected. (excluding said Open Space and 
Historic Preservation Taxes).  
 

7. Entire Agreement.  This instrument shall constitute the entire agreement 
between the City and Company and supersedes any prior agreements 
between the parties and their agents or representatives, all of which are 
merged into and revoked by this Agreement with respect to its subject 
matter.  Contact information is as follows: 

 
If to Company: 
Rogue Wave Software, Inc. 
Attn: David Goossen, General Counsel 
5500 Flatiron Parkway, Suite 200 
Boulder, CO 80301 
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david.goossen@roguewave.com 
 
If to City: 
Louisville City Hall 
Attn:  Economic Development 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 
303.335.4531 
aarond@louisvilleco.gov 
 

8. Termination.  This Agreement shall terminate and become void and of no 
force or effect upon the City if, by November 30, 2016, Company has not 
completed the project (as evidenced by a successful final inspections for 
the Project); or should fail to comply with any City code. 
 

9. Business Termination.  In the event that, within five (5) years of the 
commencement of occupancy at the Project Location (as determined by 
the date of issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the Project), the 
Company ceases operations at the Project Location, Company shall pay 
to the City a portion of the total amount of fees and taxes which were due 
and payable to the City but were rebated by the City to Company, as well 
as reimburse the City for any funds provided to Company pursuant to this 
Agreement. For each full month the Company and/or its successors and 
assigns, cease operations at the Project Location, the City shall receive 
back 1.67% of the foregoing amounts. 
 

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

11. Annual Appropriation.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed or 
construed as creating a multiple fiscal year obligation on the part of the 
City within the meaning of Colorado Constitution Article X, Section 20 or 
any other constitutional or statutory provision, and the City's obligations 
hereunder are expressly conditional upon annual appropriation by the City 

 
Page 3 of 5 

 
134



Council, in its sole discretion.  Company understands and agrees that any 
decision of City Council to not appropriate funds for payment shall be 
without penalty or liability to the City and, further, shall not affect, impair, 
or invalidate any of the remaining terms or provisions of this Agreement. 
 

12. Governing Law: Venue. This Agreement shall be governed and construed 
in accordance with the laws of the State of Colorado.  This Agreement 
shall be subject to, and construed in strict accordance with, the Louisville 
City Charter and the Louisville Municipal Code.  In the event of a dispute 
concerning any provision of this Agreement, the parties agree that prior to 
commencing any litigation, they shall first engage in a good faith the 
services of a mutually acceptable, qualified, and experience mediator, or 
panel of mediators for the purpose of resolving such dispute.  In the event 
such dispute is not fully resolved by mediation or otherwise within 60 days 
a request for mediation by either party, then either party, as their exclusive 
remedy, may commence binding arbitration regarding the dispute through 
Judicial Arbiter Group.  Judgment on any arbitration award may be 
enforced in any court of competent jurisdiction.  
 

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

14. Assignment.  This Agreement is personal to Company may not assign any 
of the obligations, benefits or provisions of the Agreement in whole or in 
any part without the expressed written authorization of the City Council of 
the City. Any purported assignment, transfer, pledge, or encumbrance 
made without such prior written authorization shall be void. 
 

15. No Joint Venture.  Nothing is this Agreement is intended or shall be 
construed to create a joint venture between the City and Company and the 
City shall never be liable or responsible for any debt or obligation of 
Company. 
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This Agreement is enacted this _____ day of ________________, 20__. 
 
ROGUE WAVE SOFTWARE, INC. CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
A Delaware Corporation 

 
 

By: _______________________ _________________________ 
Brian Pierce Robert P. Muckle    
President & CEO Mayor 
 
 ATTEST:    
   
 _________________________ 
 Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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1

Business Assistance Package
for

Rogue Wave Software, Inc.

Aaron DeJong

Economic Development

March 3, 2015

BAP Rogue Wave Software

• Rogue Wave is a software company that 
provides code writing tools to assist in 
programming embedded components.

– Financial services, telecommunications, 
healthcare, government, and education industries

• Headquartered in Boulder currently

• Rogue Wave is researching new locations

• Area wide search conducted
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2

BAP Rogue Wave Software

• Project is to relocate operations and set up for 
future expansion

• 1315 W. Century Drive is a desired location

• 20,000 currently vacant
– Co‐tenanted by GHX

– Space needs to be demised and adapted for 
Rogue Wave

• Considering other locations in Broomfield and 
Boulder

BAP Rogue Wave Software

• 80 new jobs to Louisville

– Possible expansion to 110 employees in 5 years

– Wages above the Boulder County Average

• $900,000 in tenant improvements

– $28,000 paid in City Permit Fees and Construction 
Use taxes

– $2,500 of amount is for Open Space and Historic 
Preservation purposes
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3

BAP Rogue Wave Software

Proposed Assistance:

• 50% rebate of City Building Permit Fees

– $6,200 value

• 50% rebate of Construction Use Taxes

– $6,700 value

• Incentives capped at 50% of fees paid

BAP Rogue Wave Software

Action Requested:

Resolution approving a Business Assistance 
Package with 

Rogue Wave Software, Inc.
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION
AGENDA ITEM 8C

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION - SOUTH BOULDER ROAD 
COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS AND QUESTIONS FOR 
McCASLIN BLVD SURVEY 

DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015 

PRESENTED BY: TROY RUSS, PLANNING & BUILDING SAFETY DIRECTOR 
   SCOTT ROBINSON, PLANNER II 

SUMMARY: 

WORK PLAN: 

140



CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION - CITY- WIDE SURVEYS

DATE: MARCH 3, 2015 PAGE 2 OF 3

SOUTH BOULDER ROAD RESULTS: 

The general mix of amenities in the South Boulder Road is about right, with some 
opportunities. 

Respondents were clear in some design element preferences and flexible about 
others. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION - CITY- WIDE SURVEYS

DATE: MARCH 3, 2015 PAGE 3 OF 3

McCASLIN BLVD SURVEY QUESTIONS: 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

RECOMMENDS: 

ATTACHMENT(S):

142



South Boulder Road Planning Survey
2015

2955 Valmont Road Suite 300 • Boulder, CO 80301
303-444-7863 • nrc@n-r-c.com •www.n-r-c.com
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Summary 

The City of Louisville and Cuningham Group Architecture, Inc. contracted with National 
Research Center, Inc. to develop and administer a topical survey to residents regarding future 
development of the South Boulder Road area in northeast Louisville. 
The 2014 South Boulder Road Planning Survey was mailed to a random sample of 1,200 
households in the city. 
A total of 380 surveys were returned, providing a response rate of 32%. 
The margin of error is plus or minus five percentage points around any given percentage 
point for the entire sample. 

Overall, residents of Louisville enjoy a high quality of life. 
Almost all survey respondents (98%) rated the overall quality of life in the city as excellent 
or good (Table 1). 
Respondents identified the overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces, the city’s overall 
economic health, ease of travel by car and their sense of safety traveling throughout the city 
as the most positive aspects of the city; about 9 in 10 respondents rated these aspects as 
excellent or good. 
Most residents (about 85%) rated the physical condition of commercial and residential 
buildings favorably. However, they gave more tentative ratings of the variety and affordability 
housing throughout the city (58% and 25% excellent or good, respectively). 

Residents view the South Boulder Road area as an opportunity to improve the 
aspects they value most.

As with the city overall, the more positively rated characteristics of the South Boulder Road 
area included the quality of parks, trails and open spaces (76% excellent or good) and sense 
of safety traveling through the corridor (79%; Table 2). In general, though, most aspects of 
the South Boulder Road area were not rated as favorably as when compared to the city 
overall. 
Residents cited sense of safety traveling through the corridor, quality of parks, trails and open 
spaces and ease of travel walking as the most important aspects to improve (Table 3); about 
four in five respondents felt these aspects were essential or very important for the City of 
attempt to improve. 
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities, ease of travel by car and ease of travel 
by bicycle were rated important to improve by about 7 in 10 respondents. 

The South Boulder Road area is frequented for errands and recreation. 
Nine in 10 respondents reported that they shop/dine in the area and about three-quarters use 
the parks and trails in the area. About two in five respondents lived in the study area (Table 
4). 
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of Hwy 42) was reported as the most commonly 
visited location in the South Boulder Road area; about 7 in 10 respondents said they visit this 
plaza at least one a week and almost all visited it at least once a month (Table 5). 
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Other common destinations included Village Square/Alfalfa's (Stores at Centennial) and 
recreational trails in the area, visited by about two in five respondents at least weekly.  
Over three quarters of respondents reported driving through the South Boulder Road area 
multiple times a week, if not daily (Table 6); but over half said they would like to be able to 
travel through the area on a bicycle or by walking more often than they currently do (Table 
7) 

The general mix of amenities in the South Boulder Road is about right, with some 
opportunities. 

Overall, a majority of respondents felt there was the right amount of most amenities in the 
area (Table 8). 
Residents saw “too few” amenities in the categories of affordable (subsidized) housing; 
live/work (combined living and working spaces); and outdoor community gathering space 
(amphitheater, commons, etc.). 
Respondents were split between the right amount and too few of the following: housing for 
seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, apartments with elevators); restaurants, cafes, 
coffee shops, pubs/bars; work-share spaces Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails; 
small “parklets”/plazas; neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park); and indoor community 
gathering space (arts center, community center, etc.). 

Respondents were clear in some design element preferences and flexible about 
others. 

For commercial buildings, respondents preferred 1- and 2-story buildings (Table 9) with 10 or 
15-20 feet setbacks (Table 10).  
For multi-family residential housing, respondents preferred 2-story townhouses (Table 11) 
with a 15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards (Table 12). 
Respondents were open to a variety of park/plaza options, except the parklet (Table 13). 
For the streetscape, respondents were open to a variety options, except for the sidewalk right 
up against street (Table 14). 
Most respondents preferred parking lots on the sides of buildings (Table 15) with a 
landscaped buffer with amenities (Table 16). 
Respondents liked the options of projecting or awnings for business signage (Table 17). 
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Tables of Results

The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the survey, 
excluding the “don’t know” responses. 

Survey Results

Table 1: Question 1

Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide): Excellent Good Fair Poor Total
Overall quality of life 71% 27% 3% 0% 100%
Overall economic health 34% 54% 9% 2% 100%
Variety of housing options 13% 45% 32% 10% 100%
Availability of affordable quality housing 4% 21% 41% 34% 100%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 25% 54% 19% 2% 100%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 61% 32% 4% 2% 100%
Ease of travel by car 44% 45% 8% 3% 100%
Ease of travel walking 43% 40% 12% 5% 100%
Ease of travel by bicycle 50% 35% 14% 1% 100%
Ease of travel by bus 24% 35% 30% 10% 100%
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 64% 32% 4% 0% 100%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 25% 60% 14% 1% 100%
Physical condition of residential buildings 18% 69% 12% 1% 100%

Table 2: Question 2 (Quality)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following aspects or 
characteristics as they relate to the South Boulder Road study area 
(shown in the letter). Then, please tell us how important to you, if at 
all, it is that the City attempt to improve each of the following in the 
South Boulder Road study area. Excellent Good Fair Poor Total
Variety of housing options 11% 47% 32% 10% 100%
Availability of affordable quality housing 4% 31% 37% 27% 100%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 13% 42% 36% 10% 100%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 30% 46% 19% 5% 100%
Ease of travel by car 27% 54% 12% 7% 100%
Ease of travel walking 24% 41% 22% 13% 100%
Ease of travel by bicycle 26% 35% 29% 10% 100%
Ease of travel by bus 20% 39% 30% 11% 100%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 34% 45% 17% 4% 100%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 9% 49% 38% 5% 100%
Physical condition of residential buildings 7% 54% 33% 6% 100%
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Table 3: Question 2 (Importance)

First, please rate the quality of each of the 
following aspects or characteristics as they relate 
to the South Boulder Road study area (shown in 
the letter). Then, please tell us how important to 
you, if at all, it is that the City attempt to improve 
each of the following in the South Boulder Road 
study area. Essential

Very 
important

Somewhat 
important

Not at all 
important Total

Variety of housing options 13% 36% 37% 14% 100%
Availability of affordable quality housing 20% 35% 31% 15% 100%
Overall quality of shopping and dining 
opportunities 21% 47% 24% 7% 100%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 37% 45% 12% 5% 100%
Ease of travel by car 23% 46% 24% 7% 100%
Ease of travel walking 34% 44% 17% 4% 100%
Ease of travel by bicycle 35% 36% 22% 7% 100%
Ease of travel by bus 21% 38% 30% 11% 100%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 49% 34% 11% 6% 100%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 14% 42% 37% 7% 100%
Physical condition of residential buildings 13% 46% 36% 5% 100%

Table 4: Question 3

Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the South Boulder Road study area? (Mark 
all that apply.) Percent
I live in the area (see map in attached letter) 41%
My child attends LMS 8%
I use parks and trails in the area 75%
I shop/dine in the area 90%
I use medical/professional services in the area 47%
I only travel through the area 13%
I work in the area 7%
None of the above 1%
Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option.

Table 5: Question 4

In a typical month, how many times, if at all, 
do you visit each of the following? Never

1-3 times a 
month

Once a 
week

Multiple times 
a week Daily Total

Village Square/Alfalfa's (Stores at 
Centennial) 11% 52% 18% 16% 3% 100%
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 
42/96th St) 42% 48% 6% 3% 0% 100%
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east 
of Hwy 42) 2% 26% 33% 36% 3% 100%
Medical and professional offices along 
South Boulder Road 56% 39% 2% 2% 1% 100%
Cottonwood Park 45% 41% 8% 5% 2% 100%
Harney/Lastoka Open Space 67% 27% 3% 3% 1% 100%
Recreational trails in the area 17% 41% 18% 18% 6% 100%
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Table 6: Question 5 (Actual Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at 
all, you travel through the study area using each of 
the following modes. Then, please indicate if you’d
like to use each mode more, the same amount or 
less in the study area. Never

1-3
times a 
month

Once 
a

week

Multiple 
times a 
week Daily Total

In a car 1% 10% 10% 37% 42% 100%
In a bus 82% 13% 2% 2% 2% 100%
On a bicycle 43% 36% 8% 9% 4% 100%
Walking 36% 30% 9% 16% 8% 100%

Table 7: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through 
the study area using each of the following modes. Then, please indicate if 
you’d like to use each mode more, the same amount or less in the study 
area.

Use 
more

Use the 
same

Use 
less Total

In a car 5% 73% 22% 100%
In a bus 31% 57% 12% 100%
On a bicycle 55% 41% 5% 100%
Walking 55% 44% 2% 100%

Table 8: Question 6

Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right 
amount or not enough of each of the following in the South Boulder 
Road study area:

Too 
many

Right 
amount

Too 
few Total

Housing for singles / couples (apartments, townhomes, smaller duplex, 
single-family) 18% 48% 34% 100%
Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, single-family) 7% 65% 28% 100%
Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, apartments 
with elevators) 4% 45% 51% 100%
Affordable (subsidized) housing 10% 36% 54% 100%
Live/work (combined living and working spaces) 4% 37% 59% 100%
Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars 1% 50% 49% 100%
Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty salon, etc.) 1% 69% 30% 100%
Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.) 0% 86% 14% 100%
Regional shops, such as big box retailers 19% 60% 22% 100%
Work-share spaces 3% 48% 49% 100%
Health clinics / medical offices 6% 88% 6% 100%
Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.) 5% 87% 8% 100%
General business offices (corporate offices, etc.) 9% 72% 18% 100%
Research and development 4% 57% 39% 100%
Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails 1% 49% 51% 100%
Small "Parklets" / plazas 3% 50% 47% 100%
Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park) 0% 59% 41% 100%
Regional park (like Community Park) 0% 64% 36% 100%
Indoor community gathering space (arts center, community center, etc.) 1% 45% 54% 100%
Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, commons, etc.) 1% 38% 61% 100%
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Design Elements

Table 9: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

1-story 27% 35% 24% 14% 100%

2-story 35% 40% 18% 8% 100%

2 or 3-story 23% 31% 24% 22% 100%

3.5-story 11% 22% 24% 43% 100%
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Table 10: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

Setback 15-20 feet from street 
and sidewalk 21% 39% 26% 14% 100%

Parking lot in front 17% 35% 23% 25% 100%

No setback 18% 25% 22% 35% 100%

10 foot setback, directly 
adjacent to sidewalk 20% 39% 27% 14% 100%
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Table 11: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

1-story duplex 19% 33% 30% 17% 100%

2-story townhouses 21% 48% 22% 9% 100%

3-story apartment building 5% 18% 24% 54% 100%

Apartments/condos above 
retail/commercial (mixed-use 
building) 22% 30% 16% 33% 100%
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Table 12: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a 
poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

5 foot setback with stoop 9% 17% 27% 47% 100%

5 - 10 foot setback with 
porches 15% 36% 28% 21% 100%

15 - 20 foot setback with 
porches and small yards 30% 39% 21% 10% 100%

20+ foot setback with shared 
entryways 9% 26% 30% 35% 100%
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Table 13: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

Recreational Park 31% 38% 20% 11% 100%

Town Green 35% 38% 20% 7% 100%

Parklet 18% 28% 27% 27% 100%

Plaza 40% 35% 16% 10% 100%
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Table 14: Design Element #6: Streetscape

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

Sidewalk right up against 
street 2% 9% 38% 50% 100%

Sidewalk buffered from street 
and parking with landscaping 25% 48% 20% 6% 100%

Regular size sidewalk with 
some amenities 11% 46% 34% 9% 100%

Wide sidewalk with many 
pedestrian amenities 45% 30% 18% 6% 100%
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Table 15: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

Parking lot on side of building 17% 57% 22% 4% 100%

Diagonal parking in street 9% 28% 25% 38% 100%

Parallel street parking 6% 31% 33% 30% 100%

Large parking lot in front of 
building 4% 18% 23% 55% 100%

12
156



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Table 16: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

No buffer between parking and 
sidewalk 1% 12% 29% 58% 100%

Minimal landscaped buffer 8% 40% 40% 12% 100%

Landscaped buffer with 
amenities 37% 46% 15% 2% 100%

Low wall 7% 29% 38% 27% 100%
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Table 17: Design Element #9: Business Signage

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. 

Excellent 
fit

Good
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

Projecting 37% 46% 11% 6% 100%

Internally-illuminated 9% 39% 41% 11% 100%

Awning 29% 49% 18% 5% 100%

Monument with tenant 
change panels 6% 17% 25% 52% 100%
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Respondent Characteristics

Table 18: Question D1

Which best describes the building you live in? Percent
One family house detached from any other houses 74%
Building with two or more homes (duplex, townhome, apartment or condominium) 23%
Mobile home 0%
Other 3%
Total 100%

Table 19: Question D2

Do you rent or own your home? Percent
Rent 27%
Own 73%
Total 100%

Table 20: Question D3

How many people, including yourself, live in your household? Percent
1 16%
2 34%
3 20%
4 24%
5 4%
6+ 2%
Total 100%

Table 21: Question D4

What is your gender? Percent
Female 51%
Male 49%
Total 100%

Table 22: Question D5

18-24 years 2%
25-34 years 21%
35-44 years 22%
45-54 years 24%
55-64 years 17%
65-74 years 10%
75 years or older 5%
Total 100%
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Table 23: Question D6

Are you currently employed? Percent
Yes 79%
No 21%
Total 100%

Table 24: Question D7

In which city do you work? Percent
Boulder, Longmont, Niwot 27%
Broomfield, Westminster, Arvada, Lafayette, Superior 14%
Denver, Lakewood, Aurora 9%
Louisville 36%
Multiple areas 7%
Other 6%
Total 100%

Table 25: Question D8

About how much do you estimate your household's total income before taxes will be for the 
current year? Percent
Less than $24,999 4%
$25,000 to $49,999 9%
$50,000 to $99,999 30%
$100,000 to $149,999 22%
$150,000 or more 23%
Prefer not to answer 14%
Total 100%
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Complete Survey Responses

The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the survey, including the “don’t know” responses. The 
percent of respondents giving a particular response is shown followed by the number of respondents. 

Table 26: Question 1

Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-
wide): Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar Total
Overall quality of life 71% N=266 27% N=101 3% N=10 0% N=0 0% N=1 100% N=377
Overall economic health 33% N=125 53% N=199 9% N=35 2% N=8 3% N=10 100% N=376
Variety of housing options 12% N=46 44% N=164 31% N=117 10% N=38 3% N=11 100% N=376
Availability of affordable quality housing 4% N=14 18% N=68 36% N=135 30% N=112 12% N=44 100% N=373
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 25% N=93 54% N=202 19% N=71 2% N=7 0% N=0 100% N=374
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 61% N=229 32% N=120 4% N=16 2% N=8 0% N=1 100% N=375
Ease of travel by car 44% N=166 45% N=170 8% N=29 3% N=11 0% N=0 100% N=376
Ease of travel walking 43% N=162 39% N=147 12% N=46 5% N=17 1% N=2 100% N=374
Ease of travel by bicycle 46% N=171 32% N=119 12% N=47 1% N=5 9% N=33 100% N=375
Ease of travel by bus 17% N=64 24% N=92 21% N=77 7% N=27 31% N=116 100% N=376
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 64% N=240 32% N=119 4% N=16 0% N=1 0% N=0 100% N=376
Physical condition of commercial buildings 25% N=93 60% N=225 14% N=54 1% N=3 0% N=1 100% N=377
Physical condition of residential buildings 18% N=68 68% N=256 12% N=45 1% N=3 1% N=3 100% N=375
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Table 27: Question 2 (Quality)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following 
aspects or characteristics as they relate to the South 
Boulder Road study area (shown in the letter). Then, 
please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that 
the City attempt to improve each of the following in 
the South Boulder Road study area. Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar Total
Variety of housing options 10% N=37 42% N=152 29% N=106 9% N=32 11% N=38 100% N=365
Availability of affordable quality housing 3% N=12 25% N=88 29% N=105 21% N=76 21% N=75 100% N=356
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 12% N=43 41% N=144 35% N=124 10% N=35 2% N=6 100% N=354
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 29% N=102 43% N=153 18% N=64 5% N=17 5% N=18 100% N=353
Ease of travel by car 27% N=96 53% N=188 12% N=42 7% N=25 2% N=7 100% N=357
Ease of travel walking 22% N=81 39% N=141 21% N=76 12% N=45 5% N=17 100% N=359
Ease of travel by bicycle 23% N=83 31% N=110 25% N=90 8% N=30 13% N=47 100% N=359
Ease of travel by bus 13% N=46 25% N=90 19% N=68 7% N=25 36% N=129 100% N=358
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 33% N=119 44% N=157 17% N=60 4% N=13 2% N=7 100% N=356
Physical condition of commercial buildings 8% N=30 47% N=169 37% N=132 5% N=18 3% N=10 100% N=359
Physical condition of residential buildings 7% N=24 52% N=185 32% N=113 6% N=22 4% N=14 100% N=358

Table 28: Question 2 (Importance)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following 
aspects or characteristics as they relate to the South 
Boulder Road study area (shown in the letter). Then, 
please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that 
the City attempt to improve each of the following in 
the South Boulder Road study area. Essential

Very 
important

Somewhat 
important

Not at all 
important Not familiar Total

Variety of housing options 12% N=43 34% N=123 35% N=126 14% N=49 5% N=17 100% N=359
Availability of affordable quality housing 18% N=63 32% N=112 28% N=99 14% N=48 8% N=29 100% N=352
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 21% N=76 47% N=166 24% N=86 7% N=24 0% N=1 100% N=353
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 36% N=129 44% N=156 12% N=42 5% N=17 3% N=10 100% N=354
Ease of travel by car 23% N=82 46% N=162 24% N=82 7% N=25 0% N=0 100% N=351
Ease of travel walking 34% N=119 44% N=154 17% N=60 4% N=15 2% N=6 100% N=354
Ease of travel by bicycle 32% N=114 34% N=118 21% N=73 7% N=24 7% N=23 100% N=353
Ease of travel by bus 16% N=57 30% N=104 24% N=83 8% N=29 21% N=74 100% N=347
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 49% N=171 34% N=120 11% N=39 6% N=22 0% N=0 100% N=351
Physical condition of commercial buildings 14% N=48 42% N=147 36% N=128 7% N=23 2% N=6 100% N=352
Physical condition of residential buildings 13% N=44 45% N=159 35% N=124 5% N=18 2% N=5 100% N=351
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Table 29: Question 3

Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the South Boulder Road study area? (Mark all that apply.) Percent Number
I live in the area (see map in attached letter) 41% N=151
My child attends LMS 8% N=29
I use parks and trails in the area 75% N=279
I shop/dine in the area 90% N=335
I use medical/professional services in the area 47% N=173
I only travel through the area 13% N=50
I work in the area 7% N=27
None of the above 1% N=4
Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option.

Table 30: Question 4

In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do 
you visit each of the following? Never

1-3 times a 
month Once a week

Multiple times a 
week Daily Total

Village Square/Alfalfa's (Stores at Centennial) 11% N=42 52% N=191 18% N=66 16% N=57 3% N=11 100% N=367
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 42/96th 
St) 42% N=151 48% N=170 6% N=23 3% N=12 0% N=1 100% N=357
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of 
Hwy 42) 2% N=7 26% N=95 33% N=121 36% N=135 3% N=12 100% N=371
Medical and professional offices along South 
Boulder Road 56% N=203 39% N=141 2% N=6 2% N=8 1% N=3 100% N=361
Cottonwood Park 45% N=161 41% N=147 8% N=27 5% N=19 2% N=6 100% N=360
Harney/Lastoka Open Space 67% N=242 27% N=99 3% N=9 3% N=11 1% N=3 100% N=364
Recreational trails in the area 17% N=64 41% N=152 18% N=65 18% N=67 6% N=21 100% N=369
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Table 31: Question 5 (Actual Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if 
at all, you travel through the study area using each 
of the following modes. Then, please indicate if 
you’d like to use each mode more, the same 
amount or less in the study area. Never

1-3 times a 
month

Once a 
week

Multiple times 
a week Daily Total

In a car 1% N=4 10% N=38 10% N=38 37% N=137 42% N=157 100% N=373
In a bus 82% N=300 13% N=46 2% N=6 2% N=7 2% N=7 100% N=367
On a bicycle 43% N=157 36% N=133 8% N=29 9% N=33 4% N=13 100% N=365
Walking 36% N=133 30% N=112 9% N=33 16% N=60 8% N=31 100% N=369

Table 32: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through the study 
area using each of the following modes. Then, please indicate if you’d like to use each 
mode more, the same amount or less in the study area. Use more

Use the 
same Use less Total

In a car 5% N=15 73% N=225 22% N=67 100% N=307
In a bus 31% N=88 57% N=162 12% N=35 100% N=286
On a bicycle 55% N=163 41% N=121 5% N=14 100% N=297
Walking 55% N=164 44% N=131 2% N=5 100% N=300

Table 33: Question 6

Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right 
amount or not enough of each of the following in the South Boulder 
Road study area: Too many Right amount Too few Not familiar Total
Housing for singles / couples (apartments, townhomes, smaller 
duplex, single-family) 14% N=52 37% N=136 26% N=95 22% N=80 100% N=363
Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, single-family) 5% N=20 48% N=173 21% N=75 26% N=95 100% N=363
Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, 
apartments with elevators) 2% N=9 29% N=106 33% N=120 35% N=128 100% N=362
Affordable (subsidized) housing 6% N=23 23% N=82 34% N=122 38% N=136 100% N=363
Live/work (combined living and working spaces) 2% N=7 20% N=71 31% N=112 48% N=173 100% N=362
Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars 1% N=3 49% N=178 48% N=173 3% N=9 100% N=363
Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty salon, etc.) 1% N=4 64% N=230 28% N=100 7% N=27 100% N=362

20
164



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right 
amount or not enough of each of the following in the South Boulder 
Road study area: Too many Right amount Too few Not familiar Total
Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.) 0% N=0 84% N=307 13% N=48 2% N=9 100% N=364
Regional shops, such as big box retailers 18% N=64 57% N=207 21% N=75 5% N=17 100% N=364
Work-share spaces 1% N=5 22% N=80 23% N=82 54% N=195 100% N=362
Health clinics / medical offices 4% N=16 65% N=236 4% N=15 26% N=95 100% N=362
Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.) 3% N=12 53% N=191 5% N=17 39% N=141 100% N=361
General business offices (corporate offices, etc.) 6% N=21 46% N=168 12% N=43 36% N=130 100% N=362
Research and development 2% N=6 24% N=88 16% N=59 58% N=208 100% N=361
Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails 0% N=2 44% N=163 47% N=171 8% N=31 100% N=366
Small "Parklets" / plazas 2% N=8 42% N=153 39% N=144 16% N=59 100% N=364
Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park) 0% N=1 54% N=197 37% N=136 8% N=29 100% N=363
Regional park (like Community Park) 0% N=1 59% N=214 33% N=120 8% N=27 100% N=362
Indoor community gathering space (arts center, community center, 
etc.) 1% N=3 39% N=141 46% N=166 15% N=53 100% N=364
Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, commons, etc.) 1% N=3 33% N=119 52% N=189 14% N=52 100% N=363

Table 34: Question D1

Which best describes the building you live in? Percent Number
One family house detached from any other houses 74% N=272
Building with two or more homes (duplex, townhome, apartment or condominium) 23% N=86
Mobile home 0% N=0
Other 3% N=9
Total 100% N=367

Table 35: Question D2

Do you rent or own your home? Percent Number
Rent 27% N=99
Own 73% N=268
Total 100% N=367
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Table 36: Question D3

How many people, including yourself, live in your household? Percent Number
1 16% N=59
2 34% N=123
3 20% N=74
4 24% N=88
5 4% N=13
6+ 2% N=6
Total 100% N=364

Table 37: Question D4

What is your gender? Percent Number
Female 51% N=185
Male 49% N=175
Total 100% N=360

Table 38: Question D5

In which category is your age? Percent Number
18-24 years 2% N=6
25-34 years 21% N=75
35-44 years 22% N=80
45-54 years 24% N=87
55-64 years 17% N=62
65-74 years 10% N=36
75 years or older 5% N=17
Total 100% N=364
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Table 39: Question D6

Are you currently employed? Percent Number
Yes 79% N=285
No 21% N=78
Total 100% N=363

Table 40: Question D7

In which city do you work? Percent Number
Boulder, Longmont, Niwot 27% N=70
Broomfield, Westminster, Arvada, Lafayette, Superior 14% N=37
Denver, Lakewood, Aurora 9% N=23
Louisville 36% N=93
Multiple areas 7% N=18
Other 6% N=16
Total 100% N=257

Table 41: Question D8

About how much do you estimate your household's total income before taxes will be for the current year? Percent Number
Less than $24,999 4% N=13
$25,000 to $49,999 9% N=32
$50,000 to $99,999 30% N=108
$100,000 to $149,999 22% N=79
$150,000 or more 23% N=83
Prefer not to answer 14% N=51
Total 100% N=365
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Table 42: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the 
South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
1-story 27% N=84 35% N=109 24% N=74 14% N=42 100% N=309
2-story 35% N=107 40% N=123 18% N=54 8% N=25 100% N=309
2 or 3-story 23% N=72 31% N=96 24% N=74 22% N=70 100% N=312
3.5-story 11% N=36 22% N=69 24% N=73 43% N=133 100% N=311

Table 43: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the 
South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Setback 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk 21% N=64 39% N=121 26% N=80 14% N=45 100% N=310
Parking lot in front 17% N=53 35% N=107 23% N=70 25% N=79 100% N=310
No setback 18% N=56 25% N=77 22% N=69 35% N=108 100% N=310
10 foot setback, directly adjacent to sidewalk 20% N=64 39% N=120 27% N=85 14% N=42 100% N=311

Table 44: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the 
South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
1-story duplex 19% N=61 33% N=104 30% N=93 17% N=54 100% N=312
2-story townhouses 21% N=67 48% N=150 22% N=67 9% N=28 100% N=312
3-story apartment building 5% N=15 18% N=55 24% N=75 54% N=167 100% N=312
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building) 22% N=68 30% N=92 16% N=50 33% N=102 100% N=312

24
168



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Table 45: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the 
South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
5 foot setback with stoop 9% N=27 17% N=53 27% N=85 47% N=147 100% N=311
5 - 10 foot setback with porches 15% N=45 36% N=113 28% N=88 21% N=64 100% N=310
15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards 30% N=94 39% N=122 21% N=65 10% N=30 100% N=311
20+ foot setback with shared entryways 9% N=29 26% N=80 30% N=94 35% N=109 100% N=311

Table 46: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the 
South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Recreational Park 31% N=97 38% N=118 20% N=62 11% N=36 100% N=313
Town Green 35% N=108 38% N=118 20% N=64 7% N=22 100% N=312
Parklet 18% N=56 28% N=89 27% N=85 27% N=83 100% N=313
Plaza 40% N=124 35% N=109 16% N=50 10% N=30 100% N=313

Table 47: Design Element #6: Streetscape

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Sidewalk right up against street 2% N=7 9% N=29 38% N=118 50% N=157 100% N=312
Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping 25% N=79 48% N=150 20% N=64 6% N=19 100% N=311
Regular size sidewalk with some amenities 11% N=35 46% N=144 34% N=105 9% N=30 100% N=313
Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities 45% N=142 30% N=93 18% N=57 6% N=20 100% N=312
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Table 48: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the 
South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Parking lot on side of building 17% N=54 57% N=177 22% N=68 4% N=12 100% N=311
Diagonal parking in street 9% N=28 28% N=87 25% N=78 38% N=116 100% N=309
Parallel street parking 6% N=18 31% N=97 33% N=103 30% N=94 100% N=312
Large parking lot in front of building 4% N=12 18% N=55 23% N=72 55% N=172 100% N=311

Table 49: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
No buffer between parking and sidewalk 1% N=2 12% N=36 29% N=92 58% N=182 100% N=312
Minimal landscaped buffer 8% N=24 40% N=126 40% N=124 12% N=38 100% N=312
Landscaped buffer with amenities 37% N=116 46% N=143 15% N=46 2% N=8 100% N=312
Low wall 7% N=21 29% N=91 38% N=118 27% N=83 100% N=312

Table 50: Design Element #9: Business Signage

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
Projecting 37% N=115 46% N=144 11% N=35 6% N=18 100% N=312
Internally-illuminated 9% N=27 39% N=121 41% N=129 11% N=35 100% N=312
Awning 29% N=89 49% N=151 18% N=55 5% N=16 100% N=312
Monument with tenant change panels 6% N=19 17% N=54 25% N=77 52% N=163 100% N=312
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Responses to Open-ended Questions

Following are verbatim responses to the open-ended question on the survey, grouped by coded 
theme. The verbatim responses were not edited for grammar or punctuation. 

Question D7: In which city do you work? 
Boulder, Longmont, 
Niwot

BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
LONGMONT  
Boulder, CO  
NIWOT  
LONGMONT  
LONGMONT  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
Boulder  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
boulder  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  

BOULDER  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
LONGMONT  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
Longmont  
Longmont  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
LONGMONT  
Boulder  
LONGMONT  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
Boulder  
Boulder  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
BOULDER  
Boulder 

Broomfield, Westminster, 
Arvada, Lafayette, 
Superior

Lafayette  
Broomfield  
LAFAYETTE  

LAFAYETTE  
WESTMINSTER  
Westminster  
Lafayette  
Broomfield  
Arvada  
ARVADA  
LAFAYETTE  
BROOMFIELD  
Broomfield  
Westminster  
SUPERIOR  
BROOMFIELD  
WESTMINSTER  
LAFAYETTE  
BROOMFIELD  
superior  
SUPERIOR  
Broomfield  
LAFAYETTE  
lafayette  
LAFAYETTE  
Lafayette  
Westminster  
broomfield  
Superior  
Broomfield, CO  
lafayette  
BROOMFIELD 

Denver, Lakewood, 
Aurora

Denver 
lakewood 
DENVER 
DENVER 
DENVER 
AURORA 

Denver 
Denver 
DENVER 
Denver 
DENVER 
DENVER 
Denver 
Denver 
Denver 
Lakewood 
denver 
AURORA 
Denver 
DENVER 
DENVER 
Denver 
LAKEWOOD

Louisville
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
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LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
Louisville  
louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILE  
Louisville  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUSVILLE  
louisville  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
Louisville, CO (work 
from home)  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
Louisville  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  

Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Lousiville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
Louisville  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE  
LOUISVILLE 

Multiple areas
LOUISVILLE & 
BOULDER  
DENVER/ 
BOULDER  
Travel throughout 
Boulder Valley School 
District, base in 
Boulder  
NORTHGLENN/ 
THORNTON  
Front Range  
BOULDER, 
LOUISVILLE, 
BROOMFIELD  
BROOMFIELD/  
LOUISVILLE  
LAFAYETTE & 
DENVER  
LONGMONT & 
GOLDEN  
Boulder and Louisville  
LOUISVILLE/ 
LAFAYETTE  

LOUISVILLE/ 
ARVADA  
BOULDER & 
LOUISVILLE  
Boulder & Longmont  
Numerous  
LOUISVILLE & 
BOULDER  
Louisville and  others  
LOUISVILLE & 
BOULDER  
DENVER METRO 

Other
Golden  
BOULDER 
COUNTY  
BOULDER 
COUNTY  
GOLDEN  
Fort Collins  
BRIGHTON  
GOLDEN  
BOULDER 
COUNTY  
boulder county  
Golden  
GOLDEN  
FORT COLLINS 
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Appendix A: Subgroup Comparisons for Selected Survey Questions

Responses in the following tables show only the proportion of respondents giving a certain 
answer; for example, the percent of respondents who rated the quality of life as 
“excellent” or “good,” or the percent of respondents who attended a public meeting more 
than once a month. ANOVA and chi-square tests of significance were applied to these 
comparisons of survey questions. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less indicates that there is less 
than a 5% probability that differences observed between subgroups are due to chance; or 
in other words, a greater than 95% probability that the differences observed are “real.” 
Where differences were statistically significant, they have been shaded grey. 

Comparisons by Respondent Characteristics 
The youngest respondents, those living in attached housing units and renters tended 
view aspects of housing and ease travel by a variety of modes less favorably than their 
counterparts in the South Boulder Road area (Table 52). They also placed higher 
emphasis on the importance of improving housing variety and affordability (Table 54). 
Respondents under age 55 were the most likely to bicycle through the area (Table 55), 
but would also like to be able to bike more (Table 56). They also tended to feel there 
were too few bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails (Table 57). 
The youngest residents, those living in attached housing units and renters tended to 
feel there were too few housing options available, including housing for 
singles/couples, housing for families and affordable (subsidized) housing (Table 57). 
Regarding preferences for design elements of the South Boulder Road area, few 
differences were found based on gender, housing unit type and housing tenure. 
Among limited differences, most were by age, with the youngest residents preferring 
such options as no setbacks for commercial buildings, mixed-used buildings and 
recreational parks (Table 58 to Table 66).  
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Table 51: Question 1

Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-
wide) (Percent excellent or good):

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55 and 
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Overall quality of life 99% 96% 94% 98% 99% 98% 95% 95% 98% 97%
Overall economic health 90% 88% 89% 87% 91% 88% 90% 94% 86% 88%
Variety of housing options 57% 58% 39% 65% 60% 60% 51% 43% 63% 57%
Availability of affordable quality housing 26% 25% 21% 29% 24% 26% 24% 17% 29% 25%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 78% 81% 79% 79% 78% 80% 74% 75% 80% 79%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 94% 93% 88% 94% 96% 96% 85% 86% 96% 93%
Ease of travel by car 89% 89% 88% 93% 84% 90% 86% 84% 91% 89%
Ease of travel walking 80% 87% 71% 85% 87% 86% 75% 74% 86% 83%
Ease of travel by bicycle 83% 87% 85% 84% 84% 85% 83% 84% 85% 85%
Ease of travel by bus 58% 61% 52% 66% 57% 58% 65% 63% 58% 60%
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 96% 95% 94% 96% 96% 96% 92% 94% 96% 95%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 83% 87% 78% 87% 86% 85% 84% 83% 85% 85%
Physical condition of residential buildings 90% 84% 89% 87% 86% 89% 82% 86% 87% 87%

30
174



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Table 52: Question 2 (Quality)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following 
aspects or characteristics as they relate to the South 
Boulder Road study area (shown in the letter). (Percent 
excellent or good)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Variety of housing options 56% 60% 42% 70% 52% 64% 41% 42% 64% 58%
Availability of affordable quality housing 37% 33% 26% 46% 26% 40% 20% 22% 41% 36%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 50% 56% 56% 50% 56% 51% 61% 60% 51% 54%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 72% 78% 68% 75% 82% 78% 68% 71% 77% 76%
Ease of travel by car 83% 80% 79% 85% 77% 81% 80% 78% 82% 81%
Ease of travel walking 65% 63% 50% 63% 76% 65% 63% 63% 65% 65%
Ease of travel by bicycle 59% 65% 51% 62% 71% 62% 61% 62% 61% 62%
Ease of travel by bus 64% 56% 50% 67% 60% 55% 73% 61% 60% 60%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 78% 79% 73% 76% 87% 79% 77% 73% 81% 79%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 53% 61% 46% 57% 66% 56% 61% 56% 57% 57%
Physical condition of residential buildings 60% 61% 52% 61% 65% 61% 58% 60% 61% 61%

Table 53: Question 2 (Importance)

Then, please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that 
the City attempt to improve each of the following in the 
South Boulder Road study area. (Percent essential or very 
important)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Variety of housing options 52% 46% 59% 40% 54% 45% 62% 62% 44% 49%
Availability of affordable quality housing 57% 52% 73% 44% 59% 47% 79% 76% 47% 54%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 69% 67% 66% 73% 63% 69% 67% 66% 69% 69%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 84% 82% 92% 87% 72% 85% 77% 77% 85% 83%
Ease of travel by car 71% 68% 64% 68% 75% 73% 57% 63% 71% 69%
Ease of travel walking 81% 77% 75% 85% 73% 78% 83% 80% 79% 79%
Ease of travel by bicycle 69% 72% 65% 75% 65% 73% 61% 64% 73% 71%
Ease of travel by bus 65% 53% 71% 56% 53% 56% 67% 67% 56% 59%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 86% 79% 78% 84% 83% 84% 80% 81% 83% 83%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 62% 51% 42% 58% 65% 61% 42% 38% 63% 56%
Physical condition of residential buildings 60% 57% 49% 59% 65% 61% 52% 51% 61% 59%
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Table 54: Question 4

In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit 
each of the following? (Percent at least once a month)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55 and 
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Village Square/Alfalfa's (Stores at Centennial) 87% 90% 84% 92% 87% 89% 89% 88% 89% 89%
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 42/96th St) 52% 64% 60% 58% 56% 57% 59% 64% 55% 58%
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of Hwy 42) 97% 99% 100% 98% 97% 98% 98% 98% 98% 98%
Medical and professional offices along South Boulder 
Road 53% 35% 42% 51% 36% 49% 30% 43% 44% 44%
Cottonwood Park 58% 53% 76% 59% 36% 52% 65% 76% 48% 55%
Harney/Lastoka Open Space 37% 29% 44% 32% 26% 31% 38% 50% 27% 33%
Recreational trails in the area 83% 83% 93% 86% 70% 80% 92% 96% 78% 83%

Table 55: Question 5 (Actual Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, 
you travel through the study area using each of the 
following modes. (Percent at least once a month)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55 and 
over Detached Attached Rent Own

In a car 99% 99% 100% 100% 98% 100% 97% 97% 100% 99%
In a bus 13% 24% 25% 20% 11% 16% 25% 21% 17% 18%
On a bicycle 50% 64% 68% 64% 37% 57% 56% 64% 54% 57%
Walking 64% 64% 81% 61% 55% 58% 79% 83% 57% 64%
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Table 56: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you 
travel through the study area using each of the following 
modes. Then, please indicate if you’d like to use each mode 
more, the same amount or less in the study area.

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

In a car

Use more 3% 5% 0% 3% 9% 4% 5% 5% 4% 5%
Use the same 70% 76% 55% 80% 78% 78% 60% 65% 77% 73%

Use less 26% 19% 45% 17% 14% 18% 35% 30% 19% 22%

In a bus

Use more 30% 32% 33% 32% 29% 29% 35% 38% 28% 31%
Use the same 64% 49% 50% 59% 56% 60% 47% 48% 59% 57%

Use less 6% 19% 17% 9% 15% 11% 17% 13% 12% 12%

On a bicycle

Use more 63% 48% 64% 64% 33% 54% 60% 62% 53% 55%
Use the same 34% 46% 31% 34% 58% 44% 30% 30% 44% 41%

Use less 3% 6% 5% 2% 9% 3% 10% 8% 4% 5%

Walking

Use more 60% 50% 57% 60% 43% 53% 60% 62% 52% 55%
Use the same 40% 48% 43% 38% 54% 46% 38% 36% 46% 44%

Use less 1% 2% 0% 1% 3% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2%
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Table 57: Question 6

Please indicate whether you feel that there are too 
many, the right amount or not enough of each of the 
following in the South Boulder Road study area:

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male 18 to 34 35 to 54
55 and 
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Housing for singles / couples 
(apartments, townhomes, smaller 
duplex, single-family)

Too many 19% 17% 5% 25% 18% 23% 7% 4% 24% 18%
Right amount 44% 52% 32% 54% 52% 54% 34% 37% 53% 48%

Too few 37% 31% 63% 21% 30% 24% 59% 59% 23% 34%

Housing for families with children 
(smaller duplex, single-family)

Too many 10% 4% 5% 10% 5% 9% 0% 8% 7% 7%
Right amount 59% 70% 61% 69% 58% 69% 48% 52% 68% 65%

Too few 31% 27% 34% 21% 37% 22% 52% 41% 24% 28%

Housing for seniors (smaller one-
level single-family house, 
apartments with elevators)

Too many 4% 3% 0% 7% 1% 5% 0% 0% 5% 4%
Right amount 39% 50% 72% 50% 25% 42% 55% 61% 41% 45%

Too few 57% 47% 28% 43% 74% 53% 45% 39% 54% 51%

Affordable (subsidized) housing

Too many 8% 12% 5% 13% 10% 12% 5% 0% 14% 10%
Right amount 30% 40% 23% 44% 34% 42% 22% 28% 40% 36%

Too few 62% 48% 72% 43% 57% 45% 74% 72% 46% 54%

Live/work (combined living and 
working spaces)

Too many 4% 3% 0% 7% 0% 5% 0% 0% 5% 4%
Right amount 28% 46% 48% 33% 35% 36% 41% 38% 38% 37%

Too few 68% 50% 52% 60% 65% 59% 59% 62% 58% 59%

Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, 
pubs/bars

Too many 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Right amount 46% 54% 57% 39% 62% 46% 62% 59% 47% 50%

Too few 53% 45% 43% 60% 37% 53% 38% 41% 52% 49%

Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, 
barbers/beauty salon, etc.)

Too many 1% 2% 0% 2% 1% 2% 0% 0% 2% 1%
Right amount 62% 75% 75% 63% 73% 65% 79% 79% 65% 69%

Too few 37% 23% 25% 35% 26% 33% 21% 21% 33% 30%

Community shops (grocery store, 
drug store, etc.)

Too many 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Right amount 86% 86% 94% 83% 86% 83% 95% 92% 84% 86%

Too few 14% 14% 6% 17% 14% 17% 5% 8% 16% 14%

Regional shops, such as big box 
retailers

Too many 23% 15% 21% 17% 19% 20% 14% 25% 16% 19%
Right amount 57% 61% 63% 62% 53% 59% 62% 56% 61% 60%

Too few 20% 23% 16% 21% 28% 21% 24% 19% 23% 22%

Work-share spaces
Too many 3% 3% 0% 6% 0% 4% 0% 7% 2% 3%

Right amount 34% 59% 36% 44% 70% 50% 42% 29% 56% 48%
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Please indicate whether you feel that there are too 
many, the right amount or not enough of each of the 
following in the South Boulder Road study area:

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male 18 to 34 35 to 54
55 and 
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Too few 63% 38% 64% 50% 30% 46% 58% 65% 43% 49%

Health clinics / medical offices

Too many 7% 5% 0% 11% 1% 6% 5% 8% 5% 6%
Right amount 89% 88% 96% 84% 92% 88% 89% 86% 89% 88%

Too few 5% 7% 4% 6% 7% 6% 6% 6% 5% 6%

Professional services (lawyers, 
accountants, etc.)

Too many 5% 6% 0% 9% 4% 7% 0% 3% 6% 5%
Right amount 86% 87% 96% 82% 87% 85% 94% 93% 85% 87%

Too few 9% 7% 4% 9% 9% 8% 6% 5% 9% 8%

General business offices (corporate 
offices, etc.)

Too many 14% 5% 12% 6% 13% 9% 9% 12% 8% 9%
Right amount 71% 73% 70% 74% 72% 71% 76% 81% 69% 72%

Too few 15% 22% 19% 20% 15% 20% 15% 7% 22% 18%

Research and development

Too many 6% 3% 0% 4% 6% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Right amount 65% 51% 67% 50% 59% 53% 75% 93% 48% 57%

Too few 29% 46% 33% 46% 35% 43% 21% 3% 48% 39%

Bike and pedestrian 
amenities/recreational trails

Too many 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Right amount 43% 55% 48% 41% 62% 44% 61% 50% 48% 49%

Too few 57% 44% 52% 59% 38% 55% 39% 50% 52% 51%

Small "Parklets" / plazas

Too many 4% 1% 3% 4% 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Right amount 44% 57% 43% 48% 59% 50% 51% 48% 51% 50%

Too few 52% 42% 54% 48% 40% 47% 46% 49% 46% 47%

Neighborhood parks (like 
Cottonwood Park)

Too many 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Right amount 56% 62% 53% 55% 69% 60% 56% 47% 63% 59%

Too few 44% 37% 47% 44% 31% 40% 44% 53% 36% 41%

Regional park (like Community 
Park)

Too many 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Right amount 61% 67% 66% 59% 70% 62% 69% 61% 65% 64%

Too few 39% 32% 34% 40% 30% 37% 31% 39% 35% 36%

Indoor community gathering space 
(arts center, community center, 
etc.)

Too many 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Right amount 38% 53% 30% 47% 55% 45% 46% 41% 47% 45%

Too few 61% 46% 70% 51% 44% 54% 54% 59% 52% 54%

Outdoor community gathering 
space (amphitheater, commons, 
etc.)

Too many 0% 2% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Right amount 29% 47% 23% 40% 49% 39% 35% 29% 42% 38%

Too few 70% 51% 77% 60% 49% 59% 65% 71% 57% 61%
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Table 58: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

1-story 63% 61% 57% 63% 64% 63% 58% 61% 62% 62%
2-story 76% 72% 87% 78% 56% 72% 82% 87% 70% 74%
2 or 3-story 56% 53% 79% 52% 37% 50% 66% 65% 50% 54%
3.5-story 33% 34% 39% 28% 38% 32% 38% 32% 34% 34%

Table 59: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Setback 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk 66% 53% 48% 60% 68% 63% 48% 55% 61% 60%
Parking lot in front 55% 48% 59% 47% 55% 49% 59% 58% 49% 52%
No setback 46% 39% 60% 43% 27% 40% 53% 52% 40% 43%
10 foot setback, directly adjacent to sidewalk 61% 55% 48% 64% 59% 61% 55% 56% 60% 59%

Table 60: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. (Percent 
excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

1-story duplex 60% 45% 52% 52% 54% 53% 54% 58% 51% 53%
2-story townhouses 72% 68% 72% 72% 65% 73% 62% 68% 71% 69%
3-story apartment building 19% 27% 30% 19% 23% 20% 31% 24% 22% 22%
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use 
building) 56% 48% 67% 51% 40% 47% 65% 63% 48% 51%

36
180



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Table 61: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

5 foot setback with stoop 26% 25% 28% 30% 16% 26% 25% 24% 26% 25%
5 - 10 foot setback with porches 60% 42% 63% 49% 44% 47% 65% 59% 48% 51%
15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards 72% 66% 67% 71% 69% 68% 74% 73% 68% 69%
20+ foot setback with shared entryways 34% 35% 15% 37% 48% 40% 19% 20% 40% 35%

Table 62: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Recreational Park 72% 65% 79% 62% 72% 68% 71% 74% 67% 69%
Town Green 72% 73% 76% 73% 68% 74% 67% 69% 74% 72%
Parklet 49% 43% 56% 41% 47% 43% 57% 54% 43% 46%
Plaza 76% 73% 77% 74% 73% 73% 79% 76% 74% 75%

Table 63: Design Element #6: Streetscape

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Sidewalk right up against street 11% 13% 19% 7% 14% 12% 13% 18% 10% 12%
Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping 73% 73% 58% 78% 78% 79% 58% 58% 79% 73%
Regular size sidewalk with some amenities 62% 51% 51% 62% 54% 56% 60% 58% 57% 57%
Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities 79% 71% 69% 80% 72% 76% 72% 72% 77% 75%
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Table 64: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Parking lot on side of building 78% 71% 74% 76% 72% 74% 76% 73% 75% 74%
Diagonal parking in street 39% 35% 47% 37% 28% 40% 31% 34% 39% 37%
Parallel street parking 36% 37% 36% 38% 34% 39% 32% 33% 38% 37%
Large parking lot in front of building 23% 19% 16% 18% 33% 22% 20% 19% 22% 22%

Table 65: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

No buffer between parking and sidewalk 13% 11% 22% 11% 6% 10% 20% 18% 10% 12%
Minimal landscaped buffer 54% 41% 46% 55% 37% 48% 49% 51% 47% 48%
Landscaped buffer with amenities 82% 84% 86% 78% 88% 82% 85% 85% 82% 83%
Low wall 38% 34% 45% 27% 44% 36% 35% 35% 36% 36%

Table 66: Design Element #9: Business Signage

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design 
element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit 
or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent excellent or good fit)

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Projecting 83% 84% 92% 89% 65% 82% 86% 93% 80% 83%
Internally-illuminated 54% 42% 37% 45% 63% 50% 41% 41% 51% 48%
Awning 74% 79% 65% 82% 77% 83% 59% 68% 80% 77%
Monument with tenant change panels 25% 21% 22% 17% 38% 23% 25% 19% 25% 23%
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Comparisons by Proximity to South Boulder Road Study Area
Those living in the South Boulder Road area tended to give lower rating than those outside 
the area to city-wide quality of life ratings (Table 67). 
As may be expected, those living in the South Boulder Road area tended to visit the various 
nearby amenities more often than those outside the area (Table 70).  
Residents in the study area tended to use the bus more, bike more and walk more than those 
outside the area (Table 71). However, South Boulder Road residents wanted to use the bus 
less and walk more (Table 72). 
Few differences between residents and non-residents of the South Boulder Road area were 
found when examining preferences for the nine design elements. Where differences were 
found, those who did not live in the area indicated stronger preferences for 3.5-story 
commercial buildings, 2-story townhouses and mixed-use buildings (Table 74 to Table 82). 

Table 67: Question 1

Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide) (Percent 
excellent or good):

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Overall quality of life 95% 99% 97%
Overall economic health 84% 92% 88%
Variety of housing options 60% 56% 57%
Availability of affordable quality housing 23% 26% 25%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 74% 83% 79%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 88% 98% 93%
Ease of travel by car 86% 92% 89%
Ease of travel walking 74% 89% 83%
Ease of travel by bicycle 75% 91% 85%
Ease of travel by bus 60% 60% 60%
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 91% 99% 95%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 80% 88% 85%
Physical condition of residential buildings 83% 90% 87%
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Table 68: Question 2 (Quality)

First, please rate the quality of each of the following aspects or 
characteristics as they relate to the South Boulder Road study area 
(shown in the letter). (Percent excellent or good)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Variety of housing options 61% 55% 58%
Availability of affordable quality housing 39% 33% 36%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 61% 49% 54%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 79% 75% 76%
Ease of travel by car 75% 85% 81%
Ease of travel walking 64% 66% 65%
Ease of travel by bicycle 66% 59% 62%
Ease of travel by bus 58% 61% 60%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 81% 78% 79%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 65% 52% 57%
Physical condition of residential buildings 65% 58% 61%

Table 69: Question 2 (Importance)

Then, please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that the City attempt 
to improve each of the following in the South Boulder Road study area. 
(Percent essential or very important)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

Variety of housing options 45% 52% 49%
Availability of affordable quality housing 56% 53% 54%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 70% 68% 69%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 83% 83% 83%
Ease of travel by car 72% 68% 69%
Ease of travel walking 78% 79% 79%
Ease of travel by bicycle 69% 72% 71%
Ease of travel by bus 63% 56% 59%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 82% 84% 83%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 47% 63% 56%
Physical condition of residential buildings 55% 61% 59%

Table 70: Question 4

In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit each of the 
following? (Percent at least once a month)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT
live in area

Village Square/Alfalfa's (Stores at Centennial) 93% 85% 89%
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 42/96th St) 69% 50% 58%
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of Hwy 42) 99% 97% 98%
Medical and professional offices along South Boulder Road 38% 48% 44%
Cottonwood Park 69% 46% 55%
Harney/Lastoka Open Space 42% 27% 33%
Recreational trails in the area 94% 75% 83%
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Table 71: Question 5 (Actual Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through 
the study area using each of the following modes. (Percent at least once a 
month)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

In a car 100% 98% 99%
In a bus 26% 13% 18%
On a bicycle 64% 53% 57%
Walking 90% 47% 64%

Table 72: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through 
the study area using each of the following modes. Then, please indicate if 
you’d like to use each mode more, the same amount or less in the study 
area.

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

In a car

Use more 4% 5% 5%
Use the same 72% 74% 73%

Use less 24% 21% 22%

In a bus

Use more 31% 31% 31%
Use the same 49% 62% 57%

Use less 20% 6% 12%

On a bicycle

Use more 55% 55% 55%
Use the same 38% 43% 41%

Use less 7% 3% 5%

Walking

Use more 62% 50% 55%
Use the same 36% 50% 44%

Use less 2% 1% 2%

Table 73: Question 6

Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right amount 
or not enough of each of the following in the South Boulder Road study 
area:

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

Housing for singles / couples (apartments, 
townhomes, smaller duplex, single-family)

Too many 23% 14% 18%
Right amount 41% 54% 48%

Too few 36% 32% 34%

Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, 
single-family)

Too many 7% 7% 7%
Right amount 59% 69% 65%

Too few 34% 24% 28%

Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family 
house, apartments with elevators)

Too many 4% 3% 4%
Right amount 53% 39% 45%

Too few 43% 57% 51%

Affordable (subsidized) housing

Too many 13% 8% 10%
Right amount 42% 32% 36%

Too few 45% 60% 54%

Live/work (combined living and working spaces)

Too many 4% 4% 4%
Right amount 48% 29% 37%

Too few 48% 67% 59%

Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars

Too many 2% 0% 1%
Right amount 53% 48% 50%

Too few 45% 52% 49%
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Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right amount 
or not enough of each of the following in the South Boulder Road study 
area:

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty 
salon, etc.)

Too many 2% 0% 1%
Right amount 67% 71% 69%

Too few 31% 29% 30%

Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.)

Too many 0% 0% 0%
Right amount 91% 84% 86%

Too few 9% 16% 14%

Regional shops, such as big box retailers

Too many 22% 17% 19%
Right amount 56% 63% 60%

Too few 23% 21% 22%

Work-share spaces

Too many 4% 3% 3%
Right amount 52% 44% 48%

Too few 44% 53% 49%

Health clinics / medical offices

Too many 6% 6% 6%
Right amount 90% 87% 88%

Too few 4% 7% 6%

Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.)

Too many 5% 6% 5%
Right amount 90% 84% 87%

Too few 5% 10% 8%

General business offices (corporate offices, etc.)

Too many 10% 8% 9%
Right amount 73% 71% 72%

Too few 16% 20% 18%

Research and development

Too many 6% 2% 4%
Right amount 56% 58% 57%

Too few 38% 40% 39%

Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails

Too many 1% 0% 1%
Right amount 49% 48% 49%

Too few 49% 52% 51%

Small "Parklets" / plazas

Too many 3% 3% 3%
Right amount 52% 49% 50%

Too few 45% 48% 47%

Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park)

Too many 1% 0% 0%
Right amount 55% 62% 59%

Too few 44% 38% 41%

Regional park (like Community Park)

Too many 1% 0% 0%
Right amount 60% 67% 64%

Too few 39% 33% 36%

Indoor community gathering space (arts center, 
community center, etc.)

Too many 1% 1% 1%
Right amount 40% 50% 45%

Too few 59% 49% 54%

Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, 
commons, etc.)

Too many 1% 1% 1%
Right amount 34% 42% 38%

Too few 65% 58% 61%
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Table 74: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown 
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in 
area

1-story 62% 62% 62%
2-story 75% 74% 74%
2 or 3-story 52% 56% 54%
3.5-story 25% 40% 34%

Table 75: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown 
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in 
area

Setback 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk 53% 64% 60%
Parking lot in front 54% 51% 52%
No setback 43% 43% 43%
10 foot setback, directly adjacent to sidewalk 53% 63% 59%

Table 76: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown 
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in 
area

1-story duplex 53% 53% 53%
2-story townhouses 55% 80% 69%
3-story apartment building 16% 27% 22%
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building) 43% 57% 51%

Table 77: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown 
would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in 
area

5 foot setback with stoop 21% 29% 25%
5 - 10 foot setback with porches 45% 55% 51%
15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards 70% 69% 69%
20+ foot setback with shared entryways 35% 35% 35%
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Table 78: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Recreational Park 65% 72% 69%
Town Green 76% 70% 72%
Parklet 48% 45% 46%
Plaza 72% 77% 75%

Table 79: Design Element #6: Streetscape

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Sidewalk right up against street 16% 10% 12%
Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping 65% 79% 73%
Regular size sidewalk with some amenities 60% 56% 57%
Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities 70% 79% 75%

Table 80: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Parking lot on side of building 73% 75% 74%
Diagonal parking in street 32% 41% 37%
Parallel street parking 33% 39% 37%
Large parking lot in front of building 28% 18% 22%

Table 81: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for 
the South Boulder Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

No buffer between parking and sidewalk 13% 11% 12%
Minimal landscaped buffer 46% 50% 48%
Landscaped buffer with amenities 83% 82% 83%
Low wall 35% 36% 36%

Table 82: Design Element #9: Business Signage

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for
the South Boulder Road study area. (Percent excellent or good fit)

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Projecting 84% 83% 83%
Internally-illuminated 45% 50% 48%
Awning 70% 82% 77%
Monument with tenant change panels 25% 23% 23%
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Appendix B: Survey Methodology

Survey Instrument Development
Louisville has conducted a general residential survey every two or three years for more than 20 
years. The general residential surveys ask recipients about their perspectives on the quality of life 
in the city, use of city amenities, opinion on policy issues facing the city and assessment of City 
service delivery. This topical survey was developed to explore key issues related to the 
development of the South Boulder Road area. The survey instrument development process 
began with a review of the topics to be explored. In an iterative process between City staff, 
Cuningham Group Architecture, Inc. and NRC staff, a final 12-page questionnaire was 
developed. 

Selecting Survey Recipients
“Sampling” refers to the method by which survey recipients are chosen. The “sample” refers to 
all those who were given a chance to participate in the survey. All households located in the city 
boundaries were eligible for the survey. Because City governments generally do not have 
inclusive lists of all the residences in the jurisdiction (tax assessor and utility billing databases 
often omit rental units), lists from the United States Postal Service (USPS), updated every three 
months, usually provide the best representation of all households in a specific geographic 
location. NRC used USPS data to randomly select the sample of households.  

A larger list than needed was sampled so that a process referred to as “geocoding” could be used 
to eliminate addresses from the list that were outside the study boundaries. Geocoding is a 
computerized process in which addresses are compared to electronically mapped boundaries and 
coded as inside or outside desired boundaries. All addresses determined to be outside the study 
boundaries were eliminated from the sample. A random selection was made of the remaining 
addresses to create a final list of 1,200 addresses. Attached household units were over-sampled 
because residents of this type of housing typically respond at lower rates to surveys than do those 
in detached housing units.  

An individual within each household was randomly selected to complete the survey using the 
birthday method. The birthday method selects a person within the household by asking the 
“person whose birthday has most recently passed” to complete the questionnaire. The underlying 
assumption in this method is that day of birth has no relationship to the way people respond to 
surveys. This instruction was contained in the cover letter accompanying the questionnaire. 

Survey Administration and Response
Two versions of the survey were created. The full 12-page version included three pages of 
questions and demographics, plus nine pages of images representing the design elements for 
respondents to rates. The shorter, 3-page version included just the 3 pages of questions and 
demographics. Households selected to participate were randomly assigned the 3- or 12-page 
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version of the survey. All survey recipients were provided the option to complete the survey 
online. Those households that received the 3-page version of the survey were given the option to 
complete the entire survey of just the photographic comparison portion of the survey online. All 
surveys were given a unique identifier to access the online survey; this identifier also permitted 
the matching of responses from the 3-page hard copies to the online photographic comparisons 
submitted via the Internet.  

Each selected household was contacted three times. First, a prenotification announcement, 
informing the household members that they had been selected to participate in the South 
Boulder Road Planning Survey, was sent. Approximately one week after mailing the 
prenotification, each household was mailed a survey and a cover letter signed by the Mayor 
enlisting participation. The packet also contained a postage-paid return envelope in which the 
survey recipients could return the completed questionnaire to NRC. A reminder letter and 
survey, scheduled to arrive one week after the first survey, was the final contact. The second 
cover letter asked those who had not completed the survey to do so and those who had already 
done so to refrain from turning in another survey. 

The mailings were sent in November 2014 and completed surveys were collected over the 
following six weeks. About 2% of the 1,200 surveys mailed were returned because the housing 
unit was vacant or the postal service was unable to deliver the survey as addressed. Of the 
remaining 1,179 households, 380 completed the survey, providing a response rate of 32%; 
average response rates for a mailed resident survey range from 25% to 40%.  

95% Confidence Intervals
The 95% confidence interval (or “margin of error”) quantifies the “sampling error” or precision 
of the estimates made from the survey results. A 95% confidence interval can be calculated for 
any sample size, and indicates that in 95 of 100 surveys conducted like this one, for a particular 
item, a result would be found that is within plus or minus five percentage points of the result that 
would be found if everyone in the population of interest was surveyed. The practical difficulties 
of conducting any resident survey may introduce other sources of error in addition to sampling 
error. Despite best efforts to boost participation and ensure potential inclusion of all households, 
some selected households will decline participation in the survey (potentially introducing non-
response error) and some eligible households may be unintentionally excluded from the listed 
sources for the sample (referred to as coverage error). 

While the 95 percent confidence interval for the survey is generally no greater than plus or 
minus five percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire sample; results for 
subgroups will have wider confidence intervals. Where estimates are given for subgroups, they 
are less precise. For each subgroup from the survey, the margin of error rises to as much as plus 
or minus 10% for a sample size of 100 completed surveys.  
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Survey Processing (Data Entry)
Mailed surveys were submitted via postage-paid business reply envelopes. Each survey was 
reviewed and “cleaned” as necessary. For example, a question may have asked a respondent to 
pick two items out of a list of five, but the respondent checked three; staff would choose 
randomly two of the three selected items to be coded in the survey responses dataset.  

All surveys are entered into an electronic dataset, which was subject to a data entry protocol of 
“key and verify.” In this process, data were entered twice into an electronic dataset and then 
compared. Discrepancies were evaluated against the original survey form and corrected. Range 
checks as well as other forms of quality control were also performed. 

Weighting the Data
The primary objective of weighting survey data is to make the survey sample reflective of the 
larger population of the city. This is done by: 1) reviewing the sample demographics and 
comparing them to the population norms from the most recent Census or other sources and 2) 
comparing the responses to different questions for demographic subgroups. The demographic 
characteristics that are least similar to the Census and yield the most different results are the 
best candidates for data weighting. Several different weighting “schemes” are tested to ensure 
the best fit for the data. The data were weighted by housing tenure (rent or own), housing type 
(attached or detached), age and gender. The results of the weighting scheme are presented in 
Table 83. 

Table 83: Weighting Table for the City of Louisville South Boulder Road Planning Survey

2010 Census* Unweighted Weighted
Rent 27% 11% 27%
Own 73% 89% 73%
Detached† 74% 86% 74%
Attached† 26% 14% 26%
Female 51% 52% 51%
Male 49% 48% 49%
Age 18-34 23% 7% 22%
Age 35-54 46% 43% 46%
Age 55 and over 31% 50% 32%
Female 18-34 11% 4% 13%
Female 35-54 24% 25% 25%
Female 55 and over 16% 23% 14%
Male 18-34 12% 3% 9%
Male 35-54 22% 18% 22%
Male 55 and over 15% 27% 18%
* Population in households
† ACS 2011 5-year estimates
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Analyzing the Data 
The surveys were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 
Frequency distributions are presented in the body of the report. Chi-square and ANOVA tests of 
significance were applied to breakdowns of selected survey questions by respondent and 
geographic characteristics. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less indicates that there is less than a 5% 
probability that differences observed between groups are due to chance; or in other words, a 
greater than 95% probability that the differences observed in the selected categories of our 
sample represent “real” differences among those populations. Where differences between 
subgroups are statistically significant, they are marked with grey shading in the appendices. 
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Appendix C: Survey Materials
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Dear Louisville Resident, 
 

It won’t take much of your time to make a big difference! 
 

Your household has been randomly selected to participate in a survey about  
the development of South Boulder Road. Even if you don’t live in the area, we still 
want to hear from you. Your survey will arrive in the mail in a few days.  
 

If you prefer, you can complete the survey online at (please enter the address  
exactly as it appears here):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 
 

To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed above the word 
“RESIDENT” on the other side of the postcard. Your responses are completely 
confidential and will be reported in group form only. 
 

Thank you for helping create a better Louisville. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
City of Louisville  
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Please help us shape the future of Louisville and the South Boulder Road corridor. As part of the City’s 
South Boulder Road Small Area Plan process, we are trying to determine the community’s vision and 
desired uses for the area. The enclosed survey shows different possibilities for the area and we want to 
know what you think it should look like. Even if you live outside the South Boulder Road corridor, we 
still want to hear from you. 
 

Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of only 
1,200 Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 

household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• You may return the survey by mail in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or you can 

complete the survey online at (please type the address exactly as it appears):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 
 

If you choose to complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this 
letter. If you have any questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Here’s a second chance if you haven’t already responded to the survey about the South Boulder 
Road Small Area Plan in Louisville. (If you completed it and sent it back, we thank you for 
your time and ask you to recycle this survey. Please do not respond twice.)  
 

The survey shows pictures of what the South Boulder Road area could look like and asks you 
what you would prefer to see. Even if you live outside the South Boulder Road corridor, we still 
want to hear from you. Don’t miss this opportunity to provide input about an important area in 
our city. Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is 
one of 1,200 Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 

household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• You may return the survey by mail in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or you 

can complete the survey online at (please type the address exactly as it appears):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 
 

If you choose to complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of 
this letter. If you have any questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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  Page 1 of 11 

Please circle the response that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are confidential 
and will be reported in group form only.  

1. Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide): QUALITY 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar 

Overall quality of life ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall economic health ................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Variety of housing options ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ........................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings .................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. First, please rate the quality of each of the following aspects or characteristics as they relate to the South Boulder 
Road study area (shown in the letter). Then, please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that the City attempt to 
improve each of the following in the South Boulder Road study area. 

  QUALITY IMPORTANCE 
     Not  Very Somewhat Not at all Not 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor familiar Essential important important important familiar 
Variety of housing options ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing ............ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining  

opportunities ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ........ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings ........... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the South Boulder Road study area? (Mark all that apply.) 

  I live in the area (see map in attached letter)  I shop/dine in the area   I work in the area  
  My child attends LMS  I use medical/professional services in the area  None of the above 
  I use parks and trails in the area  I only travel through the area 

4. In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit   1-3 times Once a Multiple times   
each of the following? Never a month week a week Daily 
Village Square/Alfalfa’s (Stores at Centennial) .................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 42/96th St) ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of Hwy 42) ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Medical and professional offices along South Boulder Road ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Cottonwood Park ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Harney/Lastoka Open Space ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreational trails in the area .................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through the study area using each of the following 
modes. Then, please indicate if you’d like to use each mode more, the same amount or less in the study area. 

  1-3 times Once a Multiple times  Use Use Use 
 Never a month week a week Daily more the same less 

In a car ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
In a bus .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
On a bicycle ............................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
Walking ................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
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6. Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right amount or not enough of each of the following in 
the South Boulder Road study area: 

 Too Right Not Not  
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES many amount enough familiar 
Housing for singles / couples (apartments, townhomes, smaller duplex, single-family) ... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, single-family) ................................... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, apartments with elevators) .... 1 2 3 4  
Affordable (subsidized) housing ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Live/work (combined living and working spaces) ............................................................... 1 2 3 4 
SHOPPING AND DINING OPPORTUNITIES 
Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty salon, etc.) ....................................... 1 2 3 4 
Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.) .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Regional shops, such as big box retailers ............................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES 
Work-share spaces ..................................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Health clinics / medical offices ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
General business offices (corporate offices, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Research and development ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
PARKS AND PUBLIC SPACES  
Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Small “Parklets” / plazas .......................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park) ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Regional park (like Community Park) .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Indoor community gathering space (arts center, community center, etc.) ....................... 1 2 3 4 
Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, commons, etc.) ............................. 1 2 3 4 

 

The following questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely 
confidential and will be reported in group form only. 

 

D1. Which best describes the building you live in? 

 One family house detached from any other houses 
 Building with two or more homes (duplex, 

townhome, apartment or condominium) 
 Mobile home 
 Other 

D2.  Do you rent or own your home? 

 Rent  Own 

D3.  How many people, including yourself, live in your 
household? 

 1  2  3  4  5  6+ 

D4.  What is your gender? 

 Female   Male 

D5. In which category is your age? 

 18-24 years  45-54 years   75 years or  
 25-34 years  55-64 years   older 
 35-44 years  65-74 years  

D6. Are you currently employed? 

 Yes Go to question D7 
 No 

D7. In which city do you work? _________________ 

D8. About how much do you estimate your household’s 
total income before taxes will be for the current 
year?  

 Less than $24,999  $100,000 to $149,999 
 $25,000 to $49,999  $150,000 or more 
 $50,000 to $99,999  Prefer not to answer 

 
 
Design Element Photograph Comparisons 
There are a number of things that contribute to the way South Boulder Road could look, which we call design 
elements. We have chosen a set of four photos to show options for each of nine design elements. For each photo on 
the pages that follow, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair 
fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. Please evaluate only the design element asked about in each 
question. 

 
199



  Page 3 of 11 

Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element being asked about, followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 1A. 1-story. 1B. 2-story.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 1C. 2 or 3-story. 1D. 3.5-story.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback) 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

  

    
 2A. Setback 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk. 2B. Parking lot in front.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an…  For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 2C. No setback. 2D. 10 foot setback, directly adjacent to sidewalk. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an…  For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 3A. 1-story duplex. 3B. 2-story townhouses.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 3C. 3-story apartment building. 3D. Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building).  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback) 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 4A. 5 foot setback with stoop. 4B. 5 - 10 foot setback with porches. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 4C. 15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards. 4D. 20+ foot setback with shared entryways. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #5: Park/Plaza 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 5A. Recreational Park. 5B. Town Green.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 5C. Parklet. 5D. Plaza.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #6: Streetscape 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 6A. Sidewalk right up against street. 6B. Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 6C. Regular size sidewalk with some amenities. 6D. Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #7: Parking Placement 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 7A. Parking lot on side of building. 7B. Diagonal parking in street.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 7C. Parallel street parking. 7D. Large parking lot in front of building.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #8: Parking Edge 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 8A. No buffer between parking and sidewalk. 8B. Minimal landscaped buffer.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 8C. Landscaped buffer with amenities. 8D. Low wall.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #9: Business Signage 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 9A. Projecting. 9B. Internally-illuminated.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 9C. Awning. 9D. Monument with tenant change panels.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Please help us shape the future of Louisville and the South Boulder Road corridor. As part of the City’s 
South Boulder Road Small Area Plan process, we are trying to determine the community’s vision and 
desired uses for the area. The enclosed survey shows different possibilities for the area and we want to 
know what you think it should look like. Even if you live outside the South Boulder Road corridor, we still 
want to hear from you. 
 

Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of only 1,200 
Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your household 

who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• After the two pages of survey questions, you will be asked to go online to complete the 

photograph comparison portion of the survey.  
• You may complete and return the two pages of survey questions that follow by mail in the enclosed 

postage-paid envelope, or you can complete the entire survey online at (please type the 
address exactly as it appears): www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 

 
To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this letter. If you have any 
questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Here’s a second chance if you haven’t already responded to the survey about the South Boulder 
Road Small Area Plan in Louisville. (If you completed it and sent it back, we thank you for 
your time and ask you to recycle this survey. Please do not respond twice.)  
 

The survey shows pictures of what the South Boulder Road area could look like and asks you what 
you would prefer to see. Even if you live outside the South Boulder Road corridor, we still want to 
hear from you. Don’t miss this opportunity to provide input about an important area in our city. 
Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of 1,200 
Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 

household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• After the two pages of survey questions, you will be asked to go online to complete the 

photograph comparison portion of the survey.  
• You may complete and return the two pages of survey questions that follow by mail in the 

enclosed postage-paid envelope, or you can complete the entire survey online at (please 
type the address exactly as it appears): www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 

 

To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this letter. If you 
have any questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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Please circle the response that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are confidential 
and will be reported in group form only.  

1. Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide): QUALITY 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar 

Overall quality of life ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall economic health ................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Variety of housing options ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ........................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings .................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. First, please rate the quality of each of the following aspects or characteristics as they relate to the South Boulder 
Road study area (shown in the letter). Then, please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that the City attempt to 
improve each of the following in the South Boulder Road study area. 

  QUALITY IMPORTANCE 
     Not  Very Somewhat Not at all Not 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor familiar Essential important important important familiar 
Variety of housing options ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing ............ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining  

opportunities ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ........ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings ........... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the South Boulder Road study area? (Mark all that apply.) 

  I live in the area (see map in attached letter)  I shop/dine in the area   I work in the area  
  My child attends LMS  I use medical/professional services in the area  None of the above 
  I use parks and trails in the area  I only travel through the area 

4. In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit   1-3 times Once a Multiple times   
each of the following? Never a month week a week Daily 
Village Square/Alfalfa’s (Stores at Centennial) .................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 42/96th St) ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of Hwy 42) ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Medical and professional offices along South Boulder Road ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Cottonwood Park ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Harney/Lastoka Open Space ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreational trails in the area .................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through the study area using each of the following 
modes. Then, please indicate if you’d like to use each mode more, the same amount or less in the study area. 

  1-3 times Once a Multiple times  Use Use Use 
 Never a month week a week Daily more the same less 

In a car ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
In a bus .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
On a bicycle ............................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
Walking ................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
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6. Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right amount or not enough of each of the following in 
the South Boulder Road study area: 

 Too Right Not Not  
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES many amount enough familiar 
Housing for singles / couples (apartments, townhomes, smaller duplex, single-family) ... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, single-family) ................................... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, apartments with elevators) .... 1 2 3 4  
Affordable (subsidized) housing ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Live/work (combined living and working spaces) ............................................................... 1 2 3 4 
SHOPPING AND DINING OPPORTUNITIES 
Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty salon, etc.) ....................................... 1 2 3 4 
Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.) .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Regional shops, such as big box retailers ............................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES 
Work-share spaces ..................................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Health clinics / medical offices ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
General business offices (corporate offices, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Research and development ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
PARKS AND PUBLIC SPACES  
Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Small “Parklets” / plazas .......................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park) ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Regional park (like Community Park) .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Indoor community gathering space (arts center, community center, etc.) ....................... 1 2 3 4 
Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, commons, etc.) ............................. 1 2 3 4 

 

The following questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely 
confidential and will be reported in group form only. 

 

D1. Which best describes the building you live in? 

 One family house detached from any other houses 
 Building with two or more homes (duplex, 

townhome, apartment or condominium) 
 Mobile home 
 Other 

D2.  Do you rent or own your home? 

 Rent  Own 

D3.  How many people, including yourself, live in your 
household? 

 1  2  3  4  5  6+ 

D4.  What is your gender? 

 Female   Male 

D5. In which category is your age? 

 18-24 years  45-54 years   75 years or  
 25-34 years  55-64 years   older 
 35-44 years  65-74 years  

D6. Are you currently employed? 

 Yes Go to question D7 
 No 

D7. In which city do you work? _________________ 

D8. About how much do you estimate your household’s 
total income before taxes will be for the current 
year?  

 Less than $24,999  $100,000 to $149,999 
 $25,000 to $49,999  $150,000 or more 
 $50,000 to $99,999  Prefer not to answer 

 
Design Element Photograph Comparisons (Please go online to complete!) 
There are a number of things that contribute to the way South Boulder Road could look, which we call design 
elements. We have chosen a set of four photos to show options for each of nine design elements. To complete the 
photograph comparison section only, please go to the following website: www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbrphotos.htm 
You will need to enter your access code located in the upper right corner of the letter attached to this survey. Thank 
you in advance for completing this important portion of the survey online! We appreciate your feedback. 
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Dear Louisville Resident, 
 

It won’t take much of your time to make a big difference! 
 

Your household has been randomly selected to participate in a survey about  
the development of McCaslin Boulevard. Even if you don’t live in the area, we still 
want to hear from you. Your survey will arrive in the mail in a few days.  
 

If you prefer, you can complete the survey online at (please enter the address  
exactly as it appears here):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillemcb.htm 
 

To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed above the word 
“RESIDENT” on the other side of the postcard. Your responses are completely 
confidential and will be reported in group form only. 
 

Thank you for helping create a better Louisville. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
City of Louisville  
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Please help us shape the future of Louisville and the McCaslin Boulevard corridor. As part of the City’s 
McCaslin Boulevard Small Area Plan process, we are trying to determine the community’s vision and 
desired uses for the area. The enclosed survey shows different possibilities for the area and we want to 
know what you think it should look like. Even if you live outside the McCaslin Boulevard corridor, we 
still want to hear from you. 
 

Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of only 
1,200 Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 

household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• You may return the survey by mail in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or you can 

complete the survey online at (please type the address exactly as it appears):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillemcb.htm 
 

If you choose to complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this 
letter. If you have any questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Here’s a second chance if you haven’t already responded to the survey about the McCaslin Boulevard 
Small Area Plan in Louisville. (If you completed it and sent it back, we thank you for your time 
and ask you to recycle this survey. Please do not respond twice.)  
 

The survey shows pictures of what the McCaslin Boulevard area could look like and asks you what you 
would prefer to see. Even if you live outside the McCaslin Boulevard corridor, we still want to hear from 
you. Don’t miss this opportunity to provide input about an important area in our city. Your 
participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of 1,200 
Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 

household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• You may return the survey by mail in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or you can 

complete the survey online at (please type the address exactly as it appears):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillemcb.htm 
 

If you choose to complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this 
letter. If you have any questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Please help us shape the future of Louisville and the McCaslin Boulevard corridor. As part of the City’s 
McCaslin Boulevard Small Area Plan process, we are trying to determine the community’s vision and 
desired uses for the area. The enclosed survey shows different possibilities for the area and we want to 
know what you think it should look like. Even if you live outside the McCaslin Boulevard corridor, we still 
want to hear from you. 
 

Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of only 1,200 
Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your household 

who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• After the two pages of survey questions, you will be asked to go online to complete the 

photograph comparison portion of the survey.  
• You may complete and return the two pages of survey questions that follow by mail in the enclosed 

postage-paid envelope, or you can complete the entire survey online at (please type the 
address exactly as it appears): www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillemcb.htm 

 
To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this letter. If you have any 
questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Here’s a second chance if you haven’t already responded to the survey about the McCaslin Boulevard Small 
Area Plan in Louisville. (If you completed it and sent it back, we thank you for your time and ask you 
to recycle this survey. Please do not respond twice.)  
 

The survey shows pictures of what the McCaslin Boulevard area could look like and asks you what you 
would prefer to see. Even if you live outside the McCaslin Boulevard corridor, we still want to hear from 
you. Don’t miss this opportunity to provide input about an important area in our city. Your participation in 
this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of 1,200 Louisville households being 
surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your household 

who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• After the two pages of survey questions, you will be asked to go online to complete the 

photograph comparison portion of the survey.  
• You may complete and return the two pages of survey questions that follow by mail in the enclosed 

postage-paid envelope, or you can complete the entire survey online at (please type the 
address exactly as it appears): www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillemcb.htm 

 

To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this letter. If you have any 
questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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  Page 1 of 11 

Please circle the response that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are confidential 
and will be reported in group form only.  

1. Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide): QUALITY 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar 

Overall quality of life ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall economic health ................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Variety of housing options ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ........................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings .................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. First, please rate the quality of each of the following aspects or characteristics as they relate to the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area (shown in the letter). Then, please tell us how important to you, if at all, it is that the City 
attempt to improve each of the following in the McCaslin Boulevard study area. 

  QUALITY IMPORTANCE 
     Not  Very Somewhat Not at all Not 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor familiar Essential important important important familiar 
Variety of housing options ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing ............ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining  

opportunities ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ........ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings ........... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the McCaslin Boulevard study area? (Mark all that apply.) 

  I live in the area (see map in attached letter)  I shop/dine in the area   I work in the area  
  My child attends daycare/preschool  I use medical/professional services in the area  None of the above 
  I walk or bike in the area  I only travel through the area 

4. In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit   1-3 times Once a Multiple times   
each of the following? Never a month week a week Daily 
Centennial Valley office park .................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Businesses south of Dillon (Home Depot, Cinebarre, hotels) .......................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, west of McCaslin (Lowes/Carrabbas) .. 1 2 3 4 5 
Businesses between Dillon & Cherry, east of McCaslin (Albertsons/Kohl’s) .. 1 2 3 4 5 
Businesses north of Cherry (Walgreens, Via Toscana, Starbucks) ................... 1 2 3 4 5 
RTD station/Park’n’Ride ........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Davidson Mesa Open Space ................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

5. First, tell us how many times in a typical month, if at all, you travel through the study area using each of the following 
modes. Then, please indicate if you’d like to use each mode more, the same amount or less in the study area. 

  1-3 times Once a Multiple times  Use Use Use 
 Never a month week a week Daily more the same less 

In a car ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
In a bus .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
On a bicycle ............................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
Walking ................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
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6. Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right amount or not enough of each of the following in 
the McCaslin Boulevard study area: Too Right Not Not  
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES many amount enough familiar 
Housing for singles / couples (apartments, townhomes, smaller duplex, single-family) ... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, single-family) ................................... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, apartments with elevators) .... 1 2 3 4  
Affordable (subsidized) housing ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Live/work (combined living and working spaces) ............................................................... 1 2 3 4 
SHOPPING AND DINING OPPORTUNITIES 
Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty salon, etc.) ....................................... 1 2 3 4 
Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.) .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Regional shops, such as big box retailers ............................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Entertainment (theater) ............................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES 
Work-share spaces ..................................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Health clinics / medical offices ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Medical/Professional services (doctors, lawyers, accountants, etc.) ................................. 1 2 3 4 
General business offices (corporate offices, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Warehouse/Industrial flex space ............................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
Research and development ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
PARKS AND PUBLIC SPACES  
Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Small “Parklets” / plazas .......................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park) ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Regional park (like Community Park) .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Open space ................................................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Indoor community gathering space (arts center, community center, etc.) ....................... 1 2 3 4 
Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, commons, etc.) ............................. 1 2 3 4 

 

The following questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely 
confidential and will be reported in group form only. 

 

D1. Which best describes the building you live in? 

 One family house detached from any other houses 
 Building with two or more homes (duplex, 

townhome, apartment or condominium) 
 Mobile home 
 Other 

D2.  Do you rent or own your home? 

 Rent  Own 

D3.  How many people, including yourself, live in your 
household? 

 1  2  3  4  5  6+ 

D4.  What is your gender? 

 Female   Male 

D5. In which category is your age? 

 18-24 years  45-54 years   75 years or  
 25-34 years  55-64 years   older 
 35-44 years  65-74 years  

D6. Are you currently employed? 

 Yes Go to question D7 
 No 

D7. In which city do you work? _________________ 

D8. About how much do you estimate your household’s 
total income before taxes will be for the current 
year?  

 Less than $24,999  $100,000 to $149,999 
 $25,000 to $49,999  $150,000 or more 
 $50,000 to $99,999  Prefer not to answer 

Design Element Photograph Comparisons 
There are a number of things that contribute to the way McCaslin Boulevard could look, which we call design 
elements. We have chosen a set of four photos to show options for each of nine design elements. For each photo on the 
pages that follow, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a 
poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard study area. Please evaluate only the design element asked about in each question. 
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Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin Boulevard 
study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element being asked about, followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 1A. 1-story. 1B. 2-story.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 1C. 2 or 3-story. 1D. 4-story.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback) 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

  

    
 2A.No setback 2B. 15-20 foot setback, oriented toward street  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an…  For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 
 2C. Setback 20+ feet from street, oriented toward parking 2D. Parking lot in front 
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an…  For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 3A. 2-story townhouses. 3B. 3-story apartment/condo building.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 3C. Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (Mixed-use building). 3D. 4-story apartment/condo building.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback) 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 4A. 5 - 10 foot setback with porches. 4B. 15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards. 
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 4C. 20+ foot setback. 4D. 20+ foot setback, oriented to parking lot. 
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #5: Park/Plaza 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 5A. Recreational Park. 5B. Town Green.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 5C. Natural open space. 5D. Plaza.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #6: Streetscape 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 6A. Wide walk/trail separated from street. 6B. Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 6C. Basic sidewalk. 6D. Wide sidewalk with pedestrian amenities.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #7: Parking Placement 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 7A. Parking lot on side of building. 7B. Parking ramp behind buildings.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 7C. Parallel street parking. 7D. Large parking lot in front of building.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #8: Parking Edge 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 8A. Large grass buffer. 8B. Landscaped buffer.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 8C. Fence and landscaped buffer with pedestrian amenities. 8D. Low wall.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #9: Business Signage 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the McCaslin 
Boulevard study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

   
 9A. Business directional sign. 9B. Internally-illuminated.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 9C. Projecting. 9D. Awning.  
 For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… For the McCaslin Boulevard study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8D 

SUBJECT: BOULDER COUNTY ANNEXATION AND ZONING FOR 245 
NORTH 96TH STREET 

 
1. ORDINANCE 1679, SERIES 2015, AN ORDINANCE 

APPROVING AN ANNEXATION, KNOWN AS THE 245 
NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE, COLORADO – 2nd READING 
 

2. ORDINANCE 1680, SERIES 2015, AN ORDINANCE ZONING 
AS PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE DISTRICT - 
COMMERCIAL / RESIDENTIAL (PCZD – C/R) CERTAIN 
PROPERTY ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND 
KNOWN AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION –
2nd READING  
 

3. RESOLUTION NO. 13, SERIES 2015, A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE 245 
NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION 

DATE:  MARCH 3, 2015 

PRESENTED BY: TROY RUSS, AICP, PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE 1679, ORDINANCE 1680, AND RESOLUTION 13, SERIES 2015 
 
DATE: MARCH 3, 2015 PAGE 2 OF 24 

 
SUMMARY: 
The landowner, Boulder County Housing Authority, has petitioned the City of Louisville 
to approve a voluntary annexation of approximately 13.404 acres locally known as the 
Alkonis Property. The Housing Authority is requesting zoning of Planned Community 
Zone District – Commercial/Residential (PCZD-C/R) for the annexation and proposes to 
develop affordable senior housing, affordable multi-family housing, single family 
households, an art center and other uses permitted within the City’s PCZD regulations.  
Approving this application would enable the Housing Authority to satisfy the requirement 
in the Intergovernmental Agreement between the City and the Housing Authority that 
the Housing Authority create 15 new units of affordable housing in the City.   
 
The Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) specifies a property must be a minimum of 30 
acres in size to be zoned PCZD.  However, Section 17.72.020.B also states, “An area of 
less than 30 contiguous acres under one ownership may be added to an existing 
planned community zone district; provided that such area is contiguous to such planned 
community zone district and is first included in the planned community general 
development plan by way of amendment of such plan.”  In accordance with this 
provision, the Housing Authority proposes an amendment to the Takoda General 
Development Plan (GDP) to establish the zoning for the annexation. The Takoda GDP 
adjoins the proposed annexation to the west.  No authorization is required by the 
previous signatories of the Takoda GDP.  
 
REQUEST: 
On February 17th City Council found the Boulder County Housing Authority’s voluntary 
annexation request met the requirements of Sections 31-12-104 and 31-12-105 of the 
Colorado Revise Statues (C.R.S.) and is eligible for annexation in Louisville.  The 
purpose of this City Council hearing is threefold:  
 

1. Consider the proposed annexation (Ordinance 1679, Series 2015) on 2nd 
reading; 
 

2. Consider the requested initial zoning of PCZD-C/R (Ordinance 1680, Series 
2015) on 2nd reading; and, 
 

3. Consider an annexation agreement between the City and the Boulder County 
Housing Authority. 
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ANNEXATION AGREEMENT (New Information Added Since Last Meeting) 
The information in this Council Communication is the same as the February 17 Council 
Communication except for the addition of Resolution 13, 2015 relating to the Annexation 
Agreement. If the annexation (Ordinance 1679) and the initial zoning (Ordinance 1680) 
are acceptable, staff requests direction from City Council for the attached draft 
annexation agreement (Resolution 13, Series 2015). The annexation agreement 
specifies terms and conditions of the annexation that the initial zoning (General 
Development Plan – GDP) could not address. Discussion items include the following:  
 
Age-Restricted Housing - The property shall include not less than 70 age-restricted 
residential units (fifty-five years of age or older).  This stipulation is subject to the 
Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Office of Fair Housing requirements.    
 
Affordable Units - In addition to age restricted units, no less than 25% of the total 
amount of all residential units developed on the Property shall be affordable units (58).  
Each affordable unit shall be maintained as such in perpetuity (or as long as legally 
permissible).   
 
Local Preference – Louisville residents and employees of local businesses and 
organizations will be given a local preference for all age restricted and affordable units.  
The preferences, listed below, would have equal weight in determining the order of an 
applicant’s placement on the waiting list.   
 
1. Current residents: A household in which one or more members is living within the 

City of Louisville at the time of application. Documentation of residency should be 
provided, such as rent receipts, utility bills, street listing or voter registration listing; 
 

2. Employees of Local Businesses and Governmental Entities: Employees of 
businesses located in the City of Louisville or local governments operating in the City 
of Louisville, and individuals with offers of employment from businesses located in 
the City of Louisville or local governments operating in the City of Louisville; or 
 

3. Relocating Family Member: Individuals who are over the age of 62, or disabled, who 
are seeking to move to the City of Louisville to be in proximity of immediate family 
who already reside in the City of Louisville. 

 
The requirements for age-restricted housing and affordable units are separate and 
distinct, and no unit may be designated as both an affordable unit and an age-restricted 
unit for purposes of the Annexation Agreement.   
 
Financial Assistance – The County is requesting the City provide financial assistance to 
the project.  This section simply states the age restricted housing, affordable housing, 
and local preference requirements would be tied to a separate financial assistance 
agreement.  
ANNEXATION AND INITIAL ZONNING 
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(FEBURARY 17th City Council Communication) 
 
The Housing Authority is requesting initial zoning and land use entitlements to develop 
up to 231 affordable senior housing, affordable multi-family housing, and single family 
units as well as 18,406 square feet of commercial development. The proposed 
development would consist of four planning areas (as shown below).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Planning Area A, in the southeast quadrant of the development would have a 
mix of commercial development (18,406 sf), including dedicated community uses 
such as an Arts Center, and up to 28 live-work units.        

 Planning Area B, in the southwest quadrant would contain up to 103 senior 
housing and multi-family apartment units.   

 Planning Area C, in the northeast portion of the project would have up to 69 
multi-family apartment units.   

 Planning Area D, located in the northwest quadrant would have 31 dwelling 
units, consisting of 7 apartment units and 24 single-family dwellings. 

 

233



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE 1679, ORDINANCE 1680, AND RESOLUTION 13, SERIES 2015 
 
DATE: MARCH 3, 2015 PAGE 5 OF 24 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS 
Staff examined the annexation and zoning application for compatibility with: Chapters 
16.32 (Annexation Standards) in the LMC; the City’s Comprehensive Plan; existing 
Intergovernmental Agreements; the City’s Zoning Map, and Chapter 17.72 (Planned 
Community Zone District Regulations) in the LMC. 
 
Chapter 16.32 Annexation Development Standards 
The LMC provides development requirements for all City Council annexation 
considerations.  Section 16.32.030 provides the City’s development standards.  Staff 
and the City Attorney examined the annexation request and determined the application 
meets the standards and guidelines for annexation in the LMC.   
 
16.32.020 - Eligibility for annexation. 
 
The LMC States the following requirements of the state governing annexation shall be 
required when annexation is requested: 
 

A. Owners of more than 50 percent of the area to be annexed shall sign the petition 
for annexation. 
 

B. The petition shall be accompanied by four to 36 copies of a map, such number to 
be set by the city, showing the area proposed for annexation. 
 

C. Not less than one-sixth of the outside perimeter of the area to be annexed shall 
be contiguous to existing city limits. 
 

D. No property owned in a separate tract shall be divided by the boundary of the 
proposed annexation without consent of such property owner. 
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Sec. 16.32.030 - Development requirements. 
 
In addition to the requirements in State law mentioned in section 16.32.020, the LMC 
also requires the following City standards shall be met: 
 

A. The comprehensive development plan of the city will be considered in 
determining whether an annexation will be approved. 
 

B. Annexed areas shall not divide tracts in order to prevent further annexation of 
adjoining parcels. 
 

C. Areas which project out from existing city limits in a manner which will cause 
excessive police, fire, utility, and street cost shall not be accepted. 
 

D. Zoning of the area to be annexed shall be reasonable in terms of existing city 
zoning classifications and shall be considered by the city planning commission. 
 

E. The area shall be located where water and sewer utility services are possible 
without undue expense to the city. Where exceptional costs may be required in 
serving the area proposed for annexation, financial arrangements to extend 
water or sewer mains shall be agreed upon prior to annexation. 
 

F. Problems of storm drainage shall be considered prior to annexation in order to be 
sure that flooding problems within and adjoining the area to be annexed will not 
be increased by development of the tract. 
 

G. Unless otherwise provided by city council with respect to water used for 
agricultural purposes on land zoned for agricultural uses, at the time of 
annexation the city and annexor shall agree in writing to the transfer of water 
rights appurtenant to the property to be annexed and/or the payment to the city of 
a water resource fee in lieu of or to supplement any such water rights transfer. 
Such agreement shall be consistent with the existing city policy as set forth by 
resolution of the city council. 
 

H. Notwithstanding any provision of subsection G of this section, no annexor of any 
land zoned for agricultural purposes shall be permitted to retain any rights to 
water used for agricultural purposes which are appurtenant to such land, unless 
the annexor agrees in writing and prior to the annexation, to pay to the city, upon 
any severance and transfer of all or any portion of such rights, an amount which 
is equivalent to the price of such transfer, or an amount which is equivalent to the 
then-current market value of such rights, whichever is higher. 
 

I. The city attorney shall report on the apparent legal adequacy of the annexation 
petition and the procedures followed in each case by the city. 
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A petition for annexation shall be accompanied by an application fee in an amount set 
by the city manager in accordance with section 16.04.065. 
 
Comprehensive Plan 
The 2013 Louisville Comprehensive Plan has two primary components guiding the 
direction and implementation of the City’s 20-year vision this specific annexation and 
zoning request should support. The first component is the Vision Statement and Core 
Community Values. The second component is the Framework Plan. 
 
Louisville’s Vision Statement and Core Community Values (shown below) define how 
the City sees itself and identify the key characteristics that should be carried into the 
future.   
 
2013 Comprehensive Plan - Vision Statement and Core Community Values 
“Established in 1878, the City of Louisville is an inclusive, family‐friendly community that 
manages its continued growth by blending a forward-thinking outlook with a small-town 
atmosphere which engages its citizenry and provides a walkable community form that 
enables social interaction. The City strives to preserve and enhance the high quality of 
life it offers to those who live, work, and spend time in the community. Louisville retains 
connections to the City’s modest mining and agricultural beginnings while continuing to 
transform into one of the most livable, innovative, and economically diverse 
communities in the United States. The structure and operation of the City will ensure an 
open and responsive government which integrates regional cooperation and citizen 
volunteerism with a broad range of high‐quality and cost‐effective services.”  
 
We Value… 
 
A Sense of Community ... where residents, property owners, business owners, and 
visitors feel a connection to Louisville and to each other, and where the City’s character, 
physical form and accessible government contribute to a citizenry that is actively 
involved in the decision-making process to meet their individual and collective needs. 
 
Our Livable Small Town Feel ... where the City’s size, scale, and land use mixture and 
government’s high-quality customer service encourage personal and commercial 
interactions. 
 
A Healthy, Vibrant, and Sustainable Economy . . . where the City understands and 
appreciates the trust our residents, property owners, and business owners place in it 
when they invest in Louisville, and where the City is committed to a strong and 
supportive business climate which fosters a healthy and vibrant local and regional 
economy for today and for the future. 
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A Connection to the City’s Heritage ... where the City recognizes, values, and 
encourages the promotion and preservation of our history and cultural heritage, 
particularly our mining and agricultural past. 
 
Sustainable Practices for the Economy, Community, and the Environment ... 
where we challenge our government, residents, property owners, and our business 
owners to be innovative with sustainable practices so the needs of today are met 
without compromising the needs of future generations. 
 
Unique Commercial Areas and Distinctive Neighborhoods ... where the City is 
committed to recognizing the diversity of Louisville’s commercial areas and 
neighborhoods by establishing customized policies and tools to ensure that each 
maintains its individual character, economic vitality, and livable structure. 
 
A Balanced Transportation System ... where the City desires to make motorists, 
transit customers, bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages and abilities partners in mobility, 
and where the City intends to create and maintain a multimodal transportation system to 
ensure that each user can move in ways that contribute to the economic prosperity, 
public health, and exceptional quality of life in the City. 
 
Families and Individuals ... where the City accommodates the needs of all individuals 
in all stages of life through our parks, trails, and roadway design, our City services, and 
City regulations to ensure they provide an environment which accommodates individual 
mobility needs, quality of life goals, and housing options. 
 
Integrated Open Space and Trail Networks ... where the City appreciates, manages 
and preserves the natural environment for community benefit, including its ecological 
diversity, its outstanding views, clear-cut boundaries, and the interconnected, integrated 
trail network which makes all parts of the City accessible. 
 
Safe Neighborhoods ... where the City ensures our policies and actions maintain safe, 
thriving and livable neighborhoods so residents of all ages experience a strong sense of 
community and personal security. 
 
Ecological Diversity ... where the City, through its management of parks and open 
space and its development and landscape regulations, promotes biodiversity by 
ensuring a healthy and resilient natural environment, robust plant life and diverse 
habitats. 
 
Excellence in Education and Lifelong learning ... where the City allocates the 
appropriate resources to our library services and cultural assets and where the City 
actively participates with our regional partners to foster the region’s educational 
excellence and create a culture of lifelong learning within the City and Boulder County. 
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Civic Participation and Volunteerism ... where the City engages, empowers, and 
encourages its citizens to think creatively, to volunteer and to participate in community 
discussions and decisions through open dialogue, respectful discussions, and 
responsive action. 
 
Open, Efficient and Fiscally Responsible Government ... where the City government 
is approachable, transparent, and ethical, and our management of fiscal resources is 
accountable, trustworthy, and prudent. 
 
Many of the values described above are abstract and difficult to quantify at the zoning 
level.  For this reason, it would be more effective to evaluate the compatibility of this 
project with the Core Community Values during the Planned Unit Development review.  
That said, this annexation and zoning application request appears consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement and Core Community Values.   
 
In contrast to the more broad Vision and Values, the Framework Plan and its supporting 
principles and policies described below are more measurable and therefore more 
suitable with which to evaluate compliance of the annexation and zoning submittal. In 
this respect, staff believes this annexation and zoning application is compatible with the 
Comprehensive Plan Framework and supporting principles and polices.  The analysis is 
below. 
 
Character Zones and Street Network 
The proposed GDP permits land uses, development densities, and a street network 
compatible with the expectations documented in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan.  The 
graphic below illustrates how the proposed GDP is subdivided to match the 
expectations documented in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The proposed street network matches the Comprehensive Plan, the North Louisville 
Small Area Plan, and the Hwy 42 Corridor Plan.  The proposal continues Hecla Drive 
from Hwy. 42, near Balfour Senior Living and extends northwest through the proposed 
annexation to Hecla Drive in Steel Ranch.  Also, the proposed GDP extends Kalix 
Avenue from South Boulder Road to Paschal Avenue in Steel Ranch, creating a parallel 
roadway to Hwy. 42.  The proposed street network divides the requested annexation 
into four quadrants. 
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Planning Area A 
The Comprehensive Plan designates Planning Area A part of the Hwy. 42 and South 
Boulder Road urban center.  The Comprehensive Plan suggests the Hwy 42 and South 
Boulder Road urban center allow a mix of fiscally positive land uses identified in both 
Sections 17.72.080 (Residential) and 17.72.090 (commercial and office) in the LMC.  
The Comprehensive Plan suggests a density range averaging 1.0 Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) for commercial development, and up to 30 units per acre for residential.  The 
applicant’s request for Planning Area A complies with the suggested land uses and 
densities in the Comprehensive Plan.  However, based on the fiscal analysis presented 
below, Planning Area A may not meet the Comprehensive Plan’s fiscal performance 
expectations.  
 
The proposed GDP provides a mix of land uses consistent with the suggested land use 
mix in the Comprehensive Plan’s urban center.  However, the fiscal impact of the actual 
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land use mix may vary significantly depending on what is actually constructed.  If, as 
suggested by the applicant, a nonprofit Arts Center occupies most of the proposed 
commercial development in the GDP, the Fiscal Model suggests Planning Area A will 
have a negative fiscal return.  However, if the proposed commercial development in the 
GDP is constructed as traditional retail, the fiscal performance of Planning Area A would 
likely be positive.  That said, based on market trends, there are no guarantees a retail 
land use would actually be constructed or be successful in this location.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Area B 
The Comprehensive Plan designates Planning Area B of the proposed annexation as 
an urban neighborhood of Hwy 42 and South Boulder Road.  The Comprehensive Plan 
suggests land uses within a neighborhood match the land uses allowed in Section 
17.72.080 (Residential) and densities match adjacent neighborhood densities.    The 
103 units proposed in Planning Area B , if approved, would yield a density of 30 units an 
acre, consistent with what is constructed in the adjacent North Main Apartments and 
Christopher Village. 
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Planning Area C 
The Comprehensive Plan designates Planning Area C part of the Hwy. 42 urban 
corridor.   The Comprehensive Plan suggests the Hwy 42 urban corridor allow a mix of 
fiscally positive land uses identified in both Sections 17.72.080 (residential) and 
17.72.090 (commercial and office) in the LMC.  The maximum density suggested for the 
Hwy. 42 corridor may be up to a 1.0 FAR for properties fronting Hwy 42 and .5 FAR for 
properties away from Hwy. 42.  Residential densities for the corridor may be up to 25 
units per acre.   The applicant’s proposal for Planning Area C, 69 residential units, 
yields a density of 25 units an acre, and complies with the suggested land uses and 
densities listed in the Comprehensive Plan.  However, based on the fiscal analysis (see 
more detail below), Planning Area C would not meet the Comprehensive Plan’s fiscal 
performance expectations for the Hwy. 42 urban corridor. 

Proposed GDP 

Area of Reference 

2013 Framework Plan 
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The requested GDP identifies only residential development for Planning Area C.  While 
allowed within the suggested land use mix of an urban corridor in the Comprehensive 
Plan, the lack of commercial development in the proposed GDP for Planning Area C 
would, based on the Fiscal Model, result in a negative fiscal return. This is inconsistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan’s expectations for an urban corridor. 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Planning Area D 
The Comprehensive Plan designates Planning Area D of the proposed annexation as 
an urban neighborhood.  The Comprehensive Plan suggests land uses within a 
neighborhood match the land uses allowed in Section 17.72.080 (residential) and 
densities match adjacent neighborhood densities.   
 
The Overlook Townhomes at Steel Ranch are located west of the proposed Planning 
Area D.  The Townhomes have a density of 15 units per acre.  The Housing Authority’s 
proposed 31 dwelling units would create a density of 15 units an acre in Planning Area 
D. This would comply with the suggested land uses and densities in the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Housing Principles and Policies 
In addition to the Framework Plan’s character zones, the Comprehensive Plan also has 
supporting principles and policies for other various issues in the City.  Specifically, the 
Comprehensive Plan includes a section of the Framework Plan dedicated to 
neighborhoods and housing.  Principles NH-5 and NH-6 document the City goals for 
housing in the City of Louisville  
 
 PRINCIPLE NH-5. There should be a mix of housing types and pricing to meet 

changing economic, social, and multi-generational needs of those who reside, 
and would like to reside, in Louisville. 

 
  Policy NH-5.1: Housing should meet the needs of seniors, empty-nesters, 

 disabled, renters, first-time homebuyers and all others by ensuring a 
 variety of housing types, prices, and styles are created and maintained. 
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  Policy NH-5.2: The City should continue to work with Boulder County 

 Housing Authority and others to ensure an adequate supply of affordable 
 housing is available in Louisville. 

 
  Policy NH-5.3: Higher density housing should be located primarily in the 

 centers and corridors of the Framework.  
 
  Policy NH-5.4: Potential measures to increase housing type and price 

 diversity should be evaluated, including allowing accessory dwelling units 
 in established neighborhoods only if the essential character of the 
 neighborhood can be preserved. 

 
  Policy NH-5.5: Regional changes to job and housing markets should 

 continually be evaluated to address regional opportunities and constraints. 
 
  Policy NH-5.6: New housing should address defined gaps in the housing 

 market that exist today and into the future. 
 
  Policy NH-5.7: The City should define standards for low income and 

 affordable housing units, and consider reducing or waiving building permit 
 and impact fees for all qualifying projects. 

 
 PRINCIPLE NH-6. The City should define City-wide goals for affordable and low-

income housing through a public process. 
 
  Policy NH-6.1: The City should determine to what extent it would like to 

 allow, encourage, or incentivize affordable and low-income housing. 
 
  Policy NH-6.2: The City should develop specific and achievable actions to 

 meet the defined goals. 
 
This annexation request, and more specifically this zoning request, do not identify 
entitlements specific to senior or affordable housing units, and are not applicable to the 
housing goals stated in the Comprehensive Plan.  However, the land owner and 
applicant, the Boulder County Housing Authority, specializes in the planning, 
construction, and management of senior and affordable housing projects.   
 
As an alternative to including provisions in the GDP, staff suggests including in the 
required annexation agreement specific senior and affordable housing objectives to be 
met by the applicant.  A draft of the agreement is attached.  Staff suggests the 
annexation agreement stipulate the property be developed with no less than 70 senior 
housing units and no less than 58 affordable housing units. 
 
If City Council adopts the senior and affordable housing development requirements 
proposed in the draft annexation agreement staff believes the proposed annexation 
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would be compatible with the City’s Housing Principle NH-5 and all of its supporting 
Policies NH-5.1 through NH-5.7. 
 
Yard and Bulk 
The proposed yard and bulk standards in the GDP are compatible with those listed in 
the Comprehensive Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan states: “The urban portions of 
Louisville are found in the northeast quadrant of the City and are generally more 
compact and walkable. The majority of the urban development pattern occurred in 
Louisville prior to 1960. Some urban development patterns have occurred since 2008.  
The urban areas of the City include: Downtown, Old Town, and the North End / Steel 
Ranch Subdivisions. Generally, the urban pattern of development includes the following 
distinguishing design characteristics:  
 
 Streets  
  Interconnected street network (smaller blocks) 
  Alley / rear loaded properties 
  Multimodal (Vehicle, pedestrian, bike, transit) 
  Reduced speeds 
  Balanced civic and mobility responsibilities 
 Parcels 
  Smaller parcels 
  Building Design and Orientation 
 Street Orientation 
  Pedestrian mass, scale, and details 
 Civic & Public Infrastructure 
  Integrated 
  Multi-purpose 
  Formal landscape  
 
The Comprehensive Plan also states the following yard and bulk items are compatible 
with the vision for the Hwy 42 and South Boulder Road urban center and the Hwy 42 
urban corridor. 
 
 Hwy 42 and South boulder Road Urban Center: 
 Parking:  On-site private parking associated with a particular use. Allowance  
   for share parking agreements 
 
 Building Height:  2-3 Stories 
 Building Form and Design 
  1.  Ground floor oriented towards the street. 
  2.  Ground floor activated with retail and commercial uses and   
   pedestrian scaled development. 
  3.  Provide buildings which transition in scale to adjacent    
   neighborhoods.  
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 Block Length:  300-400 Feet 
 
 Hwy 42 Urban Corridor: 
 Parking:  Majority on-site private parking associated with a particular use,  
   with allowance for shared parking agreements. 
 
 Building Height: 2-3 Stories 
 Building Form and Design 
  1.  Ground floor is oriented towards the Arterial Road and/or a   
   secondary street. Provide buildings which transition in scale and  
   mass to adjacent neighborhoods on the back of the property 
 
 Block Length: 300-400 Feet 
 
The applicant proposes yard and bulk standards consistent with these provisions.  
There are, however, two items staff wants to highlight for City Council consideration: 
building heights and setbacks from Hwy 42. 
 
Building Heights: 
The applicant proposes building heights in Planning Areas A and B to be 50-feet in 
height.  The Comprehensive Plan defines building heights as floors of buildings, rather 
than feet.  That was done to provide flexibility in changing building technologies.   
 
Regardless, staff believes the 50-foot building height request warrants an explanation.  
As a result, the applicant added a note to the GDP stating: “The 50' max building height 
accommodates two specific instances: a) Planning Area A - a two story commercial 
building with a steeply pitched 'barn-like' roof form is proposed; and b) Planning Area B 
- a two-three story residential building with basement level garage parking access is 
proposed in a location where the height is compatible with building height precedents on 
the adjacent property. 
 
With the note on the applicant’s proposed GDP, staff finds the proposed building 
heights consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Highway 42 Setbacks: 
The applicant proposes a building setback of 40-feet from the existing Hwy. 42 right-of-
way (ROW) south of Hecla Drive and 45’ north of Hecla Drive.  These setbacks are 
intended to accommodate the future ROW of Hwy. 42 (30-feet needed) and an 
easement for piping the Goodhue Ditch.  The resulting 10’ and 15’ ditch easements in 
combination with the Hwy 42 ROW have not been approved by the Goodhue Ditch 
Company.  As a result, the applicant added a note to the GDP stating: “Boulder County 
Housing Authority shall work with the Goodhue Ditch Company to finalize the necessary 
easement and setback agreements.” 
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Public Land Dedication 
The applicant provided Public Land Dedication (PLD) calculations based on the  land 
uses proposed on the GDP (shown below).  Staff reviewed the calculations provided 
and believes they meet the requirements of Section 16.16.060 in the LMC.   Note the 
PLD is not required until the property is platted within the City of Louisville.  Additionally, 
City Council will determine if the PLD comes in the form of land, or a payment in lieu.  
The numbers provided on the GDP simply acknowledge the PLD requirement with the 
annexation and zoning of the property. 
 

 
 
City Zoning Map 
The proposed annexation and zoning request is compatible with the City’s existing 
zoning map. The proposed annexation and requested PCZD-C/R zoning is surrounded 
by Steel Ranch (zoned PCZD – C / R) to the west and north; Balfour Senior Living to 
the east (zoned PCZD – C); and Christopher Village and Christopher Plaza (zoned 
Commercial Business (CB)) to the South.  The proposed yard and bulk standards are 
also compatible with the surrounding zoning and the approved yard and bulk standards 
within each GDP. 
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Intergovernmental Agreements  
In August of 2012, the City of Louisville and the Louisville Housing Authority entered 
into an Intergovernmental agreement with the Boulder County Housing Authority 
(BCHA) concerning affordable housing within the City of Louisville (see attached).   The 
City entered into this agreement as the Louisville Housing Authority proposed to transfer 
its 116 affordable housing units to the BCHA.   
 
In the agreement, the City and BCHA agreed that the BCHA would own and manage 
the City’s 116 affordable housing units along with the BCHA’s existing 30 units in 
Louisville.  Additionally, the BCHA agreed to build an additional 15 units in Louisville 
within the next five years.     
 
BCHA sees this project as meeting the expectations of the Intergovernmental 
Agreement.  Their transmittal letter states:  
 
“The City of Louisville recognized this pressing need for more affordable units in 2012 

City Zoning Map 
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when it entered into an intergovernmental agreement with BCHA and the Louisville 
Housing Authority (the "IGA"). Under the IGA, BCHA committed to expand affordable 
options in Louisville within five years by adding at least 15 units to its portfolio. Since 
that IGA was signed, the City reaffirmed the need to ensure an adequate supply of 
affordable housing in its 2013 Comprehensive Plan, as part of a mix of housing types 
and pricing to meet the changing economic, social, and multigenerational needs of 
those who reside, and would like to reside, in Louisville. 
 
Louisville staff believes this annexation and zoning request is consistent with intent of 
the IGA and with the City’s affordable housing goals stated in the 2013 Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
REFERRAL COMMENTS 
Boulder Valley School District (BVSD)  
A letter from BVSD dated January 2, 2015 states this development proposes “a student 
impact of 20 students on Louisville Elementary, 7 students on Louisville Middle School 
and 11 students Monarch High School.” BVSD anticipates 70 of the proposed Housing 
Authority units would be restricted to seniors and therefor did not calculate a student 
impact for those proposed units.    
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The letter goes on to state, “When considering all other development activity in 
Louisville (Attachment A), and resident enrollment growth within the attendance areas of 
Louisville schools, Louisville Middle and Monarch High are able to accommodate 
projected growth (Chart B). Louisville Elementary, however, will likely exceed its 
program capacity within 5 years should growth within the existing housing stock of 
central Louisville continue at its current pace. Elementary capacity in Louisville as a 
whole, however, is ample to accommodate continued enrollment growth.”  Louisville 
staff underlined the last sentence of the BVSD statement for emphasis. 
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The BVSD letter concludes, “Should actual enrollment growth meet or exceed projected 
growth and open enrollment restrictions alone prove inadequate, other options to 
manage enrollment growth may be considered by the District. These could include 
additional changes in offered programming, the addition of portable classrooms, the 
addition of permanent classrooms, busing of students, or changes to attendance 
boundaries.” 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
The applicant submitted a final fiscal impact study completed by Economic and 
Planning Systems based on the City’s current fiscal model (attached).  The 
development program shown in this document (231 residential units and 18,688 sf of 
commercial development) matches the development program requested on the GDP.  
 
A key assumption in the model is related to the subsidized housing units and the non-
profit commercial land uses associated with a potential art center. The study makes 
various assumptions about building unit values, sales per square foot, and household 
income attributable to new residents.  The study states: 
 
 “The BCHA development is estimated to result in approximately $191,000 in on-
 going annual revenue to the City and to generate approximately $356,000 on-
 going annual expenditures. The result is a net fiscal on-going operations balance 
 of negative $165,000 annually.  
 
 There is expected to be an annual recurring revenue stream of $31,000 from 
 sales tax revenue that is dedicated to capital projects and open space. 
 Accounting for this revenue stream, the effective total annual revenues to the 
 City will be negative by $134,000. 
 
 The proposed development will have a net negative capital impact based on the 
 model factors. The development will impose $2,500,000 upon the City in demand 
 for new capital investments. The project is estimated to generate $1,628,000 in 
 one-time revenue. Thus, the net fiscal balance provides a one-time capital 
 negative impact of $871,000. 
 
 Although there is not a large retail component to this project, EPS believes it will 
 have a positive impact on the Christopher Plaza commercial center at the 
 northwest corner of South Boulder Road and Hwy 42.’ 
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
The LMC specifies the Planning Commission review initial zoning requests associated 
with any annexation, which it did for this annexation request on January 8, 2015.  After 
a lengthy discussion focused on the fiscal impacts, affordable housing goals, school 
enrollment, and street network enhancements, Planning Commission voted 7-0 to pass 
Resolution No. 02, Series 2015 (Attachment 5) recommending an initial zoning 
designation of Planned Community Zone District, Commercial / Residential (PCZD-
C/R).  The minutes from the hearing are attached. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff is seeking direction from City Council related to the Annexation Agreement.  If City 
Council is comfortable with the agreement as written, then staff recommends City 
Council approve:  
 

1) Ordinance 1679, Series 2015, an ordinance approving an annexation, known as 
the 245 North 96th Street Annexation to the City of Louisville on 1ST reading and 
set a 2nd reading and public hearing for March 3, 2015; and 
 

2) Ordinance 1680, Series 2015, an ordinance zoning as planned community zone 
district - commercial / residential (PCZD – C/R) certain property annexed into the 
City of Louisville and known as the 245 North 96th Street Annexation on 1ST 
reading and set a 2nd reading and public hearing for March 3, 2015.  
 

3) Resolution No. 13, Series 2015, a resolution approving an annexation agreement 
for the 245 north 96th street annexation. 

 
If City Council would like to modify the annexation agreement, staff recommended all 
three items be continued to the March 17, 2015 City Council meeting. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Attachment #1 – PowerPoint Presentation  
Attachment #2 – Ordinance 1679, Series 2015 (Annexation) 
Attachment #3 – Ordinance 1680, Series 2015 (Initial Zoning) 
Attachment #4 – Resolution No. 13, Series 2015 (Agreement) 
Attachment #5 – Draft Annexation Agreement 
Attachment #6 – Planning Commission Resolution 02, Series 2015 
Attachment #7 - Land Use Application 
Attachment #8 - Transmittal Letter 
Attachment #9 - Annexation Petition 
Attachment #10 - Annexation Map 
Attachment #11 - Alta Survey 
Attachment #12 - Annexation Impact Report 
Attachment #13 - General Development Plan    
Attachment #14 - Fire District Referral Comments 
Attachment #15 - BVSD Referral Letter 
Attachment #16 - Applicants Fiscal Impact Model and Memo 
Attachment #17 – City of Louisville Boulder County Affordable Housing IGA 
Attachment #18 – Planning Commission Minutes 
Attachment #19 – Driving a Vibrant Economy – Affordable Housing in Colorado 
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City Council – Public Hearing – February 17, 2015

THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION

Ordinance 1680, Series 2015, an ordinance approving an annexation, known as 
The 245 North 96th Street Annexation to the City of Louisville, Colorado – 1st 
reading – Set 2nd reading and public hearing for 3/03/2015

Ordinance  1679, Series 2015, an ordinance zoning as Planned Community Zone 
District ‐ Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) certain property annexed into 
the City of Louisville and known as The 245 North 96th Street annexation – 1st 
reading – Set 2nd reading and public hearing for 3/03/2015

Resolution No. 13,Series 2015, A Resolution Approving An Annexation 
Agreement For The 245 North 96th Street Annexation

Prepared by:

Dept. of Planning & Building Safety

City Council – Public Hearing

Public Notice Certification
• Published in the Boulder Daily Camera 

• January 16, 2015; 
• January 23, 2015; 
• January 30, 2015; and, 
• February 6, 2015

• Mailed taxing agencies – January 22, 2015
• Boulder County Commission
• Boulder County Attorney
• Northern Water Conservancy District
• Louisville Fire Protection District
• Urban Drainage and Flood Control District 
• Boulder Valley School District 

• Published Annexation Impact Report with the Boulder County Clerk and 
Recorder – January 22, 2015

• Mailed to surrounding property owners / property posted – January 30, 2015
• Posted in City Hall, Public Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police 

Building – January 30, 2015
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET 
ANNEXATION

Size
13.404 Acres

Initial Zoning
PCZD‐C/R Zoning
‐ 231 dwelling units
‐ 18,404sf Commercial

Submittal Compliance
Title 31, Article 12 CRS
Chapter 16.32.020 LMC

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
General Development Plan
Transportation ‐ Street Network
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Dedicated ROW

Hecla Drive

Lake to Lake Trail
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
General Development Plan
Transportation ‐ Hwy. 42

GDP Note:
Boulder County Housing Authority 
shall work with the Goodhue Ditch 
Company to finalize the necessary 
easement and setback agreements.

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
General Development Plan
Public Land Dedication

Gross Area 13.404 Acres
PCZD – R Area 10.89 Acres
PCZD – C Area 2.514 Acres

PCZD – R 10.89 Acres
Dedication 15%
Land Requirement 1.63 Acres

PCZD – C 2.51 Acres
Dedication 12%
Land Requirement  0.30 Acres

Total 1.93 Acres

256



2/27/2015

4

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
General Development Plan
Land Use ‐ Planning Areas

Planning Area A
Zoning: PCZD C/R
‐Max. F.A.R:  1.0
‐Max. allowance 83,202sf

Commercial: 18,406sf 
Residential:
(included in F.A.R) 28 units
Residential Density: 15 du/acre

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
General Development Plan
Land Use ‐ Planning Areas

Planning Area B
Zoning: PCZD R

Residential:
(included in F.A.R) 103 units
Residential Density: 30 du/acre
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
General Development Plan
Land Use ‐ Planning Areas

Planning Area C
Zoning: PCZD R

Residential:
(included in F.A.R) 69 units
Residential Density: 25 du/acre

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
General Development Plan
Land Use ‐ Planning Areas

Planning Area D
Zoning: PCZD R

Residential:
(included in F.A.R) 31 units
Residential Density: 15 du/acre
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Eligibility for Annexation
Section 16.32.020

The LMC States the following requirements of the state governing annexation shall 
be required when annexation is requested:

A.  Owners of more than 50 percent of the area to be annexed shall sign the 
petition  for annexation.

B. The petition shall be accompanied by four to 36 copies of a map, such 
number to be set by the city, showing the area proposed for annexation.

C. Not less than one‐sixth of the outside perimeter of the area to be annexed 
shall be contiguous to existing city limits.

D. No property owned in a separate tract shall be divided by the boundary of 
the proposed annexation without consent of such property owner.

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Development Requirements for Annexation
Section 16.32.030

In addition to the legal statute requirements mentioned in section 16.32.020, the 
LMC states the following standards of the city shall be met:

A. The comprehensive development plan of the city will be considered in 
determining whether an annexation will be approved.

B. Annexed areas shall not divide tracts in order to prevent further annexation 
of adjoining parcels.

C. Areas which project out from existing city limits in a manner which will 
cause excessive police, fire, utility, and street cost shall not be accepted.

D. Zoning of the area to be annexed shall be reasonable in terms of existing 
city zoning classifications and shall be considered by the city planning 
commission.
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Development Requirements for Annexation
Section 16.32.030

In addition to the legal statute requirements mentioned in section 16.32.020, the 
LMC states the following standards of the city shall be met:

E. The area shall be located where water and sewer utility services are 
possible without undue expense to the city. Where exceptional costs may 
be required in serving the area proposed for annexation, financial 
arrangements to extend water or sewer mains shall be agreed upon prior to 
annexation.

F. Problems of storm drainage shall be considered prior to annexation in order 
to be sure that flooding problems within and adjoining the area to be 
annexed will not be increased by development of the tract.

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Development Requirements for Annexation
Section 16.32.030

In addition to the legal statute requirements mentioned in section 16.32.020, the 
LMC states the following standards of the city shall be met:

G. Unless otherwise provided by city council with respect to water used for 
agricultural purposes on land zoned for agricultural uses, at the time of 
annexation the city and annexor shall agree in writing to the transfer of 
water rights appurtenant to the property to be annexed and/or the 
payment to the city of a water resource fee in lieu of or to supplement any 
such water rights transfer. Such agreement shall be consistent with the 
existing city policy as set forth by resolution of the city council.  The city 
attorney shall report on the apparent legal adequacy of the  annexation 
petition and the procedures followed in each case by the city.
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Development Requirements for Annexation
Section 16.32.030

In addition to the legal statute requirements mentioned in section 16.32.020, the 
LMC states the following standards of the city shall be met:

H. Notwithstanding any provision of subsection G of this section, no annexor
of any land zoned for agricultural purposes shall be permitted to retain any 
rights to water used for agricultural purposes which are appurtenant to 
such land, unless the annexor agrees in writing and prior to the annexation, 
to pay to the city, upon any severance and transfer of all or any portion of 
such rights, an amount which is equivalent to the price of such transfer, or 
an amount which is equivalent to the then‐current market value of such 
rights, whichever is higher.

I. The city attorney shall report on the apparent legal adequacy of the 
annexation petition and the procedures followed in each case by the city.

J. A petition for annexation shall be accompanied by an application fee in an 
amount set by the city manager in accordance with section 16.04.065

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan

Vision Statement 
Core Community Values

The Framework 
Plan

Core Community Values
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan
Vision Statement & Core Community Values

Staff finds the proposed annexation and initial zoning request complies with 
the Comprehensive Plan’s Vision Statement and Core Community Values.

Proposed GDP

AB

D C

Area of Reference

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan – Framework Plan
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan – Framework Plan: Land Uses

Land Uses
Proposal Comprehensive Plan 

Planning Area A PCZD – C/R Mixed Use (Uses in 17.72.080 & 17.72.090)
Planning Area B PCZD – R Neighborhood (Uses in 17.72.080)
Planning Area C PCZD – R  Mixed Use (Uses in 17.72.080 & 17.72.090)
Planning Area D PCZD – R  Neighborhood (Uses in 17.72.080)

Densities
Proposal Comprehensive Plan

Planning Area A 15 DU/Ac up to F.A.R. 1.0, or 30 DU/Ac
Planning Area B 30 DU/Ac match adjacent neighborhoods (30DU/ac)
Planning Area C 25 DU/Ac up to F.A.R 1.0 / .5; or 25 DU/Ac
Planning Area D 15 DU/Ac match adjacent neighborhoods (15 DU/ac)

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan – Framework Plan: Proposed Yard and Bulk

Hwy 42 and South boulder Road Urban Center:

Parking: On‐site private parking associated with a particular use. Allowance for 
shared parking agreements

Building Height: 2‐3 Stories

Building Form and Design:
1. Ground floor oriented towards the street.
2. Ground floor activated with retail and commercial uses and pedestrian scaled 

development.
3. Provide buildings which transition in scale to adjacent neighborhoods. 

Block Length: 300‐400 Feet
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan – Framework Plan: Proposed Yard and Bulk

Hwy 42 and South boulder Road Urban Corridor:

Parking:Majority on‐site private parking associated with a particular use with 
allowance for shared parking agreements.

Building Height: 2‐3 Stories

Building Form and Design:
1. Ground floor is oriented towards the Arterial Road and / or a secondary street. 
2. Provide buildings which transition in scale and mass to adjacent neighborhoods

on the back of the property

Block Length: 300‐400 Feet

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan – Framework Plan: Proposed Yard and Bulk
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan – Framework Plan: Neighborhood Housing Principles and Policies

PRINCIPLE NH‐5. There should be a mix of housing types and pricing to meet 
changing economic, social, and multi‐generational needs of those who reside, and 
would like to reside, in Louisville.

Policy NH‐5.1: Housing should meet the needs of seniors, empty‐nesters, disabled, 
renters, first‐time homebuyers and all others by ensuring a variety of housing 
types, prices, and styles are created and maintained.

Policy NH‐5.2: The City should continue to work with Boulder County  Housing 
Authority and others to ensure an adequate supply of affordable housing is 
available in Louisville.

Policy NH‐5.3: Higher density housing should be located primarily in the centers 
and corridors of the Framework. 

Policy NH‐5.4: Potential measures to increase housing type and price  diversity 
should be evaluated, including allowing accessory dwelling units in established 
neighborhoods only if the essential character of the neighborhood can be preserved.

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan – Framework Plan: Neighborhood Housing Principles and Policies

PRINCIPLE NH‐5. There should be a mix of housing types and pricing to meet 
changing economic, social, and multi‐generational needs of those who reside, and 
would like to reside, in Louisville.

Policy NH‐5.5: Regional changes to job and housing markets should continually be 
evaluated to address regional opportunities and constraints.

Policy NH‐5.6: New housing should address defined gaps in the housing market 
that exist today and into the future.

Policy NH‐5.7: The City should define standards for low income and affordable 
housing units, and consider reducing or waiving building permit and impact fees 
for all qualifying projects.
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Comprehensive Plan – Framework Plan: Neighborhood Housing Principles and Policies

PRINCIPLE NH‐6. The City should define City‐wide goals for affordable and 
low‐income housing through a public process.

Policy NH‐6.1: The City should determine to what extent it would like to allow, 
encourage, or incentivize affordable and low‐income housing.

Policy NH‐6.2: The City should develop specific and achievable actions to meet 
the defined goals.

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Zoning Map
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City and County agreed:

1.  County would own and manage the City’s 116 affordable housing units 
along with the County’s existing 30 units in Louisville. (146 total)

2. County agreed to build an additional 15 units in Louisville within the 
next five years

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Intergovernmental Agreements
Boulder County

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Annexation Agreement

Age‐Restricted Housing ‐ not less than 70 age‐restricted residential units (55 years 
of age or older), subject to fair housing requirements.

Affordable Units ‐ no less than 25% of the total amount of all residential units 
developed on the Property shall be affordable units (58).

Local Preference* – all age restricted and affordable units follow these local 
preferences:

‐ Current Louisville residents;
‐ Louisville ‐Municipal, School District and Fire District Employees;  
‐ Employees of Louisville Businesses; or
‐ Family ‐ 62 years +, or disabled, seeking to be in proximity of family in Louisville.

* This stipulation is subject to fair housing requirements.
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Referrals
Louisville Fire District

1. The Fire District Stated they could serve the property; and,

2. Specific service requirements will be reviewed during the Preliminary and 
Final Planned Unit Development (PUD)

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Referrals
Boulder Valley School District

1.Expected Student Impact:
‐ Louisville Elementary School – 20 Students
‐ Louisville Middle School – 7 Students
‐ Monarch High School – 11 Students
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Referrals
Boulder Valley School District

Louisville Elementary, however, will likely exceed its program capacity within 5 
years should growth within the existing housing stock of central Louisville continue 
at its current pace. Elementary capacity in Louisville as a whole, however, is ample 
to accommodate continued enrollment growth.” 

245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
Referrals
Boulder Valley School District

Current Actions
1) Enrollment growth continues to be managed by restricting open enrollment.  The 

50 open enrolled seats will eventually be available to new resident students.
2) The preschool program has been relocated to Fireside Elementary;
3) Current computer lab space has been converted for classroom use; 

Future Possibilities (should the projections materialize)
1) Additional changes in offered programming; 
2) The addition of portable classrooms;
3) The addition of permanent classrooms; 
4) busing of students; or 
5) changes to attendance boundaries.
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245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION
DRAFT Fiscal Impact

General Development Plan 
‐ 231 units and 13,500 sf of commercial 

Discussion:
‐ fiscal impact, 
‐ affordable housing goals, 
‐ school enrollment, and  
‐ street network enhancements

Recommendation 
Planning Commission voted 7‐0 to recommend City Council approve the initial 
zoning

PLANNING COMMISSION
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Staff recommends City Council approve the following:

1. Ordinance 1679, Series 2015, an ordinance approving an annexation, 
known as the 245 North 96th Street Annexation to the City of Louisville; 

2. Ordinance  1680, Series 2015, an ordinance zoning as planned 
community zone district ‐ commercial / residential (PCZD – C/R) certain 
property annexed into the City of Louisville and known as the 245 North 
96th Street Annexation ; and, 

3. Resolution No. 13,Series 2015, A Resolution Approving An Annexation 
Agreement For The 245 North 96th Street Annexation

RECOMMENDATION
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ORDINANCE NO. 1679 

 SERIES 2015 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN ANNEXATION, KNOWN AS THE 245 
NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, 
COLORADO 

 
WHEREAS, a petition for annexation of certain unincorporated property, to be known as the 

245 North 96th Street Annexation, and described in Exhibit A attached hereto, has been filed with the 
City Council of the City of Louisville; and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Sections 31-12-108 to -110, C.R.S., as amended, the City Council 
on February 17, 2015, held a duly-noticed hearing to consider the proposed annexation; and 

 
 WHEREAS, notice of such hearing was published January 16, 23, 30, and February 6, 2015 in 
the Boulder Daily Camera newspaper; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council, by resolution, has determined that the petition is in substantial 
compliance with the applicable laws of the State of Colorado, that the area proposed to be annexed is 
eligible for annexation, and further has determined that an election is not required, and further found 
that no additional terms and conditions are to be imposed upon said annexation except any provided for 
in said petition, the annexation agreement, or otherwise agreed to by all owners, which are not to be 
considered additional terms and conditions within the meaning of Sections 31-12-107(1)(g), or -
110(2), or -112, C.R.S. 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1.  The annexation to the City of Louisville of the property described in Exhibit A, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, and known as the 245 North 96th Street 
Annexation, is hereby approved and such property is made a part of and annexed to the City of 
Louisville. 

 
Section 2.  The annexation of said territory is subject to the conditions provided for in the 

petition for annexation of said property filed with the City of Louisville and the terms and conditions 
of the annexation agreement for the property. 
 

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 
PUBLISHED this _________ day of _____________________, 2015. 
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______________________________ 
        Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
ATTEST:  
 
 
 
______________________________ 
 Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Light, Kelly P.C. 
City Attorney 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this _________ day 
of _____________________, 2015. 
 
 
 
 

______________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
 Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 

245 NORTH 96th STREET ANNEXATION 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 

THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST ¼ OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 
69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO, 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 5; THENCE NORTH 
00007'00" EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 5, A DISTANCE OF 772.18 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH 00007'00" 
EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 5, A DISTANCE OF 592.90 FEET TO 
THE APPROXIMATE CENTERLINE OF THAT EASEMENT AND RIGHT OF WAY FOR 
ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES AS GRANTED BY SAM MILANO TO PUBLIC 
SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO BY INSTRUMENT RECORDED FEBRUARY 16, 
1942 IN BOOK 713 AT PAGE 130; THENCE NORTH 89059'40" WEST, ALONG THE 
APPROXIMATE CENTERLINE OF THE SAID RIGHT OF WAY DESCRIBED IN BOOK 
713 AT PAGE 130, A DISTANCE OF 783.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00007'00" WEST, A 
DISTANCE OF 846.77 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND WHICH 
IS EXCEPTED IN THE DESCRIPTION OF “TRACT 1” IN THE DEED FROM ESTA D. 
PARR AND GLENNIE PARR TO DAVIDSON INVESTMENTS, INC., A COLORADO 
CORPORATION, RECORDED JANUARY 22, 1962 IN BOOK 1216 AT PAGE 503; THENCE 
ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE SAID TRACT OF LAND EXCEPTED IN THE 
DESCRIPTION OF “TRACT 1” IN THE SAID DEED IN BOOK 1216 AT PAGE 503 BY THE 
FOLLOWING FOUR CALLS AND DISTANCES: 
 
THENCE NORTH 55009'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 5.23 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 83050'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 247.65 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 67030'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 316.33 FEET;  
THENCE NORTH 66049'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 262.00 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT 
OF BEGINNING.    
 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION PREPARED BY: 
A. JOHN BURI  P.L.S. #24302 
FOR AND ON BEHALF OF 
SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1530 55th STREET 
BOULDER, COLORADO 80303 

 

Ordinance No. 1679, Series 2015 
Page 3 of 3 

 

274



ORDINANCE NO. 1680 
 SERIES 2015 
 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING AS PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE 
DISTRICT - COMMERCIAL / RESIDENTIAL (PCZD – C/R) CERTAIN 
PROPERTY ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND 
KNOWN AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance No.__, Series 2015, the City annexed certain 

unincorporated property, referred to as the 245 North 96th Street Annexation and described in 
Exhibit A attached hereto (the “245 North 96th Street Annexation”); and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council must provide for the initial zoning of the 245 North 96th 

Street Annexation; and 
 

WHEREAS, the landowner has requested a Planned Community Zone District – 
Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) zoning classification for the 245 North 96th Street 
Annexation, in accordance with Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC); and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council has provided notice of its public hearing on said zoning 
request in the manner required by law; and 

 
WHEREAS, the 245 North 96th Street Annexation is subject to the 2013 Louisville 

Comprehensive Plan (the “Plan”); and 
 
WHEREAS, the Plan designates the area around and including the 245 North 96th Street 

Annexation for urban center, urban corridor, and urban neighborhood character development; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planned Community Zone District – Commercial / Residential (PCZD – 

C/R) zoning classification is most appropriate for the 245 North 96th Street Annexation, given its 
size, location, development, and the surrounding zoning; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council finds that a City zoning classification of Planned Community 

Zone District – Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R)  is consistent with the purposes and intent 
of the Plan and appropriate under the Plan and the City’s zoning regulations; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.72.020 of the Louisville Municipal Code, the 245 

North 96th Street Annexation is eligible for a Planned Community Zone District – Commercial / 
Residential (PCZD – C/R) zoning classification by way of an amendment adding such property 
to the existing Planned Community Zone District contiguous to the property; and  

 
WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing held January 8, 2015, where evidence 

and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the Louisville Planning 
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Commission Staff Report dated January 8, 2015, the Louisville Planning Commission has 
recommended the City Council approve a zoning classification of Planned Community Zone 
District – Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) for the 245 North 96th Street Annexation; and 

 
WHEREAS, City Council has reviewed the recommendation of the Louisville Planning 

Commission, and desires to apply a zoning classification of Planned Community Zone District – 
Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) for the 245 North 96th Street Annexation; and 

 
WHEREAS, City Council has provided notice of a public hearing on said ordinance by 

publication as provided by law and held a public hearing as provided in said notice; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

Section 1. That certain property known as the 245 North 96th Street Annexation, the 
legal description of which is set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and made a part hereof, is 
hereby zoned Planned Community Zone District – Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) for the 
uses permitted in the approved PCZD General Development Plan Amendment governing such 
property, a copy of which General Development Plan Amendment is attached hereto as Exhibit 
B, and the City zoning map shall be amended accordingly. 
  
 Section 2. The City Council hereby approves the Takoda General Development Plan 
– 2nd Amendment for 245 North 96th Street Annexation property. 
 

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 
PUBLISHED this 17th day of February, 2015. 
 

______________________________ 
        Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST:  
 
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Light | Kelly, P.C., 
City Attorney 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this 3rd day of 
March, 2015. 
 

______________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 
245 NORTH 96th STREET ANNEXATION 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST ¼ OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, 
RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF 
COLORADO, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 5; THENCE NORTH 
00007'00" EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 5, A DISTANCE OF 
772.18 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH 
00007'00" EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 5, A DISTANCE OF 
592.90 FEET TO THE APPROXIMATE CENTERLINE OF THAT EASEMENT AND 
RIGHT OF WAY FOR ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES AS GRANTED BY SAM 
MILANO TO PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO BY INSTRUMENT 
RECORDED FEBRUARY 16, 1942 IN BOOK 713 AT PAGE 130; THENCE NORTH 
89059'40" WEST, ALONG THE APPROXIMATE CENTERLINE OF THE SAID RIGHT 
OF WAY DESCRIBED IN BOOK 713 AT PAGE 130, A DISTANCE OF 783.09 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 00007'00" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 846.77 FEET TO THE NORTH 
LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND WHICH IS EXCEPTED IN THE DESCRIPTION OF 
“TRACT 1” IN THE DEED FROM ESTA D. PARR AND GLENNIE PARR TO 
DAVIDSON INVESTMENTS, INC., A COLORADO CORPORATION, RECORDED 
JANUARY 22, 1962 IN BOOK 1216 AT PAGE 503; THENCE ALONG THE NORTH 
LINE OF THE SAID TRACT OF LAND EXCEPTED IN THE DESCRIPTION OF “TRACT 
1” IN THE SAID DEED IN BOOK 1216 AT PAGE 503 BY THE FOLLOWING FOUR 
CALLS AND DISTANCES: 
 
THENCE NORTH 55009'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 5.23 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 83050'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 247.65 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 67030'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 316.33 FEET;  
THENCE NORTH 66049'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 262.00 FEET TO THE TRUE 
POINT OF BEGINNING.    
 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION PREPARED BY: 
A. JOHN BURI  P.L.S. #24302 
FOR AND ON BEHALF OF 
SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1530 55th STREET 
BOULDER, COLORADO 80303 
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RESOLUTION NO. 13 
SERIES 2015 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE 245 
NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION  
 

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is authorized to annex land to the City and enter into 
an annexation agreement with the owner of the property to be annexed; and 
 

WHEREAS, there has been proposed an Annexation Agreement between the City of 
Louisville and Boulder County Housing Authority relating to the annexation of certain real 
property owned by Boulder County Housing Authority and denominated as the 245 North 96th 
Street Annexation; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council by this Resolution desires to approve such Annexation 
Agreement and authorize its execution.  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 
 Section 1. The proposed Annexation Agreement (245 North 96th Street Annexation) 
(“Agreement”) between the City of Louisville and Boulder County Housing Authority is hereby 
approved in essentially the same form as the copy of such Agreement accompanying this 
Resolution. 
 
 Section 2. The Mayor is authorized to execute the Agreement on the behalf of the 
City, except that the Mayor is hereby granted the authority to negotiate and approve such 
revisions to said Agreement as the Mayor and City Manager determine are necessary or desirable 
for the protection of the City, so long as the essential terms and conditions of the Agreement are 
not altered. 
  
 PASSED AND ADOPTED this ______ day of _____________, 2015. 
 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
        Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
   
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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ANNEXATION AGREEMENT 

 THIS ANNEXATION AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into this 
_____ day of _________, 2015 (“Effective Date”), by and between BOULDER COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY, a Colorado county housing authority, hereinafter referred to as 
“BCHA” or the “Owner,” and the CITY OF LOUISVILLE, a municipal corporation of the State 
of Colorado, hereinafter referred to as “Louisville” or “the City.”  The City and Owner shall be 
referred to herein collectively as the “Parties.” 

Recitals 

A. Owner desires to annex to Louisville the 13.404-acre parcel of property more 
particularly described on Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference 
(“the Property”). 

B. Owner executed a petition to annex the Property (“Annexation Petition”), which 
petition is on file with the City Clerk. 

C. The Annexation Petition is signed by 100% of the owners of the Property 
excluding public streets and alleys. 

D. Annexation of the Property to Louisville is consistent with the Intergovernmental 
Agreement effective July 9, 1996 among the City, the City of Lafayette, and Boulder County 
concerning the Lafayette/Louisville Buffer Comprehensive Development Plan, as amended (the 
“CDP IGA”), which designates the Property as within the Louisville Influence Area, as that term 
is defined therein. 

E. Annexation of the Property to Louisville is consistent with the Intergovernmental 
Agreement effective August 28, 2012 among the City, the Louisville Housing Authority, BCHA, 
and Boulder County concerning Affordable Housing within the City of Louisville (“Affordable 
Housing IGA”), which requires that BCHA increase the number of affordable housing units it 
owns, controls, or manages within the City within five years of the effective date of the 
Affordable Housing IGA. 

F. It is to the mutual benefit of the Parties to enter into this Agreement. 

G. Owner acknowledges that, upon annexation, the Property will be subject to all 
ordinances, resolutions, and other regulations of the City, as they may be amended from time to 
time. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF THE ABOVE PREMISES AND THE 
COVENANTS AS HEREINAFTER SET FORTH, IT IS AGREED BY AND BETWEEN THE 
PARTIES AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Incorporation of Recitals.  The parties confirm and incorporate the foregoing 
recitals into this Agreement. 

1 
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2. Purpose.  The purpose of this Agreement is to set forth the terms and conditions 
of the annexation of the Property to the City. Except as expressly provided for herein to the 
contrary, all terms and conditions herein are in addition to all requirements concerning 
annexation contained in the Municipal Annexation Act of 1965, as amended, C.R.S. §31-12-
101 et seq. 

3. Further Acts.  Owner agrees to execute, promptly upon request of Louisville, any 
and all surveys and other documents necessary to effect the annexation of the Property and the 
other provisions of this Agreement.  Owner agrees to not sign any other petition for annexation 
of the Property or any petition for an annexation election relating to the Property, except upon 
request of Louisville. 

4. Annexation Fees.  Owner agrees to provide legal documents, surveys, engineering 
work, newspaper publication, maps, and reports determined by Louisville to be necessary to 
accomplish the annexation, and agrees to pay Louisville an “Annexation and Initial Zoning Fee” 
in the amount of six thousand four hundred and fifteen dollars ($6,415.00).   

5. Action on Petition.  Louisville shall act upon the Annexation Petition within six 
months of the date of filing with the City Clerk, unless Owner consents to later action. 

6. Zoning and Development.  The Parties recognize that it is the intent and desire of 
Owner to develop the Property under a Planned Community Zone District – 
Commercial/Residential (“PCZD-C/R”) zoning designation, and that the granting of such zoning 
of the Property by the City to “PCZD-C/R” is a condition to annexation of the Property.  This 
condition to annexation shall be deemed satisfied and of no further effect 45 days after the date 
of publication of Ordinance No. _______, Series 2015, approving such PCZD-C/R zoning.  
Owner shall take all action necessary to permit zoning by Louisville of the annexed Property 
within the time prescribed by state statutes and Section 17.44.080 of the Louisville Municipal 
Code.  Owner further agrees that development of the Property under the PCZD-C/R zoning shall 
be subject to the following terms and conditions, which are conditions to the annexation of the 
Property: 

a. Age-Restricted Housing. Residential development of the Property shall include not 
less than 70 residential units that are age-restricted for occupancy by persons fifty-
five years of age or older, subject to approval of such age restriction by Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) Office of Fair Housing.    
 

b. Affordable Units. In addition to the requirements of paragraph a, no less than 25% of 
the total amount of all residential units developed on the Property shall be affordable 
units for which the maximum rents and income limits do not exceed those listed for 
Boulder County in the Colorado Housing and Finance Authority’s (“CHFA”) Income 
and Rent Tables, as amended, for tenants earning at or below 60% of the Area 
Median Income (“AMI”), as adjusted for family size and number of bedrooms.   
(Thus, for example, if the Property is developed for 231 residential units, 58 units 
shall be affordable units which shall be income restricted at or below 60% AMI.)  
Each affordable unit shall be maintained as such for a period of not less than 40 
consecutive years from the date of initial occupancy of the unit..  The affordable units 
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shall be provided by the Boulder County Housing Authority (“BCHA”), either in its 
own name or in the name of entities that BCHA owns, controls, or manages. 
 

c. Preferences.   In addition to the requirements of paragraphs a and b above, and 
the qualifying income requirements, the preferences described in this paragraph c 
shall be applied in the selection of residents associated with the age-restricted and 
affordable units described above.  Specifically, for a period of three years from the 
date of initial occupancy of the unit, BCHA and any entity(ies) which own, control or 
manage the age-restricted or affordable units shall first favor applicants displaced as a 
result of the 2013 flood disaster.  Subordinate to the flood preference, BCHA and any 
entity(ies) which own, control or manage the age-restricted or affordable units shall 
apply the local preferences described in (i) through (iii) below in determining the 
placement of an applicant on the waiting list(s) for initial or subsequent sale or lease 
of the age-restricted or affordable units, so that applicants having a preference shall 
be selected from the waiting list and receive an opportunity for an available unit 
earlier than those who do not have a preference.  Each of the preferences listed in 
subparagraphs (i) and (iii) below shall have equal weight in determining the order of 
an applicant’s placement on the waiting list.  The preferences shall include the 
following: 

 
(i) Current residents: A household in which one or more members is living 

within the City of Louisville at the time of application. Documentation of 
residency should be provided, such as rent receipts, utility bills, street 
listing or voter registration listing; 
 

(ii) Employees of Local Businesses and Governmental Entities: Employees of 
businesses located in the City of Louisville or local governments operating 
in the City of Louisville, and individuals with offers of employment from 
businesses located in the City of Louisville or local governments operating 
in the City of Louisville; or 
 

(iii)Relocating Family Member: Individuals who are over the age of 62, or 
disabled, who are seeking to move to the City of Louisville to be in 
proximity of immediate family who already reside in the City of 
Louisville. 
 

With the exception of the flood preference, the above-stated preferences shall be 
applied to all age-restricted and affordable units described in paragraphs a and b 
above for a period of not less than fifteen years from the date of initial occupancy of 
the unit.  BCHA and any entity(ies) which own, control or manage the age-restricted 
or affordable units shall inform applicants about available preferences, and provide an 
opportunity for applicants to show that they qualify for available preferences. 
 
The above-stated preferences shall be given equal or greater weight than any other 
preferences extended for age-restricted and affordable units.  It is acknowledged that 
preferences will affect only the order of applicants on the waiting list, and shall not 
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make anyone eligible who was not otherwise eligible, nor shall they change the 
BCHA’s right to apply or modify other tenant selection criteria associated with the 
residential development of the Property, provided the same are not contrary to the 
provisions of this Agreement.  BCHA and any entity(ies) which own, control or 
manage the age-restricted or affordable units shall comply with the preferences 
described in this paragraph c to the greatest extent possible in obtaining financing for 
the age-restricted and affordable units and operating such units, recognizing that all 
preferences must comply with non-discrimination, equal opportunity, and Fair 
Housing requirements.  Owner agrees to comply with the preference policies 
described herein to the greatest extent possible, consistent with obtaining financing 
for the Project and operating the Project in compliance with law.  In the event a third 
party such as the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development or the 
Colorado Housing and Finance Authority requires modifications to these preferences 
as a condition to providing financing for the affordable housing units or to conform 
them to law, owner may make such modifications that represent the minimum 
changes necessary to satisfy the third party’s requirements and shall obtain Louisville 
consent to same, which consent shall not be unreasonable withheld or delayed.     Any 
such City consent shall not require an amendment to this Agreement. 
 

d. Related Provisions.  The minimum requirements for age-restricted housing and 
affordable units set forth in paragraphs a and b above are separate and distinct, and no 
unit may be designated as both an affordable unit and an age-restricted unit for 
purposes of this Agreement.  Owner otherwise shall in its discretion designate the 
age-restricted and affordable housing units to ensure the above minimum 
requirements are met.  Nothing herein shall preclude the provision of additional age-
restricted housing or affordable units above the minimum requirements set forth in 
paragraphs a and b, above.  Owner shall execute and record all covenants, restrictions 
and other documents and take all other actions necessary to ensure the provision and 
maintenance in perpetuity of the above-required minimum number of age-restricted 
and affordable units, and application in perpetuity of the above-required preferences.  
In the event it is determined by a final, non-appealable order of a court of competent 
jurisdiction that any provision of the foregoing paragraphs a, b or c, including without 
limitation the requirements that the age-restricted and affordable units be provided 
and maintained and the preferences be applied in perpetuity, the Owner and City 
agree they shall take actions as are necessary to achieve, to the greatest degree and for 
the longest possible term, the intent of the affected provisions, it being the parties’ 
express intent that the age-restricted and affordable units and preferences be available 
for the longest time permitted by lawperiods stated in this Agreement.  However, the 
owner agrees upon expiration of the initial periods, the owner shall renew said period 
for successive 40 year and 15 year periods to the extent permitted by law.    
  

7. Dedications.  Owner agrees to dedicate such easements and rights-of-way for 
public streets, drainage, utilities and other public purposes as are required by City ordinances and 
resolutions, in a form mutually agreeable to the Parties and in locations identified on the final 
plat(s) for the Property; provided, however, Owner agrees to dedicate such rights-of-way and 
easements at such earlier time as is reasonably determined by the City to be required for 
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commencement of construction of such streets or for extension of utilities or drainage 
improvements.  At or prior to the recording of the first final plat for the Property, Owner shall 
comply with the public land dedication requirements of section 16.16.060.B of the Louisville 
Municipal Code, either by the dedication of land or payment in lieu of dedication, as the City 
shall determine. 

8. Public Improvements - General.  Owner agrees to design, improve, and provide 
signage, lighting, and signalization for all public streets and other public ways within or adjacent 
to the Property to the extent required by City ordinances and resolutions and other applicable 
standards and agreements, subject to any reimbursement which may be provided for in such 
ordinances, resolutions, standards, and agreements; to make such other improvements as required 
by City ordinances and resolutions; to guarantee construction of all required improvements; and, 
if requested by Louisville, to dedicate to Louisville any or all other improvements required by 
City ordinances and resolutions and other applicable standards. 

9. Public Improvements – Streets.  Owner shall at its expense design and construct 
(i) Hecla Drive from Highway 42 through the Property to connect with the existing Hecla Dive 
west of the Property; (ii) Kaylix Avenue for its full length north-south through the Property; and 
(iii) all Highway 42 street improvements along the full frontage of the Property, including 
without limitation, piping of existing ditches.  The foregoing improvements shall be completed 
with the first phase of public improvements for development of the Property, in accordance with 
the approved final plat(s) and associated subdivision agreement(s) and City-approved 
construction plans. 

10. Traffic Signal.  Owner shall be responsible for and shall pay or reimburse the City 
for 50% of the cost of a traffic signal installation at the intersection of Hecla Drive and Highway 
42.  In fulfillment of such obligation, Owner shall pay to the City, within 30 days of the date of 
CDOT’s issuance of its written approval for the traffic signal installation, an amount equal to 
50% of the then-current City engineering estimate of cost of the traffic signal installation based 
upon a mutually acceptable industry standard for cost estimating.  The City shall apply such 
funds to capital costs incurred for installation of the traffic signal. 

11. Trail Improvements.  Owner shall at its expense design and construct trail 
connections and improvements throughout the Property connecting, in accordance with the 
approved final plat(s), to existing and planned trails within the City.  Such improvements shall 
include without limitation construction of the regional trail connection along the north boundary 
of the Property, which shall be completed with the first phase of public improvements for 
development of the Property, in accordance with the approved final plat(s) and associated 
subdivision agreement(s) and City-approved construction plans.                

12. Fee Waivers; Other Assistance.  InIn accordance with longstanding policy 
supporting City assistance with impact fees and related costs of affordable housing development, 
and in exchange for Owner’s commitments in this Agreement regarding age-restricted housing, 
affordable housing, and tenant selection preferences, and in accordance with longstanding policy 
supporting City assistance with impact fees and related costs of affordable housing development, 
as well as dedication of Owner’s property to the City and design, construction, and guarantee of 
the public improvements described in sections 8, 9, 10, and 11, Louisville agrees to work with 
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Owner in good faith to reach a mutually satisfactory agreement within 90 days of execution of 
this Agreement as to a schedule of waived, reduced, or deferred City plan review fees, permit 
fees, , or other appropriate financial assistance by the City.  Such other financial assistance may 
include, without limitation, sharing the costs of public infrastructure the Owner is required to 
construct.  Any such proposed agreement shall be subject to separate approval by governing 
bodies of the BCHA and City and nothing in this paragraph requires BCHA or City to enter into 
an agreement. .  If the Parties do not reach agreement on a financial assistance package within 90 
days of execution of this Agreement, sections 6(a), 6(b), 6(c), and 6(d) of this Agreement shall 
be deemed void and Owner shall have no obligation to comply with the requirements on age-
restricted housing, affordable housing, and tenant selection preferences therein.  

13. Conformity with Laws.  Owner agrees that the design, improvement, construction, 
development, and use of the Property shall be in conformance with, and that Owner shall comply 
with, all applicable City ordinances and resolutions including, without limitation, ordinances and 
resolutions pertaining to subdivision, zoning, storm drainage, utilities, and flood control. 

14. No Repeal of Laws.  Nothing contained in this Agreement shall constitute or be 
interpreted as a repeal of the City’s ordinances or resolutions, or as a waiver of the City’s 
legislative, governmental, or police powers to promote and protect the health, safety, and welfare 
of the City and its inhabitants; nor shall this Agreement prohibit the enactment or increase by the 
City of any tax or fee. 

15. Disconnection.  No right or remedy of disconnection of the Property from the City 
shall accrue from this Agreement, other than that provided by applicable City ordinances.  In the 
event the Property or any portion thereof is disconnected at Owner’s request, Louisville shall 
have no obligation to serve the disconnected property or portion thereof and this Agreement shall 
be void and of no further force and effect as to such disconnected property or portion thereof. 

16. Severability.  The Parties agree that if any part, term, portion, or provision of this 
Agreement is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be illegal or in conflict with any law of 
the State of Colorado, the validity of the remaining parts, terms, portions, or provisions shall not 
be affected, and the rights and obligations of the Parties shall be construed and enforced as if the 
Agreement did not contain the particular part, term, portion, or provision held to be invalid; 
provided, however, that in the event such invalidation would render the remaining portions of 
this Agreement ineffective to carry out the intentions of the Parties as expressed or implied by 
this Agreement, then the Parties shall negotiate in good faith for an amendment to this 
Agreement to replace such objectionable provision(s) with an enforceable provision which 
effectuates, as nearly as possible, the intentions of Parties. 

17. Municipal Services.  Louisville agrees to make available to the Property all of the 
usual municipal services in accordance with the ordinances and policies of the City which 
services include, but are not limited to, police protection and water and sewer services.  Owner 
acknowledges that City services do not include, as of the date of the execution of this 
Agreement, fire protection or emergency medical services, but the Property is presently included 
within the boundaries of and is entitled to receive such services from the Louisville Fire 
Protection District. 
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18. Water Rights.  With respect to Section 16.32.030(G) of the Louisville Municipal 
Code, as amended, and existing City policy as set forth in Resolution No. 6, Series 2007, as 
amended, Owner represents to the City that it owns no water rights appurtenant to the Property, 
nor any other water rights available for dedication to the City.  The City agrees that Owner will 
not be required to dedicate any water rights to the City at any time and will instead pay water tap 
fees to the City upon issuance of building or tap permits in accordance with City ordinances.  
The City acknowledges that compliance with the foregoing will satisfy the requirements of the 
City Code and policy regarding the dedication of Raw Water Credits in connection with 
annexation of the Property. 

19. Special District Inclusion.  The Property shall be included into the Northern 
Colorado Water Conservancy District (NCWCD), and the Municipal Subdistrict, prior to 
receiving water service from the City of Louisville.  Further, Owner shall petition to include the 
Property into the NCWCD and Municipal Subdistrict at its expense. 

20. Future Cooperation.  The Parties agree that they will cooperate with one another 
in accomplishing the terms, conditions, and provisions of this Agreement, and will execute such 
additional documents as necessary to effectuate the same. 

21. Amendment.  This Agreement may be amended by the City and any Owner 
without the consent of any other Owner as long as such amendment affects only that Owner’s 
portion of the Property.  Such amendments shall be in writing, shall constitute covenants running 
with the land, and shall be binding upon all persons or entities having an interest in the Property 
subject to the amendment unless otherwise specified in the amendment.  Except as otherwise 
provided herein, this Agreement shall not be amended unless approved in writing by all Parties 
hereto. 

22. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement embodies the entire agreement of the Parties.  
There are no promises, terms, conditions, or obligations other than those contained herein; and 
this Agreement supersedes all previous communications, representations, or agreements, either 
verbal or written, between the Parties. 

23. Indemnification.  To the extent permitted by law, Owner agrees to indemnify and 
hold harmless the City and the City’s officers, employees, agents, and contractors, from and 
against all liability, claims, and demands, including reasonable attorney’s fees and court costs 
which arise out of or are in any manner connected with the annexation of the Property, or with 
any other annexation or other action determined necessary or desirable by the City in order to 
effectuate the annexation of the Property, or which are in any manner connected with Louisville's 
enforcement of this Agreement, limited to the extent such liability is caused by Owner.  Owner 
further agrees to investigate, handle, respond to, and to provide defense for and defend against, 
or at the City’s option, to pay, to the extent there exists a conflict of interest between the Parties, 
the reasonable attorney’s fees for defense counsel of the City’s choice for, any such liability, 
claim, or demand, limited to the extent such liability is caused by Owner.  The Parties agree to 
mutually cooperate in the defense of any alleged or threatened claim, challenge, demand or 
liability. 
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24. Owner.  As used in this Agreement, the term “Owner” and “the City” or 
“Louisville” shall include any of the applicable heirs, transferees, successors, or assigns of such 
Parties, and all such parties shall have the right to enforce this Agreement, and shall be subject to 
the terms of this Agreement, as if they were the original parties thereto.  

25. Amendments to Law.  As used in this Agreement, unless otherwise specifically 
provided herein or otherwise set forth in future documents approved by the City, any reference to 
any provision of any City ordinance, resolution, or policy is intended to refer to any subsequent 
amendments or revisions to such ordinance, resolution, or policy, and the Parties agree that such 
amendments or revisions shall be binding upon Owner.     

26. Binding Effect.  This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of 
the heirs, transferees, successors, and assigns of the Parties hereto, and shall constitute covenants 
running with the land.  This Agreement and any amendments hereto shall be recorded with the 
County Clerk of Boulder County, Colorado, at Owner’s expense.  Subject to the conditions 
precedent herein, this Agreement may be enforced in any court of competent jurisdiction.  

27. Failure to Annex.  This Agreement shall be null and void if the City fails to approve 
the annexation of the Property. 

28. Legislative Discretion.  Owner acknowledges that the annexation and zoning of 
the property are subject to the legislative discretion and/or quasi-judicial determination of the 
City Council of the City.  No assurances of annexation or zoning have been made or relied upon 
by Owner.  In the event that, in the exercise of legislative discretion by the City Council or 
through the exercise of the powers of initiative or referendum, any action with respect to the 
property herein contemplated is not taken, then Owner’s sole and exclusive remedy for any 
breach hereof accompanied by the exercise of such discretion shall be the withdrawal of the 
Annexation Petition by Owner, or disconnection from the City in accordance with state law, as 
may be appropriate.  Owner specifically waives all rights and claims to any other remedies 
available at law or in equity for any breach of this Agreement accompanied by the exercise of any 
such discretion, including but not limited to discretion exercised by the rights of initiative or 
referendum. 

29. Notice.  All notices required under this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be 
hand-delivered or sent by facsimile transmission or registered or certified mail, return receipt 
requested, postage prepaid, to the addresses of the Parties herein set forth.  All notices by hand 
delivery shall be effective upon receipt.  All facsimile transmissions shall be effective upon 
transmission receipt.  All notices by mail shall be considered effective seventy-two (72) hours 
after deposit in the United States mail with the proper address as set forth below.  Either party by 
notice so given may change the address to which future notices shall be sent. 

 

Notice to City: City of Louisville 
City Manager 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 
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      Fax: (303) 673-9043 
 
 Notice to Owner:   Boulder County Housing Authority 
      P.O. Box 741 
      Boulder, CO 80301      
 

 
30. Election.  Owner agrees that it is voluntarily entering into this Agreement.  Owner 

represents and submits that, to the extent an election would be required pursuant to C.R.S. §31-
12-112, as amended, to approve the annexation or to impose terms and conditions upon the 
Property to be annexed, Owner owns 100 percent of the Property, excluding public streets and 
alleys, and would vote to approve the annexation and all terms and conditions as set forth herein. 
Thus, any election would necessarily result in a majority of the electors’ approval to the 
annexation and the terms and conditions. 

31. No Third-Party Rights.  This Agreement is made solely for the benefit of the 
Parties hereto and their respective heirs, transferees, successors, and assigns, and is not intended 
to nor shall it be deemed to confer rights to any other persons or entities. 

32. Governing Law.  The laws of the State of Colorado shall govern the validity, 
performance, and enforcement of this Agreement.  Should either party institute legal suit or 
action for enforcement of any obligation contained herein, it is agreed that the venue of such suit 
or action shall be in Boulder County, Colorado or the federal district court for Colorado. 

33. Headings.  The section headings in this Agreement shall not be used in the 
construction or interpretation hereof as they have no substantive effect and are for convenience 
only. 

34. Authority & Counterparts.  Owner warrants to the City that it is the record owner 
of the Property described on Exhibit “A” and that its undersigned signatory has been duly 
authorized to execute this Agreement on behalf of Owner.  This Agreement may be executed in 
counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original but all of which shall constitute one and 
the same document. 
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OWNER 
BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY,  
a Colorado county housing authority 
 
By: ________________________________ 
Name: ________________________________ 
Title: ________________________________ 

 
STATE OF COLORADO ) 

) ss 
COUNTY OF BOULDER ) 
 
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _____________ 
201____, by ________________________, as ________________________ of Housing 
Authority of the County of Boulder, Colorado, a Colorado county housing authority. 
 
Witness my hand and seal. 
My commission expires on:______________________      
     
       _____________________________  
       (Notary Public) 
 (SEAL) 
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CITY OF LOUISVILLE    ATTEST: 
 
By:__________________________   By:__________________________ 
 Robert P. Muckle, Mayor    Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

11 
 

290



EXHIBIT A 
245 NORTH 96th STREET ANNEXATION 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST ¼ OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 
69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO, 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 5; THENCE NORTH 
00007'00" EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 5, A DISTANCE OF 772.18 
FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH 00007'00" 
EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 5, A DISTANCE OF 592.90 FEET TO 
THE APPROXIMATE CENTERLINE OF THAT EASEMENT AND RIGHT OF WAY FOR 
ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES AS GRANTED BY SAM MILANO TO PUBLIC 
SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO BY INSTRUMENT RECORDED FEBRUARY 16, 
1942 IN BOOK 713 AT PAGE 130; THENCE NORTH 89059'40" WEST, ALONG THE 
APPROXIMATE CENTERLINE OF THE SAID RIGHT OF WAY DESCRIBED IN BOOK 
713 AT PAGE 130, A DISTANCE OF 783.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00007'00" WEST, A 
DISTANCE OF 846.77 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND WHICH 
IS EXCEPTED IN THE DESCRIPTION OF “TRACT 1” IN THE DEED FROM ESTA D. 
PARR AND GLENNIE PARR TO DAVIDSON INVESTMENTS, INC., A COLORADO 
CORPORATION, RECORDED JANUARY 22, 1962 IN BOOK 1216 AT PAGE 503; THENCE 
ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE SAID TRACT OF LAND EXCEPTED IN THE 
DESCRIPTION OF “TRACT 1” IN THE SAID DEED IN BOOK 1216 AT PAGE 503 BY THE 
FOLLOWING FOUR CALLS AND DISTANCES: 
 
THENCE NORTH 55009'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 5.23 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 83050'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 247.65 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 67030'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 316.33 FEET;  
THENCE NORTH 66049'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 262.00 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT 
OF BEGINNING.    
 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION PREPARED BY: 
A. JOHN BURI  P.L.S. #24302 
FOR AND ON BEHALF OF 
SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1530 55th STREET 
BOULDER, COLORADO 80303 
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RESOLUTION NO. 02 
SERIES 2015 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AN ORDINANCE ZONING AS 

PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE DISTRICT - COMMERCIAL / RESIDENTIAL (PCZD – 
C/R) CERTAIN PROPERTY ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE AND 

KNOWN AS THE 245 NORTH 96TH STREET ANNEXATION  
  

 WHEREAS, there is an application before the City Council to annex into the City 
certain unincorporated property, referred to as 245 North 96th Street Annexation and 
described in Exhibit A attached hereto (the “245 North 96th Street Annexation”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council must provide for the initial zoning of the 245 North 
96th Street Annexation; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the landowner has requested a Planned Community Zone District – 
Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) zoning classification for the 245 North 96th 
Street Annexation, in accordance with Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC); 
and  
 
 WHEREAS, the 245 North 96th Street Annexation is subject to the 2013 
Louisville Comprehensive Plan (the “Plan”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Plan designates the area around and including the 245 North 
96th Street Annexation for urban center, urban corridor, and urban neighborhood 
character development; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Planned Community Zone District – Commercial / Residential 
(PCZD – C/R) is most appropriate for the 245 North 96th Street Annexation, given its 
size, location, development, and the surrounding zoning; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that a City zoning classification of 
Planned Community Zone District – Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R)  is 
consistent with the purposes and intent of the Plan and appropriate under the Plan and 
the City’s zoning regulations; and  
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.72.020 of the Louisville Municipal Code, the 
245 North 96th Street Annexation is eligible for a Planned Community Zone District – 
Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) zoning classification by way of an amendment 
adding such property to the existing Planned Community Zone District contiguous to the 
property; and 
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 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing held January 8, 2015, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated January 8, 2015, the Louisville 
Planning Commission has recommended the City Council approve a zoning 
classification of Planned Community Zone District – Commercial / Residential (PCZD – 
C/R) for the 245 North 96th Street Annexation; and  
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City 
of Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of an ordinance zoning as 
Planned Community Zone District – Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) certain 
property to be annexed into the City of Louisville and known as the 245 North 96th 
Street Annexation. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8th day of January, 2015. 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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EXHIBIT A 
245 NORTH 96th STREET ANNEXATION 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST ¼ OF SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, 
RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF 
COLORADO, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 5; THENCE NORTH 
00007'00" EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 5, A DISTANCE OF 
772.18 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH 
00007'00" EAST ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 5, A DISTANCE OF 
592.90 FEET TO THE APPROXIMATE CENTERLINE OF THAT EASEMENT AND 
RIGHT OF WAY FOR ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES AS GRANTED BY SAM 
MILANO TO PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO BY INSTRUMENT 
RECORDED FEBRUARY 16, 1942 IN BOOK 713 AT PAGE 130; THENCE NORTH 
89059'40" WEST, ALONG THE APPROXIMATE CENTERLINE OF THE SAID RIGHT 
OF WAY DESCRIBED IN BOOK 713 AT PAGE 130, A DISTANCE OF 783.09 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 00007'00" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 846.77 FEET TO THE NORTH 
LINE OF THAT TRACT OF LAND WHICH IS EXCEPTED IN THE DESCRIPTION OF 
“TRACT 1” IN THE DEED FROM ESTA D. PARR AND GLENNIE PARR TO 
DAVIDSON INVESTMENTS, INC., A COLORADO CORPORATION, RECORDED 
JANUARY 22, 1962 IN BOOK 1216 AT PAGE 503; THENCE ALONG THE NORTH 
LINE OF THE SAID TRACT OF LAND EXCEPTED IN THE DESCRIPTION OF “TRACT 
1” IN THE SAID DEED IN BOOK 1216 AT PAGE 503 BY THE FOLLOWING FOUR 
CALLS AND DISTANCES: 
 
THENCE NORTH 55009'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 5.23 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 83050'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 247.65 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 67030'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 316.33 FEET;  
THENCE NORTH 66049'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 262.00 FEET TO THE TRUE 
POINT OF BEGINNING.    
 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION PREPARED BY: 
A. JOHN BURI  P.L.S. #24302 
FOR AND ON BEHALF OF 
SCOTT, COX & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1530 55th STREET 
BOULDER, COLORADO 80303 
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Exhibit "B"

(Signed Petition for Annexation)

PETITION FOR ANNEXATION

TO: THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO

We, the undersigned landowners, in accordance with Colorado law, hereby petition the City of
Louisville and its City Council for annexation to the City of Louisville of the unincorporated
territory, the legal description of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein
by this reference, located in the County of Boulder and the State of Colorado, and to be known as
the 245 North 96th Street Annexation to the City of Louisville.

As part of this petition, your petitioners further state to the City Council that:

1. It is desirable and necessary that the territory described in Exhibit A be annexed to the
City of Louisville.

2. The requirements of Sections 31-12-104 and 31-12-105, C.R.S., as amended, exist or
have been met in that:

a. Not less than one sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to be annexed is
contiguous with the City of Louisville or will be contiguous with the City of
Louisville within such time as required by Section 31-12-104.

b. A community of interest exists between the area proposed to be annexed and the
City of Louisville.

c. The area proposed to be annexed is urban or will be urbanized in the near fixture.

d. The area proposed to be annexed is integrated with or is capable of being
integrated with the City of Louisville.

e. No land within the boundary of the area proposed to be annexed which is held in
identical ownership, whether consisting of one tract or parcel of real estate or two
or more contiguous tracts or parcels of real estate, has been divided into separate
parts or parcels without the written consent of the landowner or landowners
thereof, unless such tracts or parcels were separated by a dedicated street, road, or
other public way.

f. No land within the boundary of the area proposed to be annexed which is held in
identical ownership, whether consisting of one tract or parcel of real estate or two
or more contiguous tracts or parcels of real estate, comprises twenty acres or
more, and together with the buildings and improvements situated thereon, has an
assessed value in excess of two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000.00) for ad
valorem tax purposes for the year next preceding the annexation, has been
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included within the area proposed to be annexed without the written consent of
the landowner or landowners.

g. No annexation proceedings have been commenced for any portion of the area
proposed to be annexed for this annexation of such. area to another municipality.
The area proposed to be annexed is not part of any incorporated city, city and
county, or town.

h. The annexation of the area proposed to be annexed will not result in the
detachment of area from any school district.

i. The annexation of the territory proposed to be annexed. will not have the effect of
extending the boundary of the City of Louisville more than three miles in any
direction from any point of the boundary of the City of Louisville in any one year.

i. The Territory nronosed to he annexed is 13.404 acres in total area.
., , .

k. Prior to completion of the annexation of the area proposed to be annexed, a
general development plan will be in place, pursuant to Section 31-12-105(1)(e),
C.R.S., which generally describes the proposed location, character,. and extent of
streets, subways, bridges, waterways, waterfronts, parkways, playgrounds,
squares, parks, aviation fields, other public ways, grounds open spaces, public
utilities, and terminals for water, light, sanitation, transportation, and power to be
provided by the City of Louisville, and the proposed land uses for the area.

In establishing the boundary of the area proposed to be annexed, if a portion of a
platted street or alley is to be annexed, the entire width of the street or alley has
been included within the area annexed, and reasonable access will not be denied
to any landowners, owners of any easement, or the owners of any franchise
adjoining any platted street or alley which is to be annexed but is not bounded on
both sides by the City of Louisville.

m. If required, an impact report will be prepared and filed pursuant to Section 31-12-
108.5, C.R.S.

3. The owners of more than fifty percent of the area proposed to be annexed, exclusive of
dedicated streets and alleys, have signed this petition and hereby petition for annexation
of such territory. w

The signatures on this petition comprise one-hundred percent (100%) of the landowners
of the territory to be annexed and said landowners attesting to the facts and agreeing to
the conditions herein contained will negate the necessity of any annexation election.

4. The development standards applicable to this annexation as provided in the Louisville
Municipal Code, Chapter 16.2, as amended, have been or will be met by this
annexation.
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5. Accompanying this petition are four copies of an annexation map containing the
following information:

a. A written legal description of the boundaries of the area proposed to be annexed;

b. A map showing the boundary of the area proposed to be annexed, said map
prepared by and containing the seal of a registered engineer;

c. Within the annexation boundary map, a showing of the location of each
ownership tract in unplatted land and, if part or all of the area is platted, the
boundaries and the plat numbers of plots or of lots and blocks;

d. Next to the boundary of the area proposed to be annexed, a drawing of the
contiguous boundary of the City of Louisville and the contiguous boundary of any
other municipality abutting the area proposed to°be annexed, and a showing of the
rlimensic,nc ~~ ci~~h E~ntigZ~ous h~~~ncl~ries,

6. Upon the annexation ordinance becoming effective, all lands within the area proposed to
be annexed will become subject to all ordinances, resolutions, rules, and regulations of
the City of Louisville, except for general property taxes of the City of Louisville, which
shall become effective as of the January 1 next ensuing.

7. The zoning classification requested for the area proposed to be annexed is Planned
Community Zone District — C/R, as shown on the zoning map attached hereto and
incorporated herein.

The petitioners agree that said annexed lands shall be brought under the provisions of
Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code and the map thereunder within ninety (90) days
from the effective date of the annexation ordinance.

8. The City of Louisville is capable of furnishing water or sanitary sewer facilities to the
area proposed to be annexed.

9. If required by the City, an annexation agreement has been or will be executed. The
petitioners hereby expressly consent to the terms and conditions set forth in the
annexation agreement.

10. The petitioners agree to the following terms and conditions, which shall be covenants
running with the land, and which may, at the option of the City, appear on the annexation
map:

a. Water rights shall be provided pursuant to City ordinance.

b. All conditions set out in the annexation agreement executed by the petitioners.

WHEREFORE, the petitioners, whose signatures are on the signature sheet on the next page,
respectfully request that the City of Louisville, acting through its City Council, approve the
annexation of the area proposed be annexed:
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AFFIDAVIT OF CIRCULATOR

The undersigned, being of lawful age, who being first duly sworn upon
oath deposes and says:

That (he or she) was the circulator of the foregoing Petition for Annextion
of lands to the City of Louisville, Colorado, consisting of 6 pages,
including this page and that each signature thereon was witnessed by your
affiant and is the true signature of the person whose n~me it purports to be.

~ ~~ ~'
Frank Alexander Circulator

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF COLORADO )
SS

COUNTY O F ~9~~--- )

The above and f7okregoing Affidavit of Circulator was subscrib d and sworn
to before me this ~~ day of ~eC~~ , 20 ~ .

Witness my hand and official seal.

My commission expires on: ~l~~~o'~O/

Nota Public

~~ ~ s ~3 ~ ~ ~~y r3~d~. cry
Address

~PQ~ ~'U~~ 
..............8~,~~.~~

;~ GENEVA ~.
~~.. BAlLEY
''' ~~~ SEAI~~a

~.~F C4~Q~
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ANNEXATION IMPACT REPORT 
245 North 96th Street 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed annexation of 13 acres located at 245 96th Street, to the City of Louisville, 
Colorado 

January 23, 2015 
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INTRODUCTION 

The landowner, Boulder County Housing Authority (the “Applicant”), is petitioning the 
City of Louisville to commence a voluntary annexation of approximately 13.404 acres 
(583,878 square feet) of certain real property to be known as the 245 North 96th Street 
Annexation to the City of Louisville (City).  
 
The following report has been prepared pursuant to Section 31-12-108.5 of the 
Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S.) and concerns the proposed annexation by the 
“Applicant” for the property generally located in SE ¼ Section 5, T1S,R96W of the 6th 
P.M., County of Boulder, State of Colorado (south of Tract O in the Takoda Subdivision; 
north of the Christopher Plaza II Subdivision, west of 96th Street (Colorado Highway 42); 
and, east of the Steel Ranch South Subdivision) as further described and depicted on 
the Annexation Map, attached hereto as Exhibit A (the “Property”).   
 
The Property is contiguous to the City of Louisville.  The proposed area of annexation is 
completely surrounded by the City of Louisville and as such its annexation will not 
impact the perimeter boundary of the City.  No further annexations in this area are 
anticipated.  
 
The project is being proposed to develop affordable senior housing, affordable multi-
family housing, an art center, artist co-housing, and other uses permitted within the 
City’s Planned Community Zone District (PCZD) regulations.  According to the 
applicant, this application, in part, is being submitted to meet the expectations 
established in the Intergovernmental Agreement between the City of Louisville and 
Boulder County concerning affordable housing within the City. 
 
CURRENT ZONING/USES/PROCES 

Zoning 

The Property is currently zoned RR: Rural Residential by Boulder County. Such lots are 
allowed minimum 1 unit per acre if subdivided with water and sewer in a community 
service area, or 1 unit per 35 acres if unsubdivided per Boulder County zoning 
regulations. This 13-acre parcel is identified as a “municipal influence area” for 
Louisville in the Boulder County County-Wide Coordinated Comprehensive 
Development Plan (the “Super IGA”).   

The Applicant is requesting a zoning designation of Planned Community Zone District 
with Commercial and Residential planning areas (PCZD /R).  In total, the Applicant is 
requesting zoning and land use entitlements to develop 231 affordable senior housing, 
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affordable multi-family housing, and artist cohousing in partnership with 18,404 square 
feet of commercial development.    

Land Uses 

The Property was previously used as single family residential with agricultural uses.   

Process 

The Annexation Petition for the Property was submitted to the City of Louisville and the 
City Council approved a Resolution of Substantial Compliance (Resolution 01, Series 
2015) on January 6, 2014, acknowledging receipt of the petition for annexation for the 
Property, initiating annexation proceedings, and setting the date, time, and place for the 
Public Hearing as February 17, 2015 at 7:00 p.m., at the Louisville City Hall, 749 Main 
Street, Louisville. Notice of this Public Hearing has been mailed to neighbors within 500 
feet of the Property, as well as posted and published in the local newspaper. Notification 
of the petition was sent to Clerk of the Boulder County Board of County Commissioners, 
the Boulder County Attorney, the Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District, the 
Louisville Fire Protection District, the City Urban Drainage and Flood Control District, 
the Boulder Valley School District, and the City of Lafayette on January 21, 2014. 

Public hearing and consideration of the annexation proposal was set for the City of 
Louisville Planning Commission for January 8, 2015 at 7 p.m. at the Louisville City Hall 
749 Main Street, Louisville. The Planning Commission recommended the Louisville City 
Council initially zone the property, if annexed, to PCZD C/R. 

B. ANNEXATION IMPACT REPORT REQUIREMENTS 

This section is divided into the six elements that correspond to section 31-12-108.5(1) 

1. MAPS PER C.R.S. § 31-12-108.5(1)(a)  

Two maps and one narrative are included as exhibits to this report as required by 
Subparagraph (a) of C.R.S. 31-12-108.5(1): 

Exhibit A: Annexation Map 

The Annexation Map reflects the present and proposed boundaries of the municipality in 
the vicinity of the proposed 245 North 96th Street Annexation.  The proposed annexation 
is completely surrounded by and 100% contiguous with the City of Louisville.  This 
annexation will not impact the perimeter boundary of the City. 

The requested annexation meets the requirement found in the Colorado Revised 
Statues §31-12-104 that property be at least 1/6 (16.6%) contiguous with the 
municipality that is being petitioned for annexation. 
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Exhibit B: Topographical/Survey Map 

Development on the Property will be required to connect to existing water, sewer main 
lines located in adjacent to the property in compliance with City connection and 
infrastructure development specifications.   Existing and planned streets shown in the in 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the Hwy. 42 Corridor Plan will be extended through 
the proposed annexation in compliance with City standards. 

No costs or locations for water lines, pumps and pumping stations, water tanks, service 
lines or other appurtenances related to the construction and operation of any potable 
water system have been determined at this time. No costs or locations for wastewater 
lines, pumping stations, service lines or other appurtenances related to the construction 
and operation of any wastewater system have been determined at this time. All 
expenses related to design and construction of wastewater facilities will be borne by the 
applicant. 

It is anticipated that water, wastewater, and transportation system design work would 
begin upon completion of the annexation, zoning, and the plat/planned unit 
development applicant process for the Property. 

Exhibit C: General Development Plan (GDP) 

The requested GDP (attached) identifies general land uses proposed on the Property. 
The Applicant is requesting a zoning designation of Planned Community Zone District 
with Commercial and Residential planning areas (PCZD C/R).  In total, the Applicant is 
requesting zoning and land use entitlements to develop 231 affordable senior housing, 
affordable multi-family housing, and artist cohousing in partnership with 18,404 square 
feet of commercial development.    

Streets: 

No streets currently exist across or through the property. Street access into the Property 
will be developed through interconnected street network from Colorado State Highway 
42 and Hecla Drive. A proposed collector road ROW from the present Hecla Drive 
ROWs abutting the property to the west and east shall be extended through the 
property providing connectivity with Hwy 42 (N 96th St).  An additional north south local 
street (Kalix Avenue) is proposed to connect the through the property consistent with 
the expectations of the City Comprehensive Plan and as specified in the City’s Hwy. 42 
Corridor Plan. The Proposed local road would provide a secondary parallel street to 
Hwy. 42. 
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An annexation agreement and subdivision division agreement between the City and the 
Applicant will address the timing of any public street improvements and associated 
impacts to the transportation system related to development of the Property. 

Major Trunk Water Mains, Sewer Interceptors and Outfalls:   

There are no water mains, sewer interceptors or outfalls on-site.  However, the City of 
Louisville utility infrastructure is available to the property.  The water transmission main 
easement across north edge of property will remain. 

Other Utility Lines and Ditches: 

The Goodhue Ditch which follows the east edge of the property along Hwy 42 is 
proposed to be piped and buried.  No other utility lines are apparent on the Property.   

2. PREANNEXATION AGREEMENT – C.R.S. § 31-12-108.5 (1)(b) 

No pre-annexation agreement has been entered into.  An annexation agreement is 
being negotiated with the Applicant. A copy of the draft annexation agreement is 
appended to this Report as Exhibit D. 

3. EXTENSION & PROVISION OF MUNICIPAL SERVICES – C.R.S. § 31-12-108.5 
(1)(c)  
The Applicant will have the obligation to develop and install all on-site and off-site 
transmission and/or infrastructure facilities necessary to serve the Property with water, 
wastewater and storm water facilities, transportation infrastructure and other municipal 
services.  
 
Water: 

City water facilities are currently located adjacent to the Property, providing no issues 
for connection to water service. As with development of any property, the applicant will 
be responsible for tapping City’s water line and then providing for all internal water 
service lines, any needed water services support structures, and meters. 

Wastewater: 

City sewer service is also currently located adjacent to the Property, providing service to 
the site. The applicant will also be responsible for tapping to the City sewer lines and 
then providing for all internal sewer collection lines, any required lift stations, and any 
other ancillary sewer support structures.  

The City has the capacity to meet anticipated demand. All new water/wastewater 
infrastructures will be required to be designed and constructed in accordance with 
applicable City standards. 
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Other Dry Utilities: 

Telephone, gas, electric and cable television/internet services are not provided by the 
City, but are provided by private providers in the area. The City has license agreements 
with all the utility providers.  The City will refer the preliminary and final Plat and 
Planned Unit Developments to the utility providers at time of application. 

Emergency Services: 

The City of Louisville will provide law enforcement services to the site. The Louisville 
Fire Protection District will provide fire protection.  

Open Space/Parks/Public Land Dedication: 

The annexation agreement will document the public land dedications and/or fees that 
will be suitable for parks, schools, fire and other public facilities as appropriate.  The 
attached GDP (Exhibit C) outlines the required public land dedication. 

4. FINANCING SERVICE EXTENSIONS – C.R.S. § 31-12-108.5 (1)(d) 

Financing of roadway, water and sanitary sewer infrastructure to support development 
of the area to be annexed will be the responsibility of Boulder County Housing Authority.  
The applicant intends to request impact fee and/or building permit fee contributions from 
the City of Louisville to assist in funding the infrastructure and housing development 
costs to maintain housing affordability throughout the site.   

The City of Louisville has established a cost share arrangement to fund the signalized 
intersection at Hecla and Hwy 42 such that the full cost is shared among property 
owners benefitting from the highway improvement.   

The annexation and subdivision agreements shall outline the cost sharing requirement 
and funding contributions from the City of Louisville, if any. 

5. EXISTING DISTRICTS IN THE ARE A TO BE ANNEXED – C.R.S. § 31-12-108.5 (1) 
(e) 

The Boulder County Treasurer’s office records reflect that the Property is subject to the 
following taxing authorities: 

 Taxing Entity      Levy 

Boulder County       24.794 
Louisville Fire Protection District     6.686 
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Boulder Valley School District     47.569    
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District   .632 

6. EFFECT ON SCHOOL DISTRICT – C.R.S. § 31-12-108.5 (1) (f)  
The Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) was a referral for this development.  A letter 
from BVSD dated January 2, 2015 states this development proposes “a student impact 
of 20 students on Louisville Elementary, 7 students on Louisville Middle School and 11 
students Monarch High School.” Note BVSD anticipated 70 of the proposed Housing 
Authority units to be restricted to seniors and were not used in their student evaluation.    
  
The letter goes on to state, “When considering all other development activity in 
Louisville (Attachment A), and resident enrollment growth within the attendance areas of 
Louisville schools, Louisville Middle and Monarch High are able to accommodate 
projected growth (Chart B). Louisville Elementary, however, will likely exceed its 
program capacity within 5 years should growth within the existing housing stock of 
central Louisville continue at its current pace. Elementary capacity in Louisville as a 
whole, however, is ample to accommodate continued enrollment growth.”  Louisville 
staff underlined the last sentence of the BVSD statement for emphasis.  
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6 October 2014

Drawing Number:

©Copyright 2014 BARRETT STUDIO ARCHITECTS

Release of these plans contemplates  further 
cooperation  among the owner, his or her 
contractor, and the architect.  Design and 
construction are complex.  Although the architect 
and his/her consultants have performed  their 
services with due care and diligence, they cannot 
guarantee perfection.  Communication  is imperfect 
and every contingency cannot be anticipated.  Any 
ambiguity or discrepancy discovered  by the use of 
these plans shall be reported immediately  to the 
architect.  Failure to notify the architect compounds  
misunderstanding  and increases  construction  
costs.  A failure to cooperate by a simple notice to 
the architect shall relieve the architect from 
responsibility  for all consequences .  Changes 
made from the plans without consent  of the 
architect are unauthorized  and shall relieve the 
architect from all consequences  arising out of such 
changes.
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NOTICE: DUTY OF COOPERATION

File:

1 of: 1

General Development Plan - 2nd Amendment
Southeast ¼ of Section 5, Township 1 South, Range 69 West of the 6th P.M.

Takoda

PCZD-R
Gross Area:
Minimum Area Required:
Dedicated Land Required 
ROW Gross Area:
Minimum Area Required:
Dedicated Land Required (ROW)
Total Dedicated Land Required (PCZD-R)

Public Land Dedication

10.89 Acres
15%
1.63 Acres
2.57 Acres
12%
0.31 Acres
1.94 Acres

PCZD-C
Gross Area:
Minimum Area Required:
Dedicated Land Required
ROW Gross Area:
Minimum Area Required:
Dedicated Land Required (ROW)
Total Dedicated Land Required (PCZD-C)

2.514 Acres
12%
0.30 Acres
0.63 Acres
12%
0.08 Acres
0.38 Acres

Gross Area
PCZD-R Area
PCZD-C Area

13.404 Acres
10.89 Acres
2.514 Acres

TOTAL DEDICATED PUBLIC LAND REQUIRED

TOTAL PUBLIC LAND DEDICATION PROVIDED

2.32 Acres

3.2 ± Acres

Planning Area 'A':  PCZD-C/R
Allowed Uses:  per section 17.72.090
Maximum F.A.R.:
Maximum Floor Area Allowed (1.88 Acres):
Commercial Floor Area:
Dwelling Units (included in F.A.R.):
Maximum Residential Density for 1.88 Acres:
Minimum Public Use Areas (12%):

Planning Area 'B':  PCZD-R
Allowed Uses:  per section 17.72.080
Dwelling Units:
Maximum Density for 3.44 Acres:
Minimum Public Use Areas (15%):

Planning Area 'C':  PCZD-R
Allowed Uses:  per section 17.72.080
Dwelling Units:
Maximum Density for 2.77 Acres:
Minimum Public Use Areas (15%):

Planning Area 'D':  PCZD-R
Allowed Uses:  per section 17.72.080
Dwelling Units:
Maximum Density for 2.11 Acres:
Minimum Public Use Areas (15%):

Totals:
Units:

Development Summary

1.0
83,202 sf 1
18,406± sf2
28 units2

15 Dwelling Units / Acre
0.23 Acres

103 Dwelling Units
30 Dwelling Units / Acre
0.52 Acres

69 Dwelling Units
25 Dwelling Units / Acre
0.41 Acres

31 Dwelling Units
15 Dwelling Units / Acre
0.32 Acres

231 Dwelling Units

notes:
1 It is intended that a portion of this Planning Area will be higher density artists 
live-work type housing.
2The combined square footage of commercial and residential will be less than 
half the amount allowed when calculating the entire area using FAR of 1.0. 

That portion of the Southeast ¼ of Section 5, Township 1 South, Range 69 West 
of the 6th P.M., County of Boulder, State of Colorado, described as follows:

Beginning at the Southeast corner of said Section 5; thence North 00º07’00” East 
along the East line of said Section 5, a distance of 772.18 feet to the true point of 
beginning; thence continuing North 00º07’00” East along the East line of said 
Section 5, a distance of 592.90 feet to the approximate centerline of that 
easement and right of way for electric transmission lines as granted by Sam 
Milano to Public Service Company of Colorado by instrument recorded February 
16, 1942 in Book 713 at Page 130; thence North 89º59’40” West, along the 
approximate centerline of the said right of way described in Book 713 at Page 
130, a distance of 783.09 feet; thence South 00º07’00” West, a distance of 
846.77 feet to the North line of that tract of land which is excepted in the 
description of “Tract 1” in the Deed from Esta D. Parr and Glennie Parr to 
Davidson Investments, Inc., a Colorado corporation, recorded January 22, 1962 
in Book 1216 at Page 503; thence along the North line of the said tract of land 
excepted in the description of “Tract 1” in the said Deed in Book 1216 at Page 
503 by the following four calls and distances:

Thence North 55º09’00” East, a distance of 5.23 feet;
Thence North 83º50’00” East, a distance of 247.65 feet;
Thence North 67º30’00” East, a distance of 316.33 feet;
Thence North 66º49’00” East, a distance of 262.00 feet to the true point of 
beginning.

Also known as Tract 2671, less A & B, Section 5, Township 1 South, Range 69 
West of the 6th P.M.

Legal Description

Property Ownership
Boulder County Housing Authority
2525 13th Street, Suite 204
Boulder CO 80304

Property Area:

Current Zoning:

Proposed Zoning:

Number of Units:

Access:

Min. Public Use Area:

Project Description
13.404 Acres

RR - Boulder County

Planned Community Zone District (City of Louisville)
Commercial 2.514 Acres
Residential 10.89 Acres

231 Dwelling Units 

a)  Hecla Drive through Steel Ranch South
b)  Hwy 42 left or right onto Helca Drive
c)  Paschal via Kaylix through Summit View property 
and Davidson Highline property
d)  South Boulder Road via Kaylix through Christopher 
Plaza II Property

Gross Property Area:
Hwy 42 ROW Dedication:
Collector St ROW Dedication:
Local Street ROW Dedication:
Ditch Easement:
Other Easement Dedication:
Planning Area 'A':
Planning Area 'B':
Planning Area 'C':
Planning Area 'D':

Land Use Summary
13.404 Acres
0.41± Acres
1.12± Acres
0.87± Acres
0.17± Acres
0.68± Acres
1.88± Acres
3.44± Acres
2.77± Acres
2.11± Acres Bulk & Dimension Standards
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S. BOULDER RD.

N
. 9

6t
h 

ST
. /

 H
W

Y 
42

M
A

IN
 S

T.

JE
FF

ER
SO

N
 A

VE
.

GRIFFITH ST.

LAFAYETTE ST.

CALEDONIA ST. LAFAYETTE ST.

HARPER ST.

GARFIELD ST.

CENTENNIAL DR.

W
. H

EC
LA

 D
R

.

HECLA DR.

PL
A

ZA
 D

R
.

PASCHAL DR.

ROSER DR.

STEEL ST.

C
A

N
N

O
N

 S
T.

LI
N

C
O

LN
 A

VE
. 245 N 96th St

GDP Site

1"=1000'

SUMMIT VIEW DR.

TRAIN TRACK

PROJECT TEAM:

Owner's Representative
BCHA

Civil Engineer
Olsson Associates
5285 McWhinney Blvd, Ste160
Loveland, CO 80538
(970) 461-7733
contact: Josh Erramouspe

Master Planner
Barrett Studio Architect
1944 20th Street
Boulder, CO 80302
(303) 449-1141
contact:  Nicole Delamge

1.  Survey by Scott, Cox & Associates, dated...
2.  The property is not located in the flood plain per FEMA map number 
08013C0582J panel 852 of 615 revised December 18, 2012.
3.  Timing and phasing of this developement will be dependant on tax credit 
funding and other funding sources.  
4.  Proposed vehicular connections from internal collector and local streets may 
be refined.

Notes

Bulk & Dimension Standards

Planning Area 'C'
PCZD-R

2.77± acres

Planning Area 'A'
PCZD-C

1.88± acres
Planning Area 'B'

PCZD-R
3.4± acres

Planning Area 'D'
PCZD-R

2.1± acres
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Existing
Christopher Village
(City of Louisville)

H
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42

Existing
Christopher Plaza
(City of Louisville)

Existing
Steel Ranch South
(City of Louisville)

Existing
Balfour Senior

Residences & Care
(City of Louisville)

Existing
Davidson Highline
(City of Louisville)

Hecla Drive
(Planned Signalized 
Intersection)

Existing Regional Trail
(Planned Underpass  
at HWY 42)

Existing Buildings 
to be Removed

To South
Boulder Road

To Paschal Drive

Existing
Louisville Plaza

(City of Louisville)

GDP Boundary Line

Existing 
Goodhue Ditch

Existing 
Goodhue Ditch

Existing 
Vegetation

Future Regional 
Trail Connection

30' R.O.W. Hwy 42

Existing 
Vegetation

Utility Easement

10' Ditch Easment 
south of Helca

15' Ditch Easment 
north of Hecla

Section of Goodhue 
Ditch  along Hwy 42 
proposed to be 
piped and buried

12 December 2014
GDP Comments Revisions1

24 December 2014
GDP Comments Revisions II2

Planning Area 'A'* Planning Area 'B'* Planning Area 'C'* Planning Area 'D'*

Min. Lot Area 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf

Min. Lot Width 60' 60' 60' 60'

Max. Lot Coverage 40% 40% 40% 40%

Min. Front Yard Setback 
(Principle Uses) See ROW Setbacks See ROW Setbacks See ROW Setbacks See ROW Setbacks

Min. Side Yard Setback 
(Principle Uses) 3' 3' 3' 3'

Min. Side Yard Setbacks 
(Accessory Uses) 3' 3' 3' 3'

Min. Rear Yard Setback 
(Principle Uses)

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Min. Rear Yard Setbacks 
(Accessory Uses)

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Parking: 5'                                                           
Building: 10'

Setback from Hwy 42 
ROW

Parking: 40' min from PL (10' from ROW Easement)6                      
Building: 40' min from PL (10' from ROW Easement)6 N/A Parking: 40' min from PL (10' from ROW Easement)6                      

Building: 45' min from PL (15' from ROW Easement)6 N/A

Setback from Collector 
Street ROW

Parking: 10'                                                         
Building: 5' typical, 0' for 33% of façade                    

up to 12' max. width 2,3

Parking: 10'                                                         
Building: 5' typical, 0' for 33% of 
façade up to 12' max. width 2,3

Parking: 10'                                                         
Building: 5' typical, 0' for 33% of façade                    

up to 12' max. width 2,3

Parking: 10'                                                         
Building: 5' typical, 0' for 33% of 
façade up to 12' max. width 2,3

Setback from Local Street 
ROW

Parking: 10'                                                           
Building: 5' 3

Parking: 10'                                                           
Building: 5' 3

Parking: 10'                                                           
Building: 5' 3

Parking: 10'                                                           
Building: 5' 3

Setback From Parks and 
Open Space 0' 0' 0' 0'

Min Building Separation 6' 6' 6' 6'

Principle Uses 2-3 stories / 50' max. height 1,4,5 2-3 stories 4,5 2-3 stories 4,5 2-3 stories 4,5

Accessory Uses 30' 30' 30' 30'

* Design Standards will be submitted in conjunction with the the submittal of the Final Development Plan
6 Boulder County Housing Authority shall work with the Goodhue Ditch Company to finalize the necessary easement and setback agreements.
5  Roof forms shall have a mix of pitched, sloped, or flat roof types that vary in orientation for a dynamic skyline.
4  Third floors of multifamily buildings shall step back a minimum of 5' for a minimum of 50% of any given frontage.

Max Building Height

Building Setbacks

1  The 50' max building height accommodates two specific instances, a) in Planning Area A a two story commercial building with a steeply pitched 'barn-like' roof form is proposed and b) in Planning Area B 
a two-three story residential building with basement level garage parking access is proposed in a location where the height is compatible with building height precedents on the adjacent property.

3  Stoop, steps, covered porch, awning, or sunshading elements are permitted within the 5' setback.
2  The 33% portion of the mulit-family building façade with 0' setback has a maximum width of 12' to maintain pedestrian mass and scale along the street front.

30 December 2014
GDP Comments Revisions III3
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Troy Russ

From: Sean McCartney
Sent: Wednesday, 31 December, 2014 12:48 PM
To: Troy Russ
Subject: FW: Boulder County Annexation

 
 
Sean 
 
Principal Planner 
City of Louisville 
(303) 335-4591 
 

From: Chris Mestas [mailto:CMestas@louisvillefire.com]  
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2014 8:29 AM 
To: Sean McCartney 
Subject: RE: Boulder County Annexation 
 

Sean- 

Yes we can serve this property.  As the process moves forward I am assuming that we will see road design and 
locations and more of a building layout? 

 

Chris Mestas 

 

From: Sean McCartney [mailto:seanm@Louisvilleco.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2014 8:08 AM 
To: Chris Mestas 
Subject: Boulder County Annexation 

 

Chris, 

 

We have received a submittal to annex the Alkonis property, which is a 12 acre parcel west of Balfour on 
Highway 42 north of South Boulder Road.  The annexation submittal does not have any development plans 
associated with it but it does have a unit count and proposed roadway(s).  Can you please review and let us 
know if you can serve this property? 

 

313



2

Thanks, 

 

Sean 

 

Principal Planner 

City of Louisville 

(303) 335-4591 

 

 
 
This email and the attached documents (if any) are intended only for the use of 
the individual or entity to which they are addressed and may contain information 
that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable 
law. If the reader of this message and the accompanying documents is not the 
intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by telephone and fully delete the original message and any 
accompanying documents. Thank you. 
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D R A F T  M E M O R A N D U M  

To: Erin Ganser, Boulder County Housing Authority  

From: Andrew Knudtsen and Chris Ryerson, Economic & Planning 
Systems 

Subject: Fiscal Impact of Boulder County Housing Authority 245 N. 
96th Street Development; EPS # 143081 

Date: January 26, 2015 

This memorandum documents the fiscal impact to the City of Louisville 
from the proposed Boulder County Housing Authority (BCHA) 
development at 245 North 96th Street. Economic & Planning Systems 
(EPS) was retained by the BCHA to perform an analysis of the fiscal 
impact of the proposed mixed use development located on 13.4 acres 
located northwest of the intersection of South Boulder Road and North 
96th Street. The proposed mixed use development has four main 
components, which are described below: 

 The first component of the proposed development is 70 affordable 
for-rent, senior apartment units. The apartment units consist of 
one- and two-bedroom units ranging in size from 650 square feet 
up to 850 square feet. 49 of the units are planned as one-
bedrooms, and 21 as two-bedrooms. All senior units will be income 
restricted to 60 percent of area median income (AMI) based on U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), income 
limits. The one-bedroom units are expected to rent for 
approximately $1,100 per month, and two-bedrooms for $1,300 per 
month. For the fiscal impact analysis, the following market values 
were derived based on the future rental revenue stream and 
construction value: one-bedrooms approximately $199,000; and 
two-bedrooms approximately $256,000.  

 The second component of the 245 North 96th Street project is 133 
affordable multifamily apartments. These apartments will range in 
size from 700 to 1,350 square feet, with an average of 942. The unit 
mix will consist of approximately 54 one-bedroom units, 51 two-
bedroom units, and 28 with three bedrooms. The building 
configuration for these units is expected to be a mix of stacked flats 
and townhomes, all of which will incorporate design elements to 
support artists such as 100 to 150 square feet of additional in-home 
studio space, daylighting, and high ceilings. 12 of the affordable   318
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townhome units will be designed as live-work spaces and located to allow their integration 
with the 28 Louisville Artist Cohousing units described in the next section. All multifamily 
units will be income restricted to 60 percent AMI based on HUD income limits. Expected rents 
will range from $1,100 for one-bedrooms, to $1,300 for two-bedrooms, and $1,500 for 
three-bedroom units. Estimated market values based on these rents are $199,000 for one-
bedrooms, $256,000 for two bedrooms, and $295,000 for three bedrooms. 

 The third component of the project, the Louisville Artist Cohousing, consists of 28 market 
rate for-sale townhome units. There are eight each of one-bedroom (800 square feet), two-
bedroom (1,200 square feet), and three bedroom (1,600 square feet) units. Market values 
for these units were provided by Louisville Artist Cohousing (cost plus 15 percent profit) as 
$230,000 for one-bedroom units, $345,000 for two-bedroom units, and $460,000 for three-
bedroom units. 

 The final component of the development is an 11,000 square foot building which will serve as 
the new facility for Louisville-based The Art Underground (TAU), a 501(c) (3) non-profit 
corporation. The arts center will include a 200 seat theater, four shared studio spaces, a 
classroom, an artist co-op retail business, a café, and an outdoor amphitheater and festival 
space. In addition, there will be a 3,500 square foot studio/classroom space with shared use 
between the BCHA and TAU.  

The development program tested in the fiscal impact analysis is shown below in Table 1. The 
table shows the amount of commercial space and residential units as well as the estimated value 
of each component. The development value of the new apartments was derived using estimated 
rents and standard factors for vacancy and operating expenses, while the value of The Art 
Underground, and Shared Studio spaces was estimated using the Office factor ($143 per square 
foot) as the closest proxy in the City’s Comprehensive Plan fiscal model. The value of the 
Live/Work spaces was not calculated separately, as it is accounted for in the residential 
valuations. 
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Table 1  
BCHA 245 North 96th Street Development Program  

 
 

  

Valuation
Estimated Per Unit/ Rental Rate

Description Units # BR Sq Ft1 Value Sq. Ft. Per Sq. Ft.

Residential

Affordable - 60% AMI
Multifamily Apartments

One Bedroom 54 40 700 $8,282,324 $153,376 $1.55
Two Bedroom 51 80 980 $9,384,464 $184,009 $1.32
Three Bedroom 28 60 1,350 $5,953,385 $212,621 $1.11
Subtotal 133 180 $23,620,173 $177,595

Multifamily Senior Apartments
One Bedroom 49 49 650 $7,515,442 $153,376 $1.66
Two Bedroom 21 42 850 $3,864,191 $184,009 $1.53
Subtotal 70 91 $11,379,633 $162,566

Total Affordable 203 271 846 $34,999,805 $171,338 $1.47

Market Rate For-Sale
Townhomes - Artist Cohousing

One Bedroom 10 8 800 $2,300,000 $230,000
Two Bedroom 10 16 1,200 $3,450,000 $345,000
Three Bedroom 8 24 1,600 $3,680,000 $460,000

Total Market Rate 28 48 1,200 $9,430,000 $345,000

Residential Total2 231 319 $44,429,805

Commercial
The Art Underground (Office/Retail) 11,000 $1,573,000 $143
Shared Studio/Classroom (Office) 3,488 $498,784 $143
Live/Work Units Commercial (Office/Retail)3 4,200 --- ---
Subtotal 18,688 $2,071,784

Source: BoulderCounty Housing Authority; Louisville Artist Cohousing; The Art Underground; Economic & Planning Systems
1 Square feet listed are for the average per unit.
2 The Residential Total numbers are w eighted averages and, as such, do not match the exact sum of the individual components.
3 The value of the Live/Work units is captured in the Artist Cohousing section above.
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\M odels\ [143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Valuat ion
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Met ho do lo gy  

The fiscal impact analysis evaluates the operation and capital revenues and expenditures that 
will be generated as a result of the proposed development. EPS has used factors from the most 
recent (2015) Comprehensive Plan fiscal model. The results of the impact model have been split 
between three categories that measure fiscal impact based on the type of revenue or 
expenditure. These are as follows: 

 On-going Operations Factors– The on-going factors cover the operational costs and 
revenues that recur annually. Examples of revenues include property tax, intergovernmental 
grants, motor vehicle use tax, specific ownership tax, and sales tax. Costs reflect the funds 
needed for personnel and other types of on-going City operations and maintenance activities. 
To determine the appropriate factors, costs for City departments have been apportioned to 
residential and non-residential uses and then converted into per unit or per square foot 
factors based on the City’s current model.  

 One-Time Capital Factors – Capital costs and revenues pertain to one-time improvements 
or payments. Revenue sources include use tax, building permits, plan check fees, and impact 
fees. Costs reflect the combined value of City facilities and assets which are then apportioned 
to residential and non-residential uses. These values are then divided by the total number of 
dwelling units or total non-residential square footage.  

 On-going Capital Sales Tax – The exception to the standard collection of one-time capital 
revenues is the portion of sales tax committed to capital improvements and open space. EPS 
has isolated these revenues, as they function like operations (which are recurring), but are 
dedicated for capital or open space.  

A ssumpt io ns  and  A d justment s  

This analysis builds on the comprehensive plan fiscal model, with specific adjustments to 
reflect the unique nature of the proposal. Adjustments to the model factors were made to 
better estimate the impact of the development. All assumptions used in the model are 
summarized in Fiscal Model Table 1 provided in the attached fiscal model Appendix. The 
changes or assumptions made to the fiscal model by EPS are summarized below: 

 Property Tax –Property tax was not calculated in this model for the BCHA units or for The 
Art Underground facility, as they are a Public Housing Authority (PHA) and a 501(c)(3) non-
profit corporation respectively. The Studio/Classroom space shared between the two 
organizations was considered tax-exempt as well. The 24 Louisville Artist Cohousing market 
rate for-sale units are expected to generate approximately $3,500 in annual property tax 
revenue for the city.  

 
 Sales Tax Revenue – Potential sales tax revenues from new residents are based on 

household incomes needed to support the assumed affordable unit rents and market rate 
mortgages as shown in Table A1 in the attached fiscal model Appendix A.  
 
The commercial spaces in this proposed development are not typical office or retail spaces, 
and adjustments were made to calculate sales tax generated by these facilities. The Art 
Underground (TAU) will not have dedicated space devoted to retail sales, however based on 
information provided by TAU, it is estimated that approximately $20,000 per year in taxable 
sales will be generated through the sale of dance shoes and dancewear, DVDs of shows, art 
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sold during gallery events, and a small amount of cafe/concessions sales. The City’s standard 

33 percent cannibalization factor was then applied, resulting in Net annual taxable revenue of 
$13,400. EPS assumes that the 4,200 square feet of the Live/Work units designed as work 
space will function as office space approximately 80 percent of the time while 20 percent will 
generate retail sales. However, while the City uses a $240 per square foot factor for retail 
sales, EPS estimates much lower per square foot sales ($25) for these spaces. The Shared 
Studio space is not expected to generate retail sales tax.   
 
Sales tax generated by employees was adjusted to account for the atypical nature of the 
commercial spaces. EPS applied the Office sales per square foot factor to the three spaces 
but calibrated that figure for each use. The Art Underground is assumed to have about 65 
percent of the usual sales generation impact as a typical office space. The employment 
density is less than a typical office, but multiple instructors and employees will go in and out 
of the building each day. Similarly, a 40 percent calibration was applied to the Live/Work 
Units and the Shared Studio space to account for the unique nature of those environments 
and to acknowledge that the employees/users of those spaces will not likely generate the 
same level of retail sales as a typical office employee.  
 

 Impact Fees – The impact fees that were applied to the development are based on the 
City’s current impact fee schedule. The Multifamily impact fee was applied to 240 multifamily 
bedrooms and 91 senior bedrooms, and the Single Family Attached fees were applied to the 
28 cohousing townhome units based on number of bedrooms. The development program 
used in the model was provided by BCHA. The City impact fee schedule for office space less-
than-50,000 square feet was applied to The Art Underground 11,000 square foot building, 
and the 3,500 square foot Shared Studio space. Impact fees were not calculated for the 
commercial portion of the Live/Work Units as the fees for those units were calculated in the 
residential section. The BCHA development is estimated to generate approximately $1.2 
million in Impact Fees for the City. 

 Use Tax, Building Permit, Plan Check, and Trade Permit Fees – Construction values for 
construction use tax and permit and plan fees were derived using the assumed market values 
of the development program, construction values, and tax rates from the comprehensive 
plan fiscal impact model, assuming that construction materials represent 50 percent of 
construction value. Trade permit fees are calculated as a percentage of building permit fees. 
The BCHA multifamily and senior housing components, The Art Underground facility, and The 
Shared Studio space are tax exempt and thus generate no construction use tax. The 
Louisville Artist Cohousing for-sale units generate $104,000 in construction use tax. The 
BCHA development generates $207,000 in permit fees, $132,000 in plan check fees, and 
$83,000 in trade permit fees for the City.  

F i sca l  Impact  Summar y  

The BCHA development is estimated to result in approximately $191,000 in on-going annual 
revenue to the City and to generate approximately $356,000 on-going annual expenditures. The 
result is a net fiscal on-going operations balance of negative $165,000 annually, as shown in 
Table 2.  

The dedicated revenues generated by taxes for capital projects and open space are shown in a 
separate category. This highlights the fiscal on-going operations balance mentioned above, but 
also acknowledges an additional positive annual fiscal impact derived from the development. 
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There is expected to be an annual recurring revenue stream of $31,000 from sales tax revenue 
that is dedicated to capital projects and open space. Accounting for this revenue stream, the 
effective total annual revenues to the City will be negative by $134,000.  

The proposed development will have a net negative capital impact based on the model factors. 
The development will impose $2,500,000 upon the City in demand for new capital investments. 
The project is estimated to generate $1,628,000 in one-time revenue. Thus, the net fiscal 
balance provides a one-time capital negative impact of $871,000.  

Although there is not a large retail component to this project, EPS believes it will have also have 
a positive impact on the Christopher Plaza commercial center at the northwest corner of South 
Boulder Road and Hwy 42. Christopher Plaza has historically had high vacancy rates for office 
and particularly ground floor retail spaces. However, over the last 12 months, TEBO properties 
has signed tenants for several retail and office spaces at the center. Several small ground floor 
retail spaces totaling approximately 7,500 square feet remain vacant at this time.  

Existing and future retail tenants of Christopher Village will benefit from 194 additional 
households in the area as well as increased activity associated with The Art Underground building 
and a completed network of streets and sidewalks that will connect the existing commercial area 
to the BCHA development as well as additional recently constructed developments to the north 
and the west. The Art Underground has consistently had 26,000 to 30,000 points of contact with 
individuals annually for classes, workshops, rehearsals, or event attendance. This number is 
expected to increase at the new facility, with new and expanded programming targeted to adults 
and seniors (generating approximately 150 to 300 additional weekly visits), expanded dance 
programming, an increase in weekend performances, and capacity for more summer camp 
attendance.  
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Table 2 
BCHA 245 North 96th Street Fiscal Analysis Summary  

 
 

 

Description Net Conditions

On-Going (Operations)
Annual Expenditures $355,952
Annual Revenue $191,153
Net Fiscal Balance ($164,799)

On-Going (Capital) $30,773

On-Going (Net Revenue) ($134,027)

One-Time (Capital)
One-Time Expenditures $2,499,291
One-Time Revenue $1,627,963
Net Fiscal Balance ($871,327)

Source: City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan, Economic & 
Planning Systems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\M odels\[143081 - 
BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Summary
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Table 1
Fiscal Analysis Assumptions
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Assumptions

Market Appraised Construction Assessment Mill Allocation of Operating Costs Residential Non-Residential Retail Industrial Office
Property Tax Assumptions per Sq Ft or Unit Value Value Value Ratio Levy General Government

Mulitfamily Apartments (Affordable) $246,660 $221,994 $177,595 0.0796 5.184    Central Charges 70% 30% 11% 10% 9%
Multifamily Senior Apartments (Affordable) $225,786 $203,208 $162,566 0.0796 5.184    Legislative 80% 20% 7% 7% 7%
Townhomes - Artist Cohousing (For-sale Market rate) $345,000 $310,500 $248,400 0.0796 5.184    Municipal Court 60% 40% 13% 13% 13%
Office $143 N/A $105 0.2900 5.184    City Manager 70% 30% 11% 10% 9%
Retail $132 N/A $95 0.2900 5.184    City Attorney 20% 80% 27% 27% 27%

Building Use Tax Assumptions 1 Commercial Resid.    City Clerk 60% 40% 13% 13% 13%
Capital Use Tax Rate 3.000% 3.000%    Human Resources 70% 30% 11% 10% 9%
Historical Preservation Rate 2 0.125% 0.125%    Information Systems 70% 30% 11% 10% 9%
Conservation Trust Rate 2 0.375% 0.375%    Finance 60% 40% 25% 8% 8%
Construction Value % 50% 50%    Planning 35% 65% 10% 40% 15%

General Government 60% 40% 14% 15% 12%
Sales Tax Assumptions Police 65% 35% 25% 5% 5%
Operating Sales Tax Rate 2.000% Recreation & Senior Services 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Historic Preservation Rate 2 0.125% Library 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Capital Improvement Sales Tax Rate 3 1.000% Public Works 60% 40% 10% 5% 25%
Open Space Sales Tax Rate 2 0.375% Land Management
Sales per Sq Ft $240 Comp Plan    Developed Land 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Sales per Sq Ft - Retail Employee $3.45 Comp Plan
Sales per Sq Ft - Office Employee $8.03 Comp Plan
Cannibalization Factor for New Retail 33% Comp Plan    Open Space 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Development Revenues (all are used for Capital Improvements) Parks & Municipal 
Facility Impact Fees Library Trails Recreation Faciltiies Transportation
Multifamily Apartments $270 $1,516 $1,001 $344 $144
Multifamily Senior Apartments $270 $1,516 $1,001 $344 $0
Townhomes - Artist Cohousing $270 $1,516 $1,001 $344 $0
The Art Underground (Commercial (per SF) < 50,000 sf) --- --- --- $0.37 $0.23

Single Family Units 6,275
Multi Family Units 1,561

Number of current Households 7,836
Number of Current Retail Sq Ft 1,401,281
Number of Current Industrial Sq Ft 2,380,013
Number of Current Office Sq Ft 1,608,285
Number of Current Public Sq Ft 206,691

Number of current Non-residential SqFt 5,596,270

Note: Shading indicates modifications from the Comprehensive Plan analysis
1 Identical to the Comprehensive Plan assumptions
2 The City currently collects a .375% sales and use tax that is designated for open space purchases and a .125% sales and use tax that is designated for historic preservation.  These revenues cannot be used for captial improvements.
3  By ordinance, 1/3 of the City's regular 3.000% sales and use tax rate is to be used for capital improvements and is deposited into the City's Capital Projects Fund.  This revenue cannot ve used for other purposes.
Source: City of Louisville; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Assumptions

143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015 1/26/2015 Page 4

328



Table 2
Baseline Fiscal Conditions - Cost Factors
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Total
Annual

On-Going Costs Operating Costs

General Government $3,939,441 $2,337,429 $298.29 $1,602,012 $0.30 $0.35 $0.29 $0.27
Police $4,955,430 $3,221,030 $411.06 $1,734,401 $0.32 $0.88 $0.10 $0.15
Parks and Recreation & Sr Services $3,078,340 $3,078,340 $392.85 $0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Library $1,768,300 $1,768,300 $225.66 $0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Public Works $2,161,600 $1,296,960 $165.51 $864,640 $0.16 $0.15 $0.05 $0.34

Total Operating Cost per DU $1,493
Total Operating Cost per SqFt $0.78 $1.38 $0.44 $0.76

Estimated
Capital Costs Current Value

General Government $2,927,400 $1,736,944 $221.66 $1,190,456 $0.22 $0.26 $0.21 $0.20
Police $3,725,000 $2,421,250 $308.99 $1,303,750 $0.24 $0.66 $0.08 $0.12
Public Works $1,280,000 $768,000 $98.01 $512,000 $0.09 $0.09 $0.03 $0.20
Parks and Recreation & Sr Services $61,650,000 $61,650,000 $7,867.53 $0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Library $8,976,260 $8,976,260 $1,145.52 $0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Transportation

Single-Family --- --- $1,573.86 --- --- --- --- ---
Multi-Family --- --- $956.66 --- --- --- --- ---
Commercial --- --- --- --- $3.97 $8.66 $1.88 $3.97

Total Capital Costs per DU
Single-Family --- --- $11,216 --- ---
Attached --- --- $11,216 --- ---
Multi-Family --- --- $10,598 --- ---

Total Capital Costs per SqFt
Commercial --- --- --- --- --- $9.67 $2.20 $4.48

Source: City of Louisville; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Cost Factors
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Table 3
Baseline Fiscal Conditions - Revenue Factors
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Multifamily 
Apartments

Multifamily 
Senior 

Apartments
Townhomes - 

Artist Cohousing
The Art 

Underground
Live/Work 

Units
Shared
Studio

On-going Revenues
Property Tax $0 $0 $125 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other Taxes $334 $334 $334 $0.06 $0.06 $0.06
Fines and Fees $265 $265 $265 $0.09 $0.09 $0.09
Sales Tax

Operation (2%) - Retail Sales $190 $174 $239 $0.02 $0.07 $0.00
Operation (2%) - Employee Sales $0 $0 $0 $0.10 $0.06 $0.06
Sales Tax Subtotal $190 $174 $239 $0.13 $0.13 $0.06

Total On-going Revenues $790 $774 $964 $0.28 $0.28 $0.21

On-going Capital Revenues
Capital Imp. (1%) $95 $87 $120 $0.01 $0.03 $0.00
Open Space (.375%) $36 $33 $45 $0.00 $0.01 $0.00
Total On-going Cap. Rev. $131 $120 $164 $0.02 $0.05 $0.00

One-time Revenues
Use Tax $0 $0 $3,726 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Building Permits $725 $679 $1,890 $0.60 --- $0.87
Trade Permit Fees $290 $272 $756 $0.24 $0.00 $0.11
Plan Check Fees $472 $441 $1,229 $0.39 $0.00 $0.57
Impact Fees

Parks & Trails Fee $2,736 $1,971 $1,918 --- --- ---
Rec.  Fee $1,806 $1,301 $1,267 --- --- ---
Library Fee $487 $351 $342 --- --- ---
Municipal Facilities Fee $621 $447 $435 $0.37 --- $0.12
Transp. Fee $260 $187 $109 $0.23 --- $0.07

Total One-time Revenues $7,397 $5,649 $11,672 $1.83 $0.00 $1.74

Source: City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan, Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\Old Drafts of Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_12 18 14.xlsx]Assumptions

Residential Per Unit Commercial Per Sq. Ft.
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Table 4
Proposed Development Program
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Valuation
Estimated Per Unit/ Rental Rate

Description Units # BR Sq Ft1 Value Sq. Ft. Per Sq. Ft.

Residential
Affordable - 60% AMI

Multifamily Apartments
One Bedroom 54 54 700 $8,282,324 $153,376 $1.55
Two Bedroom 51 102 980 $9,384,464 $184,009 $1.32
Three Bedroom 28 84 1,350 $5,953,385 $212,621 $1.11
Subtotal 133 240 $23,620,173 $177,595

Multifamily Senior Apartments
One Bedroom 49 49 650 $7,515,442 $153,376 $1.66
Two Bedroom 21 42 850 $3,864,191 $184,009 $1.53
Subtotal 70 91 $11,379,633 $162,566

Total Affordable 203 331 846 $34,999,805 $171,338 $1.47

Market Rate For-Sale
Townhomes - Artist Cohousing

One Bedroom 10 10 800 $2,300,000 $230,000
Two Bedroom 10 20 1,200 $3,450,000 $345,000
Three Bedroom 8 24 1,600 $3,680,000 $460,000

Total Market Rate 28 54 1,200 $9,430,000 $345,000

Residential Total2 231 385 $44,429,805

Commercial
The Art Underground (Office/Retail) 11,000 $1,573,000 $143
Shared Studio/Classroom (Office) 3,488 $498,784 $143
Live/Work Units Commercial (Office/Retail)3 4,200 --- ---
Subtotal 18,688 $2,071,784

Source: BoulderCounty Housing Authority; Louisville Artist Cohousing; The Art Underground; Economic & Planning Systems
1 Square feet listed are for the average per unit.
2 The Residential Total numbers are weighted averages and, as such, do not match the exact sum of the individual components.
3 The value of the Live/Work units is captured in the Artist Cohousing section above.
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\Old Drafts of Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_12 18 14.xlsx]Assumptions
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Table 5
Operations/On-Going Fiscal Analysis
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Proposed Development Total
Per Unit Subtotal Per Unit Subtotal Per Unit Subtotal Per Sq. Ft. Subtotal Per Sq. Ft. Subtotal Per Sq. Ft. Subtotal

Total New 133 70 28 11,000 4,200 3,488

On-Going Revenues (Operations)
Property Tax $0 $0 $0 $0 $125 $3,502 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $3,502
Other Taxes $334 $44,479 $334 $23,410 $334 $9,364 $0.06 $696 $0.06 $266 $0.06 $221 $78,437
Fines and Fees $265 $35,247 $265 $18,551 $265 $7,420 $0.09 $937 $0.09 $358 $0.09 $297 $62,810
Sales Tax $0.00

Operation (2%) - Retail Sales $190 $25,316 $174 $12,197 $239 $6,699 $0.02 $268 $0.07 $281 $0.00 $0 $44,761
Operation (2%) - Employee Sales $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.10 $1,149 $0.06 $270 $0.06 $224 $1,643

Total Annual Revenue $790 $105,042 $774 $54,158 $964 $26,985 $0.28 $3,051 $0.28 $1,175 $0.21 $742 $191,153

On-Going Revenues (Capital)
Capital Imp. (1%) $95 $12,658 $87 $6,098 $120 $3,349 $0.01 $134 $0.03 $141 $0.00 $0 $22,380
Open Space (.375%)1 $36 $4,747 $33 $2,287 $45 $1,256 $0.00 $50 $0.01 $53 $0.00 $0 $8,393
Total On-going Cap. Rev. $131 $17,405 $120 $8,385 $164 $4,605 $0.02 $184 $0.05 $193 $0.00 $0 $30,773

On-Going Expenditures (Operations)2

General Government $298 $39,673 $298 $20,881 $298 $8,352 $0.27 $2,948 $0.00 $0 $0.27 $935 $72,789
Police $411 $54,670 $411 $28,774 $411 $11,510 $0.15 $1,695 $0.00 $0 $0.15 $537 $97,186
Parks and Recreation & Sr Services $393 $52,248 $393 $27,499 $393 $11,000 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $90,747
Library $226 $30,013 $226 $15,796 $226 $6,319 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $52,128
Pub. Wks/Trans. $166 $22,013 $166 $11,586 $166 $4,634 $0.34 $3,696 $0.00 $0 $0.34 $1,172 $43,102
Total $1,493 $198,618 $1,493 $104,536 $1,493 $41,814 $0.76 $8,339 $0.00 $0 $0.76 $2,644 $355,952

Annual Net Fiscal Balance ($704) ($93,576) ($720) ($50,378) ($530) ($14,829) ($0.48) ($5,288) $0.28 $1,175 ($0.55) ($1,902) ($164,799)

Source: City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan, Economic & Planning Systems
1 A portion of Open Space can be used for operations
2 Expenditures for the Live/Work units are captured in the Residential Townhomes-Artist Cohousing section.

Shared Studio
Multifamily 
Apartments

Multifamily Senior 
Apartments

Townhomes - Artist 
Cohousing The Art Underground Live/Work Units
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Table 6
Capital/One-time Fiscal Analysis
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Proposed Development
Multifamily 

Apartments

Multifamily 
Senior 

Apartments
Townhomes - 

Artist Cohousing
The Art 

Underground
Live/Work 

Units Shared Studio
Multifamily 

Apartments

Multifamily 
Senior 

Apartments
Townhomes - 

Artist Cohousing
The Art 

Underground
Live/Work 

Units
Shared 
Studio Total

Total 133 70 28 11,000 4,200 3,488

One-time Revenues
Use Tax $0 $0 $0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Building Permits 1 $725 $679 $1,890 $0.60 $0.00 $0.87 $96,481 $47,519 $52,931 $6,620 $0 $3,046 $206,596
Trade Permit Fees $290 $272 $756 $0.24 $0.00 $0.11 $38,592 $19,007 $21,172 $2,648 $0 $386 $81,807
Plan Check Fees $472 $441 $1,229 $0.39 $0.00 $0.57 $62,712 $30,887 $34,405 $4,303 $0 $1,980 $134,288
Impact Fees

Parks & Trails Fee $2,736 $1,971 $1,918 --- --- --- $363,840 $137,956 $53,700 --- --- --- $555,496
Rec.  Fee $1,806 $1,301 $1,267 --- --- --- $240,240 $91,091 $35,472 --- --- --- $366,803
Library Fee $487 $351 $342 --- --- --- $64,800 $24,570 $9,580 --- --- --- $98,950
Municipal Facilities Fee $621 $447 $435 $0.37 --- $0.12 $82,560 $31,304 $12,180 $4,070 --- $409 $130,523
Transp. Fee $260 $187 $109 $0.23 --- $0.07 $34,560 $13,104 $3,052 $2,530 --- $254 $53,500

Total One-Time Revenues $7,397 $5,649 $7,946 $1.83 $0.00 $1.74 $983,785 $395,438 $222,493 $20,171 $0 $6,076 $1,627,963

One-time Expenditures2

General Government $222 $222 $222 $0.20 $0.00 $0.20 $29,481 $15,516 $6,207 $2,191 $0 $695 $54,090
Police $309 $309 $309 $0.12 $0.00 $0.12 $41,096 $21,629 $8,652 $1,274 $0 $404 $73,055
Public Works $98 $98 $98 $0.20 $0.00 $0.20 $13,035 $6,861 $2,744 $2,189 $0 $694 $25,523
Parks and Recreation & Sr Services $7,868 $7,868 $7,868 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,046,382 $550,727 $220,291 $0 $0 $0 $1,817,400
Library $1,146 $1,146 $1,146 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $152,354 $80,186 $32,074 $0 $0 $0 $264,614
Transportation $957 $957 $957 $3.97 $0.00 $0.00 $127,236 $66,966 $26,786 $43,621 $0 $0 $264,609
Total One-Time Expenditures $10,598 $10,598 $10,598 $4.48 $0.00 $0.51 $1,409,583 $741,886 $296,754 $49,274 $0 $1,793 $2,499,291

Net Fiscal Balance ($3,201) ($4,949) ($2,652) ($2.65) $0.00 $1.23 ($425,798) ($346,448) ($74,261) ($29,103) $0 $4,283 ($871,327)

Source: City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan, Economic & Planning Systems
1 Does not include Water or Sewer Tap Fees
2 Expenditures for the Live/Work units are captured in the Residential Townhomes-Artist Cohousing section.
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\Old Drafts of Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_12 18 14.xlsx]Assumptions

Subtotals

Per Unit

Factors

Per Sq. Ft.

143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015 1/26/2015 Page 10

334



Table 7
Fiscal Analysis Summary

Description Net Conditions

On-Going (Operations)
Annual Expenditures $355,952
Annual Revenue $191,153
Net Fiscal Balance ($164,799)

On-Going (Capital) $30,773

On-Going (Net Revenue) ($134,027)

One-Time (Capital)
One-Time Expenditures $2,499,291
One-Time Revenue $1,627,963
Net Fiscal Balance ($871,327)

Source: City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan, Economic & 
Planning Systems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 
N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Summary

Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th 
Street Fiscal Impact Analysis
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A P P E N D I X
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Table A1
Boulder County HUD Income Limits, 2014
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Program
AMI Low High Low High Low High Low High Low High
$96,800

30% $0 $20,200 $20,201 $23,100 $23,101 $26,000 $26,001 $28,850 $28,851 $31,200
50% $0 $33,650 $33,651 $38,450 $38,451 $43,250 $43,251 $48,050 $48,051 $51,900
60% $0 $40,380 $40,381 $46,140 $46,141 $51,900 $51,901 $57,660 $57,661 $62,280
80% $0 $44,750 $44,751 $51,150 $51,151 $57,550 $57,551 $63,900 $63,901 $69,050

Source: HUD; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]HUD Income Limits

AMI Assuming tenants cannot pay more than 30% of their income as rent.
30% $505 $505 $578 $578 $650 $650 $721 $721 $780
50% $841 $841 $961 $961 $1,081 $1,081 $1,201 $1,201 $1,298
60% $1,010 $1,010 $1,154 $1,154 $1,298 $1,298 $1,442 $1,442 $1,557

1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 Person
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Table A2
Boulder County Rents at 60% AMI
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

AMI 1 Bedroom 2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms

30% $541 $650 $751
50% $901 $1,081 $1,249
60% $1,082 $1,298 $1,499

H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th 
Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Rents at 60 AMI

Source:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development; Economic 
& Planning Systems
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Table A3
Valuation of For-Rent Apartment Units
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Factor
One 

Bedroom
Two 

Bedroom
Three 

Bedroom
Multifamily 

Average
One 

Bedroom Two Bedroom
Multifamily 

Senior Average

Program
Unit Mix 54 51 28 133 49 21 70
Size 700 980 1,350 944 650 850 710
Rent at 60% AMI $1,082 $1,298 $1,499 $1,252 $1,082 $1,298 $1,146
Annual Income1 $43,260 $51,900 $59,970 $50,091--- $43,260 $51,900 $45,852
Rent per Sq. Ft. $1.55 $1.32 $1.11 $1.37 $1.66 $1.53 $1.62

Revenue
Monthly Revenue $58,401 $66,173 $41,979 $171,892 $52,994 $27,248 $80,645
Annual Income 12 $700,812 $794,070 $503,748 $2,062,705 $635,922 $326,970 $967,739
VCL 5% $35,041 $39,704 $25,187 $103,135 $31,796 $16,349 $48,387
Operating Expenses 30% $210,244 $238,221 $151,124 $618,812 $190,777 $98,091 $290,322
NOI $455,528 $516,146 $327,436 $1,340,759 $413,349 $212,531 $629,030

Valuation
Value 5.50% $8,282,324 $9,384,464 $5,953,385 $24,377,428 $7,515,442 $3,864,191 $11,436,911
Value per Unit $153,376 $184,009 $212,621 $183,289 $153,376 $184,009 $163,384
Rent Per Month $1,082 $1,298 $1,499 $1,292 $1,082 $1,298 $1,152

Source: BCHA; U.S. HUD; Denver Metro Apartment Vacancy & Rent Survey; Economic & Planning Systems

Note: The Multifamily and Senior Multifamily Total numbers are weighted averages and, as such, do not match the exact sum of the individual components.
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\Old Drafts of Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_12 18 14.xlsx]Assumptions

Multifamily Apartments Multifamily Senior Apartments

1 Annual incomes are based on HUD income limits for 60 percent AMI as shown in Table A1. Income for one bedroom units is an average of HUD income limits for one and two 
person households. Income for three bedroom multifamily units is an average of HUD income limits for four and five person households.
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Table A4
On-Site Household Income and Sale Tax Generated per Unit
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Factor
Multifamily 

Apartments

Multifamily 
Senior 

Apartments Factor
Townhomes - 

Artist Cohousing

HH Income
Units 133 70 28
Monthly Payment 1 --- --- $1,574
Insurance --- --- 10% $157.39
Total Monthly Exp. --- --- $1,731
Total Ann. Exp. --- --- 12 $20,776
Total Income 2 $50,091 $45,852 33% $62,956
% on Retail 38% 38% 38%
% Spent Locally 50% 50% 50%
Retail Sales $9,517 $8,712 $11,962

City Sales Tax Revenue
Operating Sales Tax 2.000% $190 $174 2.000% $239
Capital Imp. Sales Tax 1.000% $95 $87 1.000% $120
Open Space Sales Tax 0.375% $36 $33 0.375% $45
Total 3.375% $321 $294 3.375% $404

Average Household Income $50,091 $45,852 $62,956
Comprehensive Plan HH Income $81,015 $81,016 $81,017
Differential 62% 57% 78%
Sales Tax per Household 3 $321 $294 $404

Source: City of Louisville; Economic & Planning Systems

2 Total Income for multifamily and multifamily senior apartments are averages for each housing type, calculated in Table A3 based on 
estimated rents at 60 percent AMI. 

H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]HH Income & Pt of Origin

1 Monthly payment for Artist Cohousing Townhomes is calculated based on a typical mortgage payment with 20 percent down, 4.5 
percent interest, and property tax at 85.187 mills.

Affordable Market Rate

3 Based on Comprehensive Plan, assuming 38% of household income spent on retail and 50% local capture.  Sales Tax revenue is 
allocated to operations (2%) and capital and open space (1.375%)
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340



Table A5
Point of Sale Retail Sales Tax Revenue Calculation
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

The Art 
Underground1

Live/Work
Units2,3

Factor/Unit

The Art Underground Facility Sq. Ft. 11,000 4,200
Activity devoted to Retail --- 0.20

--- 840
Retail Sales Factor Per Sq. Ft. --- $25
Annual Retail Sales $20,000 $21,000
Cannibalization 33% 33%

Retail Sales ($6,600) ($6,930)

Net Annual Revenue $13,400 $14,070

City Sales Tax Revenue
Operating Sales Tax 2.000% $268 $281
Capital Imp. Sales Tax 1.000% $134 $141
Open Space Sales Tax 0.375% $50 $53
Total 3.375% $452 $475

City Sales Tax Factors
Operating Sales Tax $0.02 $0.07
Capital Imp. Sales Tax $0.01 $0.03
Open Space Sales Tax $0.00 $0.01
Sales Tax Total $0.04 $0.11

Source: The Art Underground; City of Louisville, Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\Old Drafts of Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_12 18 14.xlsx]Assumptions

2 Live/Work commercial space is calculated assuming 28 units each with 150 square feet of studio 
space. EPS assumes that this space will be utilized approximately 80 percent as office space and 20 
percent as retail space.

Note: The 3,488 square foot Shared Studio/Classroom space is assumed to be utilized in a manner 
consistent with office space, and thus no point-of-sale tax is calculated.

3 The retail sales factor for the Live/Work units was revised down from $240 per square foot to $25 per 
square foot to account for the limited nature of retail sales in this context. 

1 The Art Underground (TAU) will not have dedicated space devoted to retail sales, however based on 
information provided by TAU, it is estimated that approximately $20,000 per year in taxable sales will be 
generated through the sale of dance shoes and dancewear, DVDs of shows, art sold during gallery 
events, and a small amount of cafe/concessions sales.
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Table A6
Retail Sales from Employees
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Sales Tax Factor
Art 

Undergound
Live/Work 

Units
Shared 

Studios

Total Sales
Net New Square Footage 11,000 4,200 3,488
Sales Per Sq. Ft. $8.03 $8.03 $8.03

Calibration 65% 40% 40%
Revised Sales Per Sq. Ft. $5.22 $3.21 $3.21

Annual Sales $57,446 $13,498 $11,210

City Sales Tax Revenue
Operating Sales Tax 2.00% $1,149 $270 $224
Capital Imp. Sales Tax 1.00% $574 $135 $112
Open Space Sales Tax 0.38% $215 $51 $42

Total 3.38% $1,939 $456 $378

Per Square Foot Factors
Operating Sales Tax $0.10 $0.06 $0.06
Capital Imp. Sales Tax $0.05 $0.03 $0.03
Open Space Sales Tax $0.02 $0.01 $0.01

Total $0.18 $0.11 $0.11

Source: City of Louisville, Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\Old Drafts of Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_12 18 14.xlsx]Assumptions

Note: Retail sales per square foot factors for employee-generated sales for the three commercial uses in the Boulder 
County Housing Authority proposal were calibrated to account for these uses not being typical "office" or "retail" settings.
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Table A7
Proposed Development Property Tax Revenue Calculation
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Market Value
Appraised 

Value
Assess 
Ratio

Assessed 
Value

Mill 
Levy1

Property 
Tax 

Proceeds
Per Unit/Sq. 

Ft.

Residential
Multifamily Apartments2 $23,620,173 $21,258,155 0.00% $0 0 $0 $0.00
Multifamily Senior Apartments2 $11,379,633 $10,241,669 0.00% $0 0 $0 $0.00
Townhomes - Artist Cohousing $9,430,000 $8,487,000 7.96% $675,565 5.184 $3,502 $125.08

Commercial
The Art Underground3 $1,573,000 $1,415,700 0.00% $0 --- $0 $0.00
Live/Work Units4 $498,784 --- 0.00% $0 --- $0 $0.00
Shared Studio5 --- --- 0.00% $0 --- $0 $0.00
Subtotal $2,071,784 $1,415,700 $0 $0 $0

Total $46,501,589 $41,402,525 $675,565 $3,502

Source: City of Lousiville; Economic & Planning Systems
1 Note:  This mill levy is only for  the City of Louisville General Fund and does not include the additional 1.526 mills levied by the City for bond maintenance.
2 Note:  As a Public Housing Authority (PHA), the BHCA multifamily and senior aprtment units are not subject to property tax.
3 Note: The Art Underground is a 501(c)(3) tax-exempt non-profit entity, and as such, pays no property tax.

H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Property Tax

5 Note: The Shared Studio/Classroom is operated by Boulder County Housing Authority and The Art Underground, both of which are tax-exempt entities, and as such, 
pay no property tax.

4 Note: The Boulder County Assessor has indicated that the 4,200 square feet of studio space in the Artist Cohousing Live/Work units would likely be considered as 
home offices, and thus assessed at a residential rate (already captured above in the residential section).
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Table A8
Estimated Construction Use Tax
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Development Program
Units / 
Sq. Ft.

Construction 
Value Materials Cost1 Tax Rate2

Total Est. 
Use Tax

Per Unit / 
Sq. Ft.

Residential
Multifamily Apartments3 133 $23,620,173 $11,810,086 0.00% $0 $0
Multifamily Senior Apartments3 70 $11,379,633 $5,689,816 0.00% $0 $0
Townhomes - Artist Cohousing 28 $6,955,200 $3,477,600 3.00% $104,328 $3,726
Subtotal 231 $41,955,005 $20,977,503 3.00% $104,328

Commercial
The Art Underground3 11,000 $1,155,000 $577,500 0.00% $0
Live/Work Units4 3,488 --- --- 0.00% $0
Shared Studio5 4,200 --- --- 0.00% $0
Subtotal 18,688 $1,155,000 $577,500 $0

Total $43,110,005 $21,555,003 $104,328

1 Assumes construction materials represent 50 percent of construction value.
2 Only includes the General Fund portion of the use tax rate.
3 BCHA and TAU ae tax-exempt organizations and therefore not subject to contruction use tax.

Source: City of Louisville; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Const. Use Tax Res.

4 Note: Construction use tax for the Artist/Cohousing Live/Work units is captured in the residential Townhomes-Artist Cohousing section above.
5 Note: The Shared Studio/Classroom is operated by Boulder County Housing Authority and The Art Underground, both of which are tax-exempt entities, 
and as such, pay no property tax.
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Table A9
Building Permits & Plan Check Fee Calculation
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Construction 
Value Base Fee

Graduated 
Fee Permit Fee

Plan Check 
Fee

Total 
Revenue

Residential
Multifamily Apartments $23,620,173 $96,481 $62,712 $159,193

Per Unit $177,595 $6,000 $4 $725 $472 $1,197

Multifamily Senior Apartments $11,379,633 $47,519 $30,887 $78,406
Per Unit $162,566 $6,000 $4 $679 $441 $1,120

Townhomes - Artist Cohousing $6,955,200 $52,931 $34,405 $87,336
Per Unit $248,400 $1,000 $6 $1,890 $1,229 $3,119

Residential Total $41,955,005 $196,930 $128,005 $324,935

Commercial
The Art Underground $1,155,000 $6,000 $4 $6,620 $4,303 $10,923

Per Sq. Ft. $0.60 $0.39 $1.0
Live/Work Units1 --- --- --- --- $0 $0

Per Sq. Ft. --- $0.00 $0.0
Shared Studio $441,000 $1,000 $6 $3,046 $1,980 $5,026

Per Sq. Ft. $0.87 $0.57 $1.4

Commercial Total $1,596,000 $9,666 $4,303 $15,949

Total $43,551,005 $206,596 $132,308 $340,884

Source: City of Louisville; Economic & Planning Systems
1 Building Permit and Plan Check fees for the Live/Work units are captured in the Townhomes-Artist Cohousing section above.
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]Permit Fees & Plan Fees
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Table A10
New Impact Fee Schedule
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Description Size Parks & Trails Rec. Facilities Library
Municipal 
Facilities Transportation Total

Bedrooms/
Sq. Ft.

Residential
Single Family

0-2 $1,822 $1,203 $325 $413 $185 $3,948
3 $2,664 $1,759 $475 $604 $225 $5,727
4 $3,464 $2,288 $617 $786 $287 $7,442

5+ $4,233 $2,796 $754 $960 $379 $9,122
Single Family Attached

0-2 $1,653 $1,092 $295 $375 $93 $3,508
3+ $2,580 $1,704 $460 $585 $149 $5,478

Multifamily $1,516 $1,001 $270 $344 $144 $3,275

Nonresidential
Retail < 50,000 N/A N/A N/A $0.27 $0.43 $0.70
Retail 50,000-100,000 N/A N/A N/A $0.24 $0.38 $0.62
Retail 100,000-200,000 N/A N/A N/A $0.21 $0.33 $0.55
Business Park N/A N/A N/A $0.30 $0.19 $0.49
Medical-Dental N/A N/A N/A $0.39 $0.53 $0.91
Office < 50,000 N/A N/A N/A $0.37 $0.23 $0.60
Office 50,000-100,000 N/A N/A N/A $0.35 $0.19 $0.55
Office 100,000-200,000 N/A N/A N/A $0.33 $0.17 $0.50
Hospital N/A N/A N/A $0.30 $0.24 $0.54
Mini-Warehouse N/A N/A N/A $0.00 $0.04 $0.04
Warehousing N/A N/A N/A $0.09 $0.05 $0.14
Manufacturing N/A N/A N/A $0.17 $0.06 $0.23
Light Industrial N/A N/A N/A $0.22 $0.10 $0.32
Lodging (per room) N/A N/A N/A $42.00 $82.00 $124
Elementary School (per student) N/A N/A N/A $8.00 $19.00 $27
Secondary School (per student) N/A N/A N/A $8.00 $25.00 $33
Day Care (per student) N/A N/A N/A $15.00 $65.00 $81
Nursing Home (bed) N/A N/A N/A $35.00 $35.00 $69

Source:  City of Louisville; Economic & Planning Sytems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]New Impact Fee

Development Program
Units /
Sq. Ft.

# 
Bedrooms

Parks
 & Trails

Rec.
Facilities Library

Municipal
Facilities Transportation Total

Residential
Multifamily Apartments 133 240 $363,840 $240,240 $64,800 $82,560 $34,560 $786,000

Per Unit $2,736 $1,806 $487 $621 $260 $5,910

Multifamily Senior Apartments 70 91 $137,956 $91,091 $24,570 $31,304 $13,104 $298,025
Per Unit $1,971 $1,301 $351 $447 $187 $2,241

Townhomes - Artist Cohousing 28 $53,700 $35,472 $9,580 $12,180 $3,052 $113,984
Per Unit (1 and 2 bedrooms) 20 $1,653 $1,092 $295 $375 $93 $3,508
Per Unit (3 bedrooms) 8 $2,580 $1,704 $460 $585 $149 $5,478
Weighted Average $1,918 $1,267 $342 $435 $109 $4,071

Commercial
The Art Underground 11,000 N/A N/A N/A $4,070 $2,530 $6,600

Per Square Foot --- --- --- $0.37 $0.23 $0.60
Live/Work Units1 4,200 N/A N/A N/A --- --- $0

Per Square Foot --- --- --- --- --- $0.00
Shared Studio 3,488 N/A N/A N/A $1,291 $802 $2,093

Per Square Foot --- --- --- $0.12 $0.07 $0.19

Total $555,496 $366,803 $98,950 $126,044 $50,716 $1,204,609

Source: City of Louisville; Economic & Planning Systems
1 Impact fees for the Live/Work units are captured in the Townhomes-Artist Cohousing section above.
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]New Impact Fee
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Table A11
Trade Permit Fees
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

Development Program
# Units /

Sq. Ft. Trade #1 Trade # 2 Trade # 3 Total
Factor 20% 10% 10%

Residential
Multifamily Apartments 133 $96,481 $19,296 $9,648 $9,648 $38,592

Per Unit $145 $73 $73 $290
Multifamily Senior Apartments 70 $47,519 $9,504 $4,752 $4,752 $19,007

Per Unit $136 $68 $68 $272
Townhomes - Artist Cohousing 28 $52,931 $10,586 $5,293 $5,293 $21,172

Per Unit $378 $189 $189 $756

Commercial
The Art Underground 11,000 $6,620 $1,324 $662 $662 $2,648

Per Sq. Foot $0.12 $0.06 $0.06 $0.24
Live/Work Units1 4,200 --- --- --- --- $0

Per Square Foot --- --- --- $0.00
Shared Studio 3,488 $3,046 $609 $305 $305 $1,218

Per Square Foot $0.06 $0.03 $0.03 $0.11

Total $41,319 $20,660 $20,660 $82,639

Source: City of Louisville; Economic & Planning Systems
Note: Trade Permit Fees are calculated as a percentage of the Building permit fee.
1 Trade permit fees for the Live/Work units are captured in the Townhomes-Artist Cohousing section above.
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Table A12
Other General Revenue Sources
Boulder County Housing Authority - 245 N. 96th Street Fiscal Impact Analysis

General Revenue
Annual 

Revenue
Residential 
Allocation

Rev Per 
Unit

Retail 
Allocation

Rev Per Sq 
Ft

Industrial 
Allocation

Rev Per Sq 
Ft

Office 
Allocation

Rev Per sq 
Ft

Other Taxes
Franchise Tax $1,133,300 $679,980 $86.78 $90,664 $0.06 $283,325 $0.12 $79,331 $0.05
Motor Vehicle Use Tax $1,062,260 $1,062,260 $135.56 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00
Specific Ownership Tax $165,030 $165,030 $21.06 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00
Penalties & Interest on Taxes $63,750 $15,938 $2.03 $15,938 $0.01 $15,938 $0.01 $15,938 $0.01
Highway Users Tax $592,230 $592,230 $75.58 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00
Cigarette Tax & Marijuana Tax $99,590 $0 $0.00 $99,590 $0.07 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00
Mineral Lease & Severance Tax $18,690 $18,690 $2.39 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00
Motor Vehicle Registration Tax $68,030 $68,030 $8.68 $0 $0 $0
County Road and Bridge Tax $41,000 $18,450 $2.35 $6,560 $0.00 $9,430 $0.00 $6,560 $0.00
Other Taxes Subtotal $3,243,880 $2,620,608 $334 $212,752 $0.15 $308,693 $0.13 $101,829 $0.06

Fines and Fees
Business License $60,500 $6,050 0.77 $24,200 $0.02 $12,100 $0.01 $18,150 $0.01
Contractors License $75,680 $18,920 2.41 $18,920 $0.01 $18,920 $0.01 $18,920 $0.01
Miscellaneous Licenses & Permits $28,600 $28,600 3.65 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00
Minor Permits $190,900 $47,725 6.09 $47,725 $0.03 $47,725 $0.02 $47,725 $0.03
Recreation Fees & Charges $1,818,600 $1,818,600 232.08 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 $0.00
Miscellaneous Fees & Charges $86,000 $43,000 5.49 $14,333 $0.01 $14,333 $0.01 $14,333 $0.01
Fines & Forfeitures $227,470 $113,735 14.51 $37,912 $0.03 $37,912 $0.02 $37,912 $0.02
Fines and Fees Subtotal $2,487,750 $2,076,630 $265 $143,090 $0.10 $130,990 $0.06 $137,040 $0.09

Total General Revenue $5,731,630 $4,697,238 $599 $355,842 $0.25 $439,683 $0.18 $238,869 $0.15

Note: Lodging Tax revenue are not included; Construction Permit revenue is estimated separately
Source: City of Louisville, Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143081-Louisville BCHA Alkonis Neighborhood Fiscal\Models\[143081 - BCHA - 245 N 96th Street Fiscal_01 26 2015.xlsx]General Revenue

Residential Non-Residential
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

January 8, 2015 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

 
Call to Order – Chairman Pritchard called the meeting to order at 6:30 P.M.  

Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 

Commission Members Present: Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
     Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman 

Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
Steve Brauneis 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
Scott Russell 

Staff Members Present:  Troy Russ, Director of Planning and Building Safety 
Scott Robinson, Planner II 
Lauren Trice, Planner I   

 
Approval of Agenda –  
Brauneis made motion and O’Connell seconded to approve the agenda. Motion passed by voice 
vote.  
Approval of Minutes –  
Brauneis made motion and O’Connell seconded to approve December minutes. Motion passed 
by voice vote.   

Public Comments: Items not on the Agenda  
None. 
 
Regular Business –  

 AT&T Antennae – Louisville Recreation Center: Resolution No. 2, Series 
2014 - A request for a special review use (SRU) to allow for the placement of 3 
sectors of four (4) 8 foot tall rooftop antennas, totaling 12 antennas. 
• Applicant, Owner and Representative: Cliff Spencer 
• Case Manager: Scott Robinson, Planner II  

Robinson states that AT&T informs the Planning Commission that they are withdrawing 
application.  
 
Motion to withdraw the AT&T Antennae, Resolution No. 2, Series 2014 made by Brauneis, 
seconded by Tengler.  Motion passed by voice vote.   
 

 
City of Louisville 

Department of Planning and Building Safety  
     749 Main Street      Louisville CO 80027 

303.335.4592 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.LouisvilleCO.gov 
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 Boulder County Housing Authority: Resolution No. 02, Series 2015 - A 
request annexation and zoning for the development of affordable senior housing, 
affordable multi-family housing, art center and artist co-housing.  
Case #14-043-AN/ZN  
• Applicant, Owner and Representative: Boulder County Housing Authority 
• Case Manager: Troy Russ, Director of Planning and Building Safety 

 

Public Notice Certification: 
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on December 21, 2014 and posted in City Hall, Public 
Library, Recreation Center, Courts, and Police Building on Dec 22, 2014. Mailed to surrounding 
property owners and property posted on December 22, 2014. 
 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
Moline states he works for Boulder County in Parks and Open Space Department.  He does not 
think it will cause any reason to unfairly judge the application.  Pritchard sees no conflict.  The 
other commissioners agree.   
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Russ presented from Power Point. 

• Property is 13.404 acres and a voluntary annexation request by Boulder County Housing 
Authority (BCHA). 

• Locally known as Alconis Property. Applicant is requesting initial zoning of Planned 
Community Zone District Commercial and Residential (PCZD-C/R). 

• Total of 231 dwelling units and 18,000 SF of commercial. 
• Requesting compliance/adherence to Title 31, Article 12 of Colorado State Statutes as 

well as Chapter 16.32 within Louisville Municipal Code.   
• The proposed street network matches the Comprehensive Plan, the North Louisville 

Small Area Plan, and the Hwy 42 Corridor Plan. The proposal continues Hecla Drive 
from Hwy. 42, near Balfour Senior Living and extends northwest through the proposed 
annexation to Hecla Drive in Steel Ranch. Also, the proposed GDP provides Kaylix 
Avenue the opportunity to extend from South Boulder Road to Paschal Avenue in Steel 
Ranch, creating a parallel roadway to Hwy. 42. This proposed street network divides the 
proposed annexation into four quadrants, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

• Highway 42 Setbacks: The applicant is requesting a building setback of 40-feet from the 
existing Hwy. 42 right of-way (ROW) south of Hecla Drive and 45’ north of Hecla Drive. 
These setbacks are intended to accommodate the future ROW of Hwy. 42 (30-feet 
needed) and an easement for a piped Goodhue Ditch. The resulting 10’ and 15’ ditch 
easements in combination with the Hwy 42 ROW have not been approved by the 
Goodhue Ditch company. As a result, the applicant added a note to the GDP stating: 
“Boulder County Housing Authority shall work with the Goodhue Ditch Company to finalize the 
necessary easement and setback agreements.” 

• Continuance of Parks and Open Space Advisory Board of the Lake to Lake Trail, from 
Waneka Lake to Marshall Lake, hitting Lake Park as well as Harper Lake and Hecla.  

• Currently there is no signal at Hecla but the Plan calls for a signal installation in the 
future.  

• Public Land Dedication: The applicant has provided Public Land Dedication (PLD) 
calculations based on the requested land uses on the GDP. Staff has reviewed the 
calculations provided and believes they meet the requirements of Section 16.16.060 in 
the LMC. Note the PLD is not required until the property is platted within the City of 
Louisville. Additionally, City Council will determine if the PLD comes in the form of land, 
or a payment in lieu. The numbers provided on the GDP simply acknowledge the PLD 
requirement with the annexation and zoning of the property. 
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• The plan is developed into four quadrants.  Planning Area A is 1.88 acres and requests 
PCZD-C/R. It is located in the Highway 42/South Boulder Road Urban Center.  
Commercial maximum development allowance is 82,000 SF.  They request 18,000 SF of 
commercial development, 11,000 SF to Art Center not specified.  In total, there are 28 
units on this site with dwelling density calculation of 15 units per acre.   

• Planning Area B is 3.4 acres and requests PCZD-R.  It is called urban neighborhood and 
needs to match adjacent neighbors in character and density. 103 units which calculates 
to 30 units per acre.   

• Planning Area C is 2.77 acres and requests PCZD-R.  69 units which is 25 units per 
acre.   

• Planning Area D is 2.1 acres and requests PCZD-R.  31 units which is 15 units per acre.   
• The LMC provides development requirements for City Council annexation 

considerations. Section 16.32.020 defines the eligibility requirements and 16.32.030 
provides the City’s development standards. Staff examined the annexation request and 
has determined the application meets the standards and guidelines for annexation in the 
LMC.  Louisville’s Vision Statement and Core Community Values define how the City 
sees itself and identifies the key characteristics that should be carried into the future. 
Many of these items described are abstract by design and are difficult to quantify at the 
zoning level and are more suited for Planned Unit Development, or design level 
evaluations. The Framework Plan and its supporting principles and policies are more 
measurable for this analysis. Staff did not find this annexation and zoning application to 
be working against the Comprehensive Plan’s Vision Statement and Core Community 
Values. Staff also found this annexation and zoning application to be compatible with the 
Comprehensive Plan’s Framework and its supporting principles and polices. 

• Building Heights: The applicant is requesting building heights in Planning Areas A and B 
to be 50-feet in height. The Comprehensive Plan defines building heights as floors of 
buildings, rather than feet. That was done to provide flexibility in changing building 
technologies. Regardless, staff believes the 50-foot building height request warrants an 
explanation. As a result the applicant added a note to the GDP stating: “The 50' max 
building height accommodates two specific instances: a) Planning Area A - a two story 
commercial building with a steeply pitched 'barn-like' roof form is proposed; and b) Planning Area 
B - a two-three story residential building with basement level garage parking access is proposed 
in a location where the height is compatible with building height precedents on the adjacent 
property.” With the note on the applicant’s requested GDP, staff finds the requested 
building heights consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

• City Zoning: Staff reviewed the annexation and zoning request against the City’s existing 
zoning map and found it compatible. The proposed annexation is surrounded by Steel 
Ranch (Zoned PCZD – C and R) to the West and north; Balfour Senior Living to the East 
(Zoned PCZD – C); and Christopher Village and Christopher Plaza (Zoned Commercial 
Business) to the South. The proposed yard and bulk standards were also found 
compatible with the surrounding zoning. 

• Intergovernmental Agreements:  In August of 2012, The City of Louisville and the 
Louisville Housing Authority entered into an Intergovernmental agreement with Boulder 
County and the Boulder County Housing Authority concerning affordable housing within 
the City of Louisville. The City entered into this agreement as the Louisville Housing 
Authority proposed to transfer its 116 affordable housing units to the Boulder County 
Housing Authority. In the agreement the City and County agreed that the County would 
own and manage the City’s 116 affordable housing units along with the County’s existing 
30 units in Louisville. Additionally, the County agreed to build an additional 15 units in 
Louisville within the next five years. 

• The Louisville Fire Department stated they could serve the annexation and reserved 
specific comments to the property’s design following the submittal of a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD).  
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• The Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) was a referral for this development. A letter 
from BVSD dated January 2, 2015 states this development proposes “a student impact 
of 20 students on Louisville Elementary, 7 students on Louisville Middle School and 11 
students Monarch High School.” Note BVSD anticipated 70 of the proposed Housing 
authority units to be restricted to seniors and were not used in their student evaluation. 
The letter goes on to state, “When considering all other development activity in Louisville 
(Attachment A), and resident enrollment growth within the attendance areas of Louisville schools, 
Louisville Middle and Monarch High are able to accommodate projected growth (Chart B). 
Louisville Elementary, however, will likely exceed its program capacity within 5 years should 
growth within the existing housing stock of central Louisville continue at its current pace. 
Elementary capacity in Louisville as a whole, however, is ample to accommodate continued 
enrollment growth.” Louisville staff underlined the last sentence of the BVSD statement for 
emphasis.  The School Board has agreed to a meeting with City Council at the School 
District on February 4, 2015 to discuss enrollment solutions.   

• Fiscal Impact:  The applicant submitted a fiscal impact study completed by Economic 
and Planning Systems based on the City’s current fiscal model. The development 
program shown in this document (194 units and 18,406 square feet of commercial 
development) does not match the development program requested on the General 
Development Plan (231 units and 11,000 sf of commercial development). Staff directed 
the applicant to update the model. However, the timing of the holiday season and the 
public hearing schedule, the updated model was not completed in time for the posting of 
this report; but, the report will be completed prior to the City Council meeting February 
17th. Staff is presenting the findings of the initial report for planning commission 
information. Note these numbers will not reflect the final number for the applicant’s 
requested GDP. Regardless staff anticipates this requested annexation zoning will 
generate a negative fiscal impact on the City in terms of both annual operating and one 
time capital. The study makes various assumptions about building unit values, sales per 
square foot, household income attributable to new residents, the study estimates: “The 
BCHA development is estimated to result in approximately $150,000 in ongoing annual revenue 
to the City and to generate approximately $264,000 ongoing annual expenditures. The result is a 
net fiscal on-going operations balance of negative $114,000 annually. There is expected to be an 
annual recurring revenue stream of $29,000 from sales tax revenue that is dedicated to capital 
projects, open space, and historic preservation. Therefore, the total net on-going fiscal balance 
will be negative by $85,000. The proposed development will have a net negative capital impact 
based on the model factors. The development will impose $2,104,000 upon the City in demand 
for new capital investments. The project is estimated to generate $1,340,000 in one-time 
revenue. Thus, the net fiscal balance provides a one-time capital negative impact of $764,000. 
Although there is not a large retail component to this project, EPS believes it will have a positive 
impact on the Christopher Plaza commercial center at the northwest corner of South Boulder 
Road and Hwy 42.” 

 
Additional outside communication: 
Email to Planning Department from Alexandra Bradley received on Wednesday, January 7, 
2015 regarding BCHA Annexation and Rezoning Application.  Motion made by Brauneis to enter 
email into the record, seconded by Moline.  Passed by voice vote.   
 
Commission Questions of Staff: 
Russell asks about Hecla and whether there is a traffic signal there.  
Russ says there is no traffic signal at Hecla at this time.  It is a T-intersection. 
 
Tengler asks about Planning Area A being zoning commercial, not commercial/residential.  Has 
this changed. 
Russ says in GDP, it should be Commercial/Residential.  Last minute fixes to the GDP and the 
Staff Report may not have reflected it in the graphic referenced.   
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Tengler asks about fiscal analysis. At what point does Staff think a negative fiscal balance 
would have impacted the decision for approval.  
Russ says it is not sole determinate of any development. This is BCHA coming with a proposal. 
Staff recognizes the diversity of affordable housing. 
 
Brauneis asks about LES enrollment projection. The 106% projection is concerning but he 
assumes this is projection unabated. The discussion with City Council and BVSD will hopefully 
address this projection. 
Russ says should the possibility of the projections materialize in the future, BVSD has several 
actions that they can take to meet it.  Old Town Louisville is difficult for BVSD to understand.   
 
Moline asks about public land dedication, is there a park site or trail corridor the Comp Plan 
identified for this location that the community and staff would want? 
Russ says there is the number of plans for the trail corridor (Lake to Lake Trail). Louisville has a 
partnership with Boulder County Transportation to set aside $600,000 for an underpass at 
Highway 42 at the northwest quadrant of this parcel.  The Comp Plan does not identify a park 
location.  
Moline says this development has to be amended and added to the Takota GDP. Did the 
Takota GDP have a limit on number of units?   
Russ says it had a maximum.  This property is too small to come in as an independent GDP so 
it needs to be attached.  It could have been attached to the Alvenus GDP (Balfour) or Takota or 
Steel Ranch South.  Staff thought the Takota was best.   
Moline says although this is added to Takota GDP, does it not need to abide by unit limits? 
Russ says it can be viewed as an amendment to that GDP particular to this parcel.  
 
O’Connell asks if any of the adjacent property owners had any objections.  
Russ says he has not heard of any objections. 
 
Rice asks about fiscal analysis numbers. Regarding one time capital expenditures, the 
projection is that it will be $764,000 in the red. Why is it that much in the red? 
Russ says the number of residents coming in will put a demand on capital facilities such as the 
Rec Center, Police, and roadway network.  Based on calculated revenue from one-time 
investment use tax as well as impact fees, the numbers do not match.   
Rice says the goal is to have a net 0 or a positive. Why is it so far from the ideal?  This is more 
than one-third to be in the red.  
Russ says it is the type of land use that is proposed as well as the price points of housing units.  
Fees are based on evaluation and market rates.  This is a different price point than the 
Commission is accustomed to seeing.  There is no expectation that a residential development 
alone necessarily would be positive unless the price points of the homes are high.  The Art 
Underground is currently conceived as 11,000 SF of the commercial development and is a 
501(c)(3).  There is no revenue from property tax.  
Rice asks how this project compares to other residential developments that have been 
considered in the past.  
Russ says that Steel Ranch and North End came in fiscally neutral or slightly positive because 
there are junks of commercial property. The commercial property at Steel Ranch has not been 
developed yet. Residential developments generally are negative in fiscal development.  From an 
economic perspective of how much sales it brings in and what residents bring to a city, there are 
hugely positive economic impacts that are not fiscal.  
Rice asks if there are any options to close the gap. 
Russ says changing the users in the commercial portion.  The infrastructure with Kaylix and 
Hecla positions the quadrant to perform well economically as well as help Christopher Village.   
Rice asks where the funding stream comes from to pay for these impacts, being short $764,000.  
Russ says it comes from annual budgeting.  Council looks at annual revenues and budgets.  
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Rice asks on an ongoing basis, if the model is correct, there will be negative $85,000/year.  
Russ says there are services needed to serve the property and revenue generated from the 
property in taxes and services may not generate enough revenue to compensate for the 
expected deficits.  
Rice asks about the property just north of this property. Is it annexed into the City? How is it 
zoned? 
Russ says the Davidson Highline subdivision with Divine Canine (doggie daycare) and RV 
storage at the back. It is zoned Planned Community Commercial.   
Rice asks if Kaylix will run through the Davidson Highline subdivision? 
Russ says when the Lanterns subdivision dedicated their land, the dotted line shows the Kaylix 
extension not constructed yet.  The City has the right-of-way and funds set aside to construct it 
through the Lanterns.  Staff is in conversation with the Davidson Highline owner since Steel 
Ranch was approved prior to Lanterns.  The City will have to acquire the property.  
 
Russell asks about Planning Area A and D regarding density. He asks if the PC should be 
considering density in aggregate or by planning area in terms of conformity to Comp Plan? 
Russ says by Planning area.  Planning Area A is an urban center. 
Russell asks about Planning Area A, there is a maximum density up to 30 units/acre, but there 
will be 15 units.  Is there a minimum amount of units? 
Russ says it is a fiscal question.  In an urban center, it is supposed to be a commercial corridor 
and not meant to be residential.  There will be a mix of units.   
Russell says Planning Area B matches 30 units/acres and Planning Area C matches the 25 
units/acres.  Planning Area D has 15 units/acres.  He asks about the maximum allowable 
building height in this zone district. 
Russ says there is no zone district as it is annexed property.  2-3 stories are the guideline.  
Properties to the west are 50’.  Staff measures the elevation of the building, high and low points, 
and takes the average.  
 
Brauneis asks about traffic concerns. There have been traffic studies looking at Highway 42 and 
South Boulder Road.  Can you share information from them? 
Russ says the Highway 42 Plan matched the Comp Plan and densities.  The GDP is met by the 
Highway 42 Plan and the Comp Plan.  At PUD, the traffic lanes will be determined.  General 
traffic operation is consistent with the Highway 42 Plan.  The most important issue of this portion 
of Highway 42 is the Kaylix Avenue connection, which will become another north-south road to 
South Boulder Road and the Christopher Shopping Center.  
 
Russell asks about Parks Department feedback. 
Russ says feedback from Parks is that they have no general concerns or comments. They have 
provided the trail connection.  
 
Pritchard wants clarification.  Is it fair to say that the deficit on the fiscal land is basically the cost 
of fulfilling policies?  In regard to transportation, he asks Russ if this will facilitate the need for 
the traffic signals? 
Russ says we anticipate the Pascal signal to be installed in 2015 based on warrants and 
agreements with CDOT. The Highway 42 Plan with CDOT’s endorsement shows signals at 
Hecla and Pascal.  The purpose of the Kaylix extension will be a bigger relief to the residents of 
Steel Ranch than a signal at Pascal.  
 
Applicant Presentation: 
Norie Boyd, Boulder County Housing Authority, Planning Division Manager.  
Present  are Willa Willaford, Housing Division Director; Ian Swallow, Project Manager:  Ben 
Doyle, County Attorney; Nicole Delmage, Barrett Studio Architects.   
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BCHA is working with Humphries Poli Architects; Milender White Construction; Olson and 
Associates for civil engineering; and Wenk Associates for landscaping. 
 

• History:  In 2012, the BCHA entered into an IGA with Louisville and LHA to transfer LHA 
116 affordable housing units over to the Housing Authority.  Part of the agreement was 
that BCHA would invest $1 million to reposition the properties and renovate them.  That 
investment has already occurred at $1.3 million.  They are also to provide 15 new 
affordable housing units.  This proposal is for slightly more than 15 units, but it is due by 
2016 and it is fulfilling that obligation.  

• Fiscal impact questions: There are 65 housing vouchers distributed to landlords 
throughout Louisville which brings $600,000 to landlords in the City today.  We have a 
Human Services Safety Net program, Housing Stabilization program, and other benefits 
the County is providing to the City.  This plan is consistent with the other community 
value statements and elements of the Comp Plan to provide much needed affordable 
housing to serve seniors and families.  The plan is strong in addressing affordable 
housing policy goals which have not had a significant investment over the past 15 years 
in Louisville.  Now is the time to develop affordable housing in the City.  Affordable 
housing will support local businesses especially the Christopher Village to the south.   

• The Art Underground will be developed as a partner, a non-profit arts organization to 
provide dance studios and classes for children.  This is an existing local business in 
downtown Louisville which will expand.   

• BCHA thinks this housing development will be a huge benefit for the City although it may 
not show up “on paper”.   

• Financing:  Low income tax credits as well as State Disaster Relief Funds. Part of 
BCHA’s obligation to these entities is to describe it when presenting to the public.  Norie 
takes a few minutes to fulfill that obligation. The State of Colorado has set aside to 
support affordable housing especially in disaster communities affected by the September 
2013 flood.  BCHA will take advantage of a new mechanism of State Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit which is administered through the Colorado Housing Finance 
Authority.  It is an investment vehicle that provides private equity into an affordable 
housing project.  Currently, a portion of our project is pursuing a State Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit for 120 units of affordable housing on this site.  The 121 unit project 
is expected to cost approximately $36 million, so the project will be requesting 
approximately $1.8 million in annual allocation which equals approximately $10.5 million 
in total tax credit allocation over the statutory six year period.  It is about $8.8 million in 
present value.  The total cost of the project is about $36 million; the present value is $8.8 
million.  Total annual allocation is $1,736,000 with an estimated allocation of $10 million.  
The Low Income Tax Credit is one mechanism that BCHA use to leverage private equity 
into the project.  We can borrow less, have a lower mortgage, and spend more money 
on the actual project itself.   

• Schedule:  BCHA is working aggressively with City Staff because they want to finance 
this project by applying for low income tax credits as well as State Disaster Relief Funds 
by February to May 2015.  BCHA wants to start infrastructure in summer 2015, and try to 
begin construction in the third or fourth quarter of 2015.   

 
Commission Questions of Applicant: 
Moline asks at what point does BCHA make decisions about how many units will be affordable 
and how many will not be? 
Boyd answers the best solution by using Low Income Tax Credits if 100% are affordable homes.  
The goal to make all of the units affordable to residents earning 60% of the area median income 
or below.  Both senior designated property as well as family (non-senior). 
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Brauneis asks about Housing Authority ongoing role in the management of the property.  
Boyd answers projects are built for the long term view.  Properties are not built and then sold.  
Boulder County will be invested and sign a 30-40 year lease agreement that restricts the 
property with funders.  There is self-management with case managers who provide resident 
services.  There is facility management as well as wraparound services for clients.   
Brauneis asks if there will be managers living on-site? 
Boyd says property managers do not live on site but are there during regular business hours.  
There is evening financial counseling and some after school programs.  There is interaction with 
different staff and groups whether seniors or families.   
 
Tengler asks about her opinion of the fiscal analysis.  Do you agree with those numbers? 
Boyd says she does not expect the project to come in positive.  The value of providing 
affordable housing and what can be done for a family is not reflected in the fiscal model.  One 
tool to provide affordable housing with the lowest rent possible but building the highest quality is 
to request an exception from property tax.  The use tax and property tax are not showing up in 
the model.  BCHA does not have to request it, but it helps to keep operating costs low so they 
can provide service and a well maintained building.  The Arts Underground is a 501(c)(3) and is 
a local business that will be expanding and it is exempt from property tax.  BCHA has had two 
well-attended community meetings where affordable housing is needed for seniors as well as 
people earning 30% of the area median income which is $80,000 for a two-person household.  
BCHA will be borrowing “real” debt at a local bank which generate costs not accounted for in the 
fiscal model.  
Tengler asks about the senior housing and what its characteristics are.  
Boyd says senior housing is not skilled nursing.  They are independent seniors, typically 55 and 
older.  Some will be two bedroom units with live-in aide.   
Tengler asks if there will be concierge service to help with emergencies or rides?  
Boyd says she does not know.  
Tengler asks what is the anticipated number of senior units and affordable units? 
Boyd says all senior housing is affordable housing.  The current design has 70 units for seniors 
with buildings with elevators and accessibility.  The project has noncontiguous buildings with 
seniors distributed throughout the property.   
 
Russell asks about qualifying for affordable housing. Is it different to quality for senior housing? 
Boyd answers it is the same.  
 
Moline asks how BCHA determined the amount of units. 
Nicole Delmage, Barrett Studio Architects, 1944 20th Street, Boulder, CO 80302. 
In determining the number of units on the site, at some level the site designs itself in terms of 
the number of units.  We try to get the maximum of the number of units for the BCHA program 
so they get the most affordable housing they can.  We also look at logistics of how the site will 
be drained, satisfy parking, as well as park space and quality space. The Art Underground on 
the property, we look to incorporate art into the landscape and streetscapes.  We look to 
maximize housing, getting quality of place, and quality of life.   
 
Public Comment: 
Michael Menaker, 1827 W Choke Cherry Drive, Louisville, CO 80027.   
His first comment regards the fiscal model and finds the discussion to be disconcerting.  This is 
the subsidized part of subsidized housing.  He is opposed to inclusionary zoning which takes 
the cost burden of providing low income housing and puts it on people who do not live here yet.  
He believes strongly that if it is a community value, and it seems to be a community value 
expressed in every document generated over a decade to provide low income housing, then it is 
incumbent on us to put our “money where our mouth is”.  He thinks that cost models are not 
appropriate to this conversation and should not impact your decision.  It is subsidized housing 
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and incumbent on all of us as a community to provide that subsidy.  There is a moral obligation 
here, there is a stated community goal here, and dollars and cents do not enter into it.  He is 
troubled by the proposed balance between family and senior housing.  Our needs in Louisville 
are skewed heavily to seniors and in an appropriate forum, he will discuss that in more detail.  
He would say to the applicant that you should expect a lot of push back on that mix and 
lobbying for more senior specific housing which seems to be our particular need.  He is troubled 
by the 28 discussed market rate co-housing artist units.  He wants to see that land turned to 
senior housing as well.  He has some concerns about BCHA subsidizing Art Underground as 
well.  He is supportive of this annexation.  There is a PUD and final process to hammer out the 
details of residential types and mixed uses, so there will be plenty of time to talk about it later.   
He feels strongly that it is incumbent on us as a community to embrace and support affordable 
housing and for it to be inclusive in our policies, and to make everything done to make this 
project a success.  He urges a positive vote from the PC.   
 
Debby Fahey, 1118 W Enclave Circle, Louisville, CO 80027. 
She agrees with everything that Michael Menaker said.  It is important to support low income 
housing and affordable housing, particularly for seniors.  She is in favor of more senior housing 
on this property.  She questions the co-housing for the artist community and would rather see 
that as senior housing.  She agrees there will be push back if more senior housing is not 
provided.  With senior housing, there will not be as much of an issue with BVSD because 
seniors do not generally have children attending elementary school.  The plans for the proposed 
parking show the situation is limited.  If there will be limited parking spaces, it could be balanced 
with making sure it is a very pedestrian and bike friendly community with ways to get in and out 
safely on foot or on a bike.  She is in favor of annexation.  
 
Rob Lathrop, 601 Johnson Street, Louisville, CO  80027 
He and his wife own the Davidson Highline subdivision.  To address Commissioner O’Connell’s 
question regarding any objections, this is an annexation and GDP.  He does not have any 
objections at this stage.  As the process goes through, he is sure there will be questions and 
concerns of adjacent property owners and neighbors when they see what the plans really look 
like.  He will address Troy Russ’s comment about Kaylix.  We have had conversations about 
Kaylix coming through our property and we do not have an agreement.  We have an 
understanding of what the alignment will be when it is built.  Looking at the way the property is 
laid out, you are severing the property by putting the street through it and it can create problems 
that have not been addressed yet.  He wants to make sure his concerns are part of the record.  
He has no agreement regarding the street at this time.  He is friendly with everyone and willing 
to talk, but there are issues to be addressed as we go through it.  He is generally in support of 
the annexation.  This property obviously needs to be annexed. How much support it gets after 
we get to see more detail remains to be seen.   
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission approve Resolution No. 2, Series 2015, a resolution 
recommending approval of an ordinance zoning as Planned Community Zone District - 
Commercial / Residential (PCZD – C/R) certain property annexed into the City of Louisville and 
known as the 245 North 96th Street Annexation.  Applicant has no further comment. 
 
Open Public Hearing and discussion by Commission: 
Moline asks if the applicant is interested in commenting on the public comments you just heard 
regarding co-housing application.  
Boyd says BCHA is not subsidizing the artist co-housing.  They are partners because it is costly 
to develop the site.  BCHA’s goal is affordable housing and make the best use of the public 
dollars given to invest in the site.  We are not subsidizing co-housing or the Art Underground.  
They are separate saleable parcels that will proportionately carry their share of the cost.  We 
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have found that we do need some revenue in order to develop the affordable housing.  There is 
a lot of infrastructure with raw land and two big public streets crossing the site.  Water and 
sewer cost a lot.  To keep costs low for our clients, we cannot spend an exorbitant amount.  We 
need partners to get the development done.  For the Art Underground, we are not commercial 
developers and do not know that business.  We are relying on them to fulfill that commercial 
component because it is important to tie Christopher Village commercial component with this 
site. As to the artist co-housing, we think it is a different product from what we are providing, so 
we do not partner with someone who is providing market rate rental housing because that 
undercuts our market and our ability to lease out the land and keep our property occupied.  We 
are looking for a distinctly Louisville partner and it felt like the arts in Louisville are good synergy 
with the Art Underground.  We like the design as a whole and the focus on the arts, and it has 
given us a lot of creative ideas to influence our design, site planning, and adjacencies.  The co-
housing could be a really good partner and they are part of Louisville and involved with the 
community, so she does not think it is a detraction from the affordable housing goals.  
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission: 
Tengler in support of annexation.  We can address a lot of issues regarding the specific number 
of units and parking considerations and road construction when we get into the PUD.   
Brauneis is encouraged to hear this discussion.  He thinks now is the time for affordable 
housing for people within Louisville.  He thinks balance is important and when we look at the 
non-economical and non-fiscal benefits of this project, there is a richness to the project that 
helps balance the numbers in the report.   
Moline thanks applicant and staff for working on a project that appears to help accomplish some 
of the goals in the Comp Plan with regard to urban form and street layout. 
O’Connell is in support and recommends approval of the ordinance.  It is a good opportunity to 
speak to some of the visions and values and intent in the Comp Plan.  She thinks there will be 
more concerns for the BVSD, especially Louisville Elementary, and to keep conversations 
rolling as we continue with this project.  She thinks the benefits far outweigh the fiscal impact 
and look forward to continuing to hear community input and adjoining neighbor input. 
Rice thanks Russ for the written presentation as it contained a lot of information and it was very 
accessible and easy to understand.  He has concerns about the fiscal impact as these are not 
inconsequential numbers.  He is sensitive to the policy considerations that are driven by this 
kind of project.  These are not easy to put specific numbers on as the applicant has given good 
testimony to as well.  It comes down to the question that Commissioner Tengler suggested early 
on, that it becomes a question of balance and what degree of disparity we have. There comes a 
point in time when it is so far out of skew that you cannot rationalize it.  He appreciates the 
discussion on fiscal impacts and how it has to be weighed.  He supports the project because 
there are a lot of positives that come out of it.    
Russell thanks Norie Boyd and BCHA.  He thinks her answer on the fiscal impact questions was 
probably as good an answer as he has heard anyone give.  He thinks our fiscal impact analysis 
approach is really tricky and not always very helpful because there is no context for it.  It does 
not speak to how we perform financially as a community.  The impulse is always to treat it like a 
financial analysis.  We cannot use it that way as there is so much more value to does not get 
captured.  It is a misapplication to think that we can slice this community in every sort of way 
and every slice is going to look good financially.  He is not too concerned about the fiscal 
analysis.  He is impressed with the BVSD response to this query as it is the most substantive 
information we have received from them.  He loves the introduction of the artist co-housing, is a 
fan of the Art Underground, and thinks their programming is so important to what they are trying 
to accomplish.  He knows there will be pushback.  He encourages BCHA to embrace the public 
input and the dialogue, but remain true to what you are trying to accomplish.  He thinks this may 
be the most important project the PC will do this year as it will have a great impact on our 
community.  He supports annexation.  
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Pritchard agrees with all comments. He agrees this is important for the community.  This is what 
we have said historically and what we have tried to accomplish.   
 
Motion made by Brauneis to approve Boulder County Housing Authority: Resolution No. 02, 
Series 2015 - A request annexation and zoning for the development of affordable senior 
housing, affordable multi-family housing, art center and artist co-housing.  Seconded Moline.  
Roll call vote.   
 

Name  Vote 
  
Chris Pritchard Yes 
Cary Tengler  Yes 
Steve Brauneis Yes 
Jeff Moline   Yes 
Ann O’Connell Yes 
Tom Rice   Yes 
Scott Russell   Yes 
Motion passed/failed: Pass 

 
Motion passes 7-0.   
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Introduction  
New home construction has always been a critical part of the overall health of the Denver metro 
region and the broader overall Colorado and US economy.  Nothing made that more apparent 
than the Great Recession that began in January 2008 and the collapse of the entire housing 
market and many associated sectors of the economy.  Fortunately, the State of Colorado and the 
Denver metro region have largely recovered better than the rest of the nation from the aftermath 
of the Great Recession.  As a result, house prices in the State of Colorado are up about 7% from 
their pre-recession peaks.  Similarly, house prices have surpassed their pre-recession highs in 
Boulder, Denver and Fort Collins, have largely made up the losses incurred during the recession 
in Colorado Springs and Greeley, and are up off their lows set in late 2011 in both Grand 
Junction and Pueblo.  Rents in many of these areas are again rising smartly, and as a result, once 
again the need for new housing is quite apparent.  Not surprisingly, a healthy economy goes hand 
in hand with a heathy housing market.  

While most people very much enjoy where they live, the house that they currently rent or own, 
and the public amenities they enjoy, they may be quite unaware about the many economic 
benefits new home building brings to the larger community or state.  When households choose 
where to live, they carefully consider the benefits they will receive, but not surprisingly, may not 
be aware of the many public or collective benefits that result.  Similarly, when a family builds a 
new home, they are very focused on the benefits they will enjoy from their new house, but again 
may fail to appreciate the full array of economic benefits that accrue to the larger community as 
a result of the added employment that is created, the increased tax revenues that accrue, and the 
infrastructure that built.  

As a result, it is not surprising that while often positively inclined towards the construction of 
single-family detached homes, many households and communities display less enthusiasm 
towards the construction of rent-subsidized units.  NIMBY-ism (Not In My Backyard) can apply 
to many aspects of development, including housing, and communities all too often make it hard 
for new affordable units to be built and in some case actually prevent them from being built 
altogether.  The question is, are these concerns warranted, or might these attitudes and behaviors 
actually be economically self-defeating? 

This study aims to carefully look at these questions and carefully and logically quantify the 
myriad economic and financial benefits new home construction brings to the Denver 
Metropolitan region and the entire State of Colorado.  Moreover, this study looks at both market-
rate and rent-subsidized construction as well as the economic impact of rehabilitating existing 
rent-subsidized communities.  The main findings are as follows. In 2013, the year of analysis of 
this study: 

• The overall economic impact of the home building analyzed in this report was $5.15 
billion, 1.7% of the entire gross state product of Colorado.   

• New home building and rehabilitation analyzed in this report created 81,375 full-time 
equivalent jobs, more than 2.9% of the entire Colorado labor force, and 
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• New home construction and rehabilitation analyzed in this report resulted in new 
revenues to state and local governments totaling $1.29 billion.   
 

It is the sincere hope of everyone involved in this project that after better understanding the 
benefits new home building brings both to the Denver metro region and to the State of Colorado, 
a more balanced and thoughtful political debate about new housing will result; a debate where 
the facts are well known to both sides, a debate where emotion and rancor are kept to a minimum 
and a debate that results in improved outcomes for all of Colorado                   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Miller Ranch Housing in Edwards, Colorado 
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Executive Summary  
This report presents the results of the state and local economic impacts of most new market-rate 
home building in calendar year 2013 and the most recent five year average level of construction 
activity for new rent-subsidized and rehabilitation of rent-subsidized homes in the state of 
Colorado.  This report also presents the local economic impacts of most new market-rate home 
building in 2013 and the five year average level of construction activity for new rent-subsidized 
and rehabilitation of rent-subsidized homes in the Denver metro region.  The one-time impacts, 
the recurring impacts and the cumulative 10-year impacts of construction on both these 
geographic areas are presented below.  A discussion of the data, methodology and detailed 
results, along with a housing needs analysis for the State of Colorado and the Denver metro 
region can be found in later sections. 
       

All Colorado Construction Activity: One-Time Impacts  
During the year of construction the combined state and local economic impact of building 11,861 
market-rate single-family homes, 5,494 market-rate multifamily homes, 823 rent-subsidized 
homes, and rehabilitating 584 rent-subsidized homes, representing 75% of all single-family 
construction and 56% of all multifamily construction in Colorado includes:  

• $4.78 billion in state and local income 
• $1.19 billion in taxes and other revenues for all governments, and  
• 70,076 full-time equivalent one-year jobs. 

These totals include all state and local income and jobs for residents of Colorado.  These totals 
also include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges and licensing fees for all taxing 
jurisdictions in Colorado.  These results also represent all economic impacts of home building 
and rehabilitation: the economic impact that results from all residents who earn and spend 
income earned directly from residential construction, and those who earn and spend income that 
occurs indirectly when directly earned income is re-spent within the borders of the State of 
Colorado.   
 

All Colorado Construction Activity: Annual Post Construction Impacts  
The annually recurring economic activity that results from the building of 11,861 market-rate 
single-family homes, 5,494 market-rate multifamily homes, 823 rent-subsidized homes, and 
rehabilitating 584 rent-subsidized homes include:  

• $736.2 million in state and local income 
• $203.3 million in taxes and other revenues for all governments, and  
• 11,298 full-time equivalent jobs. 

Unlike the totals in the one-time impacts section above, these totals are annually recurring and 
result from all new and rehabilitated homes becoming occupied and the new households earning 
income, paying sales taxes, income taxes, property taxes and all other governmental fees, and 
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spending part of their income in the State of Colorado.  

 
All Colorado Construction Activity: Cumulative 10-Year Impacts –
Construction plus Annual Post Construction 
While understanding the benefits of new home building and renovation activity in the year of 
construction is critically important, as is understanding the annually recurring benefits, to fully 
comprehend the magnitude of the benefits residential construction provides it is also valuable to 
look at the sum of the benefits over a longer period of time.  To that end, the cumulative 10-year 
benefits are also provided.  The 10-year total economic benefits that results from the building of 
11,861 market-rate single-family homes, 5,494 market-rate multifamily homes, 823 rent-
subsidized homes, and rehabilitating 584 rent-subsidized homes include:  

• $11.78 billion in state and local income 
• $3.12 billion in taxes and other revenues for all governments, and  
• 70,076 full-time equivalent one-year jobs 
• 11,298 full-time equivalent permanent jobs 

 

All Denver Region Construction Activity: One-Time Impacts  
During the year of construction the one year local economic impact of building 6,516 market-
rate single-family homes, 3,943 market-rate multifamily homes, 618 rent-subsidized homes, and 
rehabilitating 392 rent-subsidized homes in the Denver metro region as defined by the Denver 
Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) on the Denver CSA and representing 93% of all 
single-family construction and 56% of all multifamily construction in Denver includes:  

• $3.29 billion in local income 
• $575.8 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
• 44,433 full-time equivalent one-year jobs. 

These totals include all local income and jobs for residents of the Denver metro region as defined 
by the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG).  This definition includes Adams, 
Arapahoe, Boulder, Clear Creek, Douglas, Gilpin and Jefferson counties, the City and County of 
Denver, the City and County of Broomfield and southwest Weld County (for purposes of this 
reports, southwest Weld is not included).  These totals also include all taxes, fees, permit costs, 
user charges, and licensing fees for all the above jurisdictions.  These results also represent all 
economic impacts of home building and rehabilitation: the economic impact that results from all 
residents who earn and spend income earned directly from residential construction and those 
who earn and spend income that occurs indirectly when directly earned income is re-spent within 
the ten-county Denver region.       
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All Denver Region Construction Activity: Recurring Impacts  
The annually recurring economic activity that results from the building of 6,516 market-rate 
single-family homes, 3,943 market-rate rental homes, 618 rent-subsidized homes, and 
rehabilitating 392 rent-subsidized homes include:  

• $465.7 million in local income 
• $87.6 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
• 6,433 full-time equivalent jobs 

Unlike the totals in the one-time impacts section above, these totals are annually recurring and 
result from all new and rehabilitated homes becoming occupied and the new households earning 
income, paying sales taxes, income taxes, property taxes and all other governmental fees and 
spending part of their income in the 10-county Denver area.    
 

All Denver Region Construction Activity:  Cumulative 10-Year 
Impacts –Construction plus Annual Post Construction 
While understanding the benefits of new home building and renovation activity in the year of 
construction is critically important, as is understanding the annually recurring benefits, to fully 
comprehend the magnitude of the benefits it is also valuable to look at the sum of the benefits 
over a longer period of time.  To that end, the cumulative 10-year benefits are also provided.   
The 10-year total economic activity that results from the building of 6,516 market-rate single-
family homes, 3,943 market-rate rental homes, 618 rent-subsidized rental homes, and 
rehabilitating 392 rent-subsidized homes in the Denver region include:  

• $7.72 billion in local income 
• $1.41 billion in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
• 44,433 full-time equivalent one-year jobs 
• 6,433 full-time equivalent permanent jobs 
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Economic Impact of Housing  
To fully account for all the benefits that result from new home building it is necessary to analyze 
the three distinct phases that new home construction creates.  The first is the construction phase, 
the second is the induced or ripple phase, and the third is the occupancy phase. By adding up the 
three phases over a period of time (be it a year, or five years or ten years) one arrives at the total 
benefit of the activity involved, be it new construction or rehabilitation of an existing structure.  

Before looking at more detailed results by project type, tenant type and geographic location, let 
us first delve into how the impacts of home building are modeled and highlight some of the less 
understood, less appreciated and often misunderstood pieces of each of the three economic 
phases of home building.  
 

The Construction Phase – Direct Spending 
The construction phase is the easiest phase to understand, as it is the phase in which raw land is 
developed and a house is built.  This phase usually last about nine months from beginning to end, 
and is all too often thought of as the only benefit that housing confers on a geographic area.  This 
is because it is the only phase that is clearly visible.  In fact it is only the beginning of the 
benefits that new housing bestows on a city, county or state.   

The calculation of the benefit of this phase begins by subtracting the cost of raw land from the 
sale price of the house to arrive at the value of construction put in place.  The NAHB model 
(hereinafter “the model”) then converts the difference into wages and salaries for workers, 
commissions for salespeople and Realtors, as well as profits for business owners.  The model 
also calculates all permit costs and fees paid by developers and builders to governments and 
converts that into other compensation and then into full-time equivalent jobs. 

Of course, this process occurs on a regular basis as homes get built.  Every few weeks employees 
get paid, commission checks are made out to salespeople and Realtors, checks are made out to 
rental firms for the use of equipment, subcontractors get paid and they pay their employees, and 
the process continues.  Importantly, these households spend most of what they earn, and those 
earnings are what fuels the induced phase or the ripple phase, which comes next.              

As an aside, in the State of Colorado property taxes are assessed at very different rates for 
different classes of property.  Residential property is assessed at a rate of 7.96%, while most 
other property classes are assessed at a rate of 29% (excluding oil & gas valuation, which is 
assessed at a much higher rate), with the mill levy rate unchanged.  As a result, the property tax 
payment on vacant land actually falls as it is reclassified to residential.  Of course, the total tax 
payment rises as the new house is now taxed, albeit at the lower residential assessment rate. 

As for rent-subsidized properties, in many cases the entire project is exempt from property taxes.  
In the case of non-exempt residential property that is being rehabilitated, property tax assessment 
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rates do not change since the property is continually classified as residential throughout the 
rehabilitation work.   

Before proceeding, it is important to note that this model is quite conservative when estimating 
the magnitude of the construction phase.  This is because unlike other models, it explicitly 
removes all economic impacts that cannot be attributed directly to the construction activity being 
analyzed.  Unless a local good or service is explicitly needed to build a home and is produced 
locally, it is economically ignored.  For example, if a builder buys carpet for a new home, only 
the commission on the carpet and the profit made on the carpet are captured by the model, with 
the rest leaking out of the economy.  As a result of this conservative approach, the calculated 
economic impact of the construction phase is lessened, as is the subsequent induced or ripple 
phase compared with similar such models.                
 

The Induced Phase or “Ripple” Phase  
This phase, while distinctly different than the construction phase above, is fully dependent on it.  
That is, the induced phase only exists because most of the income earned and taxes collected in 
the construction phase get spent. As such, it is an economic byproduct or “knock-on” effect of 
the construction phase and is thus referred to as the induced phase.                

This induced phase lasts precisely as long as the construction phase, generally about nine 
months.  This is because every two weeks or every month the people working on the new home -
- be it directly as construction workers or indirectly as, for example, a waiter in a restaurant 
frequented by construction workers -- get paid, and inevitably spend the vast majority of what 
they earn.  Moreover, and very importantly, a large percentage of that spending occurs in the 
community where they live, with the rest leaking out of the local economy.  Money leaks out 
each time a local resident goes on vacation, buys something not made locally such as clothing or 
gasoline or else saves some of his or her paycheck.  Some of the local money spent goes to taxes 
and that results in increased revenue and employment for the relevant governments.   

Of course, the spending that is unleashed every few weeks when paychecks are deposited leads 
to more than one round of spending.  The landscape architect that spends some of his earnings 
going out to eat subsequently tips the waitress who in turn uses that money to buy groceries and 
the casher in-turn uses some of his earnings to buy some plants from the local nursery and so the 
process continues.   

Because the amount spent at each turn declines due to leakage, calculating the total magnitude of 
the induced phase is mathematically not difficult, and not surprisingly it turns out that the 
induced phase is larger for the State of Colorado than for the Denver metro region.  This is 
because the smaller the area is, the larger the leakages out of it.  That is, some of the spending 
and taxes paid by households that leak out of the Denver metro region remain in the State of 
Colorado.  For example, the spending that a Denver family does while on vacation in Vail would 
be considered a leakage for the Denver metro region but not for the State of Colorado.   
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What is perhaps most important about this phase, other than its substantial magnitude, is that it 
needs to be counted and recognized.  All too frequently, the induced phase is completely glossed 
over because it is difficult to directly see the economic impact.  Of course, the only way this 
phase would have no economic impact would be if those with income from the construction 
phase elected to spend none of it!  That said, unlike the construction and occupancy phases 
which are generally underestimated, this one is frequently ignored.          
           

The Occupancy Phase  
While the first two phases are relatively short in duration, this phase lasts as long as the home is 
occupied, easily decades.  This is because the occupancy phase derives its economic vitality from 
the recurring income earned by the occupant of the home.  Once money is earned by the 
homeowner or renter, the vast majority of it gets spent, with much of the spending going towards 
local purchases of goods and services.  As was the case with the induced phase, the occupancy 
phase creates secondary, tertiary and quaternary ripple effects as money from the new 
homeowners or renters goes from hand to hand to hand while slowly dissipating (due to 
leakages) until the cycle starts afresh when the new homeowner or renter earns another 
paycheck.  This process goes on indefinitely and so does the economic stimulus created.   

As for the new house or apartment, it may be that the newly built home is occupied by a 
household new to the community, and as a result directly increases the population of the 
community.  Alternatively, it may be that an existing homeowner sells their house and moves 
into the newly built house, with a new-to-the community household buying the existing house 
being sold by the household buying the newly built home.  Either way, it is fair to assume that 
because the new home was built, the population of the community increases by one household.  
As a result, all jobs created during the occupancy phase are net new permanent jobs to the 
community, not temporary ones that are short lived.    

Not surprisingly, the amount of spending by the households that live in the newly built or newly 
rehabilitated homes varies quite dramatically.  At one extreme there are buyers with huge 
incomes that purchase million dollar homes.  These households spend a considerable amount of 
their large incomes on locally produced goods and services, and in that way substantially 
stimulate the local economy, and in the process create many permanent jobs in the community.  
For example, they may regularly frequent local coffee shops and restaurants, hire tutors for their 
children, attend sporting and cultural events, have live-in help and so on.    

At the other end of the income spectrum are occupants of rent-subsidized homes.  These 
households, by definition, have relatively low incomes and thus stimulate the local economy less 
than wealthy buyers of new homes.  However, the reduction in local spending is not as large as 
one might expect for several reasons.  First, lower-income households, despite wanting to save 
money, frequently are unable to do so, since all that they earn is spent on necessities such as 
shelter, healthcare, food and transportation, with precious little left over for savings.  Second, the 
rent payments made by these households are more likely to remain in the local community since 
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the occupied rental homes are frequently owned and operated by local housing groups and 
authorities.  By contrast, mortgage payments made by homebuyers tend to accrue to investors 
outside the area of interest.   

One common misunderstanding about the economic importance of the occupancy phase is that 
sometimes it is characterized as the phase where property taxes are collected and nothing more.  
In this mischaracterization, this third phase is relatively small and new homes are little more that 
property tax paying entities.  Of course, nothing could be further from the truth.  Yes, property 
taxes may be the single largest tax payment made by a household to a government, but property 
taxes are not the only tax revenue generated during this phase.  Sales and use taxes are collected 
franchise taxes are collected as are all sort of fees governments levy in an effort to cover the cost 
of providing public services.       

Another common misconception is that each newly built home has roughly 2.5 school age 
children and since education costs are the single largest expense of local government, new homes 
are financially detrimental.  However, the actual number of school age children per house is 
about 0.5 not 2.5.   As a result, the cost of educating a household’s children is about one-fifth 
what many think it is.              

As is the case with the induced phase, the economic impact of the occupancy phase is also easily 
calculated and is smaller than the effects of the induced phase.  Again, as with the induced phase, 
the economic potency of the occupancy phase is somewhat larger when looking at the economic 
impacts of home construction and renovation in Colorado as opposed to the Denver metro region 
because leakages are larger the smaller the geographic area being analyzed.  

Although smaller than the induced phase, this phase lasts as long as the house is occupied.  As a 
result, over longer periods of time, the cumulative economic impact of this phase can easily 
exceed the impact of the first two phases even when combined.  To better understand the 
cumulative impact the occupancy phase has this, analysis includes a 10-year impact analysis.  

Throughout this report including the appendices, the occupancy phase results assume that absent 
the new home being built, there would be no new revenue to the area.  This is because even if the 
homeowner commutes to a job far away, the vast majority of the income earned by the 
household is spent where the household and thus the house is located, not where the job is.  As 
such, one may think of a house as a way of keeping income earned in the community and in that 
way reducing leakages dramatically.  This is very similar to the mindset that encourages the 
building of retail establishments in a community.  Absent good retail options, households will 
necessarily drive outside the community to movies and restaurants and more generally spend 
their money elsewhere, harming the local economy and reducing local multipliers.  

To better understand the methodological approach used and outlined above, consider the 
following example.  Imagine a new household moving to Colorado and the householder finding 
employment in Greeley.  Further assume that unable to find housing in Greely the household 
lives in Denver.  The key question is where will the vast majority of household spending occur 
and why?  As mentioned the previous paragraph most if not all household spending will occur in 
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Denver as that is where the household resides and the reason is because that is where the 
household was able to find housing they could afford.  As such, the house location is the key 
determinant of where virtually all household spending will occur.  Separately, it should also be 
noted that absent employment, the household could not afford to rent or buy the home they 
occupy.                               
   

With a better understanding of how the model works and having highlighted some of the key 
assumptions of each phase, let us now look at the economic details and see precisely how 
stimulative different types of housing are to both the Denver metro region and the State of 
Colorado.  Given the different types of construction analyzed and the varying quantities it should 
not be surprising that the results vary dramatically but in all cases the benefits are large, and 
when looked at over an extended period of time, exceptionally large. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evens Station Lofts in Denver, Colorado 
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Data 
Data for subsidized affordable housing production and rehabilitation were obtained from a 
variety of primary sources in an effort to achieve a full census over the 2009 - 2013 timeframe. 
Despite some restrictions in the provision of owner-occupied home detailed information and lack 
of response to some data requests from housing authorities, the resulting data set is a very good 
representative sample and is moreover, nearly the entire population of subsidized affordable 
production.  The time period 2009 through 2013 was used since rent-subsidized activity varies 
substantially from year to year and by taking a five-year average of all such activity, it is hoped 
that results provided are a fair representation of average annual rent-subsidized activity.       
 
Sources for the data include, Colorado Division of Housing, Colorado Housing and Finance 
Authority, inclusionary housing jurisdictions (Denver, Boulder, Aspen, and Summit County), 
public housing authorities within the State of Colorado, National Housing Preservation Database, 
“HUD User Data: Picture of Subsidized Households” and information from HUD Multifamily 
FHA insured projects. Subsidized funding programs include Community Development Block 
Grant, HOME Investment Partnership Program, Colorado Housing Development Grant, 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program, Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program, Private 
Activity Bonds, and Low Income Housing Tax Credits. Related data coordination work was 
executed in partnership with the Urban Land Conservancy and The Piton Foundation. 
 
Data for all market rate housing production was provided by the Denver office of MetroStudy, 
and include construction activity in calendar year 2013.  Since market rate activity fluctuates 
much less than rent-subsidized activity and is much higher, using a five year average was not 
considered necessary.      
 
Other sources for the market rate data include: Colorado Department of Local Affairs, Colorado 
Department of Revenue, MetroStudy lot-by-lot new housing survey, assorted proprietary surveys 
of builders and developers and the Colorado Apartment Vacancy & Rent Survey conducted by 
The University of Denver.   
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Overview of Results 
   
This section presents the economic impacts of a wide variety of housing types.  It begins by 
presenting the results for market-rate single-family and multi-family construction, within the 
State of Colorado and then within the smaller boundaries of the Denver metro region.  This 
section then examines new rent-subsidized construction at the statewide level and then in the 
Denver metro region, and concludes by highlighting the economic impact of rehabilitating 
existing rent-subsidized homes in the state of Colorado and the Denver metro region.  Before the 
results are provided, this section discusses the interrelationship between a healthy economy and a 
healthy housing market.     

The benefits of new residential construction, whether market-rate or rent-subsidized and the 
impacts of residential rehabilitation activity are both large and varied.  The section below gives a 
brief overview of the general themes that are pervasive through this analysis.  For more details 
please consult the tables below and appendices A thought H located in the back of the report.     

Before providing the results of this analysis in tabular form, five recurring themes run through all 
the new construction and rehabilitation results and are of substantial importance.  First, the 10-
year totals are multiples of the construction phase or the induced phase.  This is because the 
occupancy phase, unlike the first two phases (the construction phase and the induced phase) 
which both last less than a year, lasts as long as the homes are occupied.  As a result, over time 
and despite being much smaller than either the construction phase or the induced phase, it is the 
occupancy phase that generates a very large percentage of the 10-year totals.  As a result, the 
occupancy phase, should also be included and carefully estimated when measuring the potential 
impact of new home building.          

Second, the induced phase is always smaller than the construction phase but always larger than 
the occupancy phase.  That is, the amount of income, taxes and employment generated during the 
induced phase are smaller than the amounts generated during the construction phase but larger 
than the levels generated during the occupancy phase, no matter the definition of the occupancy 
phase used.  The point here is that despite the construction phase receiving the bulk, if not all, of 
the attention, the induced phase is quite large, despite being all too often casually dismissed 
while the occupancy phase is also much larger than generally understood.          

Third, in every case of new construction, the total number of new construction jobs generated 
during the construction and ripple phases are less than all the new jobs created in the rest of the 
economy.  That is, even though it is residential dwellings that are being built, more than half the 
new jobs created are not in construction.  This is because residential construction requires so 
many inputs from so many other industries.  As a result, when home building is doing well so is 
the rest of the economy.   
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Fourth, in all cases, the economic impacts are all substantially larger when the unit of analysis is 
Colorado compared to when it is the Denver metro region.  This is not to suggest that the state of 
Colorado is economically superior or that the Denver metro region must try to somehow catch 
up, but rather that the bigger the geographic area being analyzed, the larger the economic 
multipliers because the fewer leakages there are. 

While mentioned in passing earlier, multipliers and economic leakage are a critical part of this 
economic analysis, or any analysis where construction activity takes place, be it a hospital, 
football stadium or industrial park.  The underlying notion is that when a dollar is injected into 
an economy it multiplies because it leads to more spending, which then creates more income, 
again and again. The multiplier effect refers to the increase in final income arising from any new 
injection of spending.  Of course, the size of the multiplier depends on many things, including 
household savings rates, tax rates and the amount of goods and services imported from outside 
the area of study, all of which are leakages and depress the size of the multiplier.  In this 
analysis, the two things that are significantly different between the Colorado studies and the 
Denver metro region studies are the amount of goods that are imported and the level of taxation.                 

Fifth, the number of full time equivalent construction and induced jobs per house is quite large at 
roughly four jobs per house for new market-rate construction activity and two jobs per house for 
rent-subsidized construction activity.  This difference exists because market-rate homes are 
substantially more expensive than are rent-subsidized homes.  Employment effects are roughly 
half to a quarter as large for rehabilitation work at roughly one job per home regardless of 
location compared to new construction activity.  Finally, because of the conservative 
assumptions made in this analysis, there are no occupancy effects for rehabilitation work.  This is 
because it was assumed that all rehabilitated homes were occupied prior to being rehabilitated.      
 

                         

Table A:  

 

Local Taxes & Jobs
Income Fees

Construction Phase $1,319,392,900 $319,015,900 17,220           
Induced Phase $764,569,000 $85,771,300 10,950           
Occupancy Phase $239,029,600 $50,224,900 3,591             
10-year totals $4,354,743,100 $881,923,750

Temporary Jobs 28,170                        
Permanent Jobs 3,591                           
Temporary Jobs/House 4.32                             
Permanent Jobs/House 0.55                             

Table A
6,516 New Denver Market Rate Single-Family Units
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Table B: 

 
 
Table C: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Taxes & Jobs
Income Fees

Construction Phase $1,994,636,600 $614,847,600 28,110           
Ripple Phase $1,287,355,800 $262,158,100 20,091           
Occupancy Phase $443,547,900 $127,694,700 7,225             
10-year totals $7,495,697,450 $2,090,105,350

Temporary Jobs 48,201                        
Permanent Jobs 7,225                           
Temporary Jobs/House 4.06                             
Permanent Jobs/House 0.61                             

Table B
11,861 New Colorado Market Rate Single-Family Units

Local Taxes & Jobs
Income Fees

Construction Phase $716,220,300 $114,327,500 9,432             
Induced Phase $379,427,200 $44,335,800 5,390             
Occupancy Phase $212,521,800 $35,765,700 2,667             
10-year totals $3,114,604,600 $498,437,450

Temporary Jobs 14,822                        
Permanent Jobs 2,667                           
Temporary Jobs/House 3.76                             
Permanent Jobs/House 0.68                             

Table C
3,943 New Denver Market Rate Multifamily Units
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Table D: 

 
 
Table E:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Taxes & Jobs
Income Fees

Construction Phase $848,467,200 $180,474,000 12,060           
Ripple Phase $496,818,900 $105,015,600 7,693             
Occupancy Phase $272,068,600 $71,135,100 3,791             
10-year totals $3,929,937,800 $961,273,050

Temporary Jobs 19,753                        
Permanent Jobs 3,791                           
Temporary Jobs/House 3.60                             
Permanent Jobs/House 0.69                             

Table D
5,494 New Colorado Market Rate Multifamily Units

Local Taxes & Jobs
Income Fees

Construction Phase $54,428,900 $4,959,200 717                 
Induced Phase $26,577,500 $3,228,300 375                 
Occupancy Phase $14,162,100 $1,609,900 175                 
10-year totals $215,546,350 $23,481,550

Temporary Jobs 1,092                           
Permanent Jobs 175                              
Temporary Jobs/House 1.77                             
Permanent Jobs/House 0.28                             

618 New Denver Rent Subsidized Units
Table E
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Table F:  

 
 
Table G: 

 
Table H: 

 

Local Taxes & Jobs
Income Fees

Construction Phase $72,629,800 $12,183,000 1,033             
Ripple Phase $40,482,300 $8,727,600 624                 
Occupancy Phase $20,592,100 $4,427,700 282                 
10-year totals $308,737,050 $62,973,750

Temporary Jobs 1,657                           
Permanent Jobs 282                              
Temporary Jobs/House 2.01                             
Permanent Jobs/House 0.34                             

823 New Colorado Rent Subsidized Units
Table F

Local Taxes & Jobs
Income Fees

Construction Phase $21,249,000 $2,934,000 182                 
Induced Phase $10,888,000 $1,231,000 167                 
First Year Totals $32,137,000 $4,165,000 349                 

Temporary Jobs 349                              
Temporary Jobs/House 0.89                             

Table G
392 Rehabilitated Denver Rent Subsidized Units

Local Taxes & Jobs
Income Fees

Construction Phase $27,597,000 $3,752,000 237                 
Ripple Phase $14,832,000 $3,246,000 228                 
First Year Totals $42,429,000 $6,998,000 465                 

Temporary Jobs 465                              
Temporary Jobs/House 0.80                             

Table H
584 Rehabilitated Colorado Rent Subsidized Units
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The Housing Affordability Gap 
Before determining the housing affordability gap, several caveats are in order.  First, the analysis 
must be done for a single point in time since the affordability gap changes from month-to-month 
and year-to-year.  Second, the gap must be determined for discrete income brackets and not for 
the entire population since there may in fact be no overall housing gap if there are surplus homes 
available for higher income bracket households while simultaneously there are shortages at lower 
income levels.  Third, the housing affordability gap will be estimated for rental homes only and 
fourth, it is assumed that there is an affordability gap only if a household spends more than 30% 
of its income on housing.  The lower the percentage of income dedicated to housing, the worse 
the affordability gap will be. Conversely, raising the allowable percentage of household income 
to be devoted to housing lowers the magnitude of any housing affordability gap.       

An affordability gap can be said to exist when there exists a shortage of rental homes for a given 
level of household income.  As a result of the shortage, affected households must spend more 
than 30% of their monthly income on rent.  However, were a sufficient number of rental homes 
available with rents the households in question could afford, these households would no longer 
be rent burdened and the affordability would be eliminated.          

Based on 2013 data, the latest year for which comprehensive rental rates and quantities for both 
market-rate and rent-subsidized homes, income data, and renter data are available, the housing 
affordability gap for the State of Colorado is 103,133 homes among households with less than 
$20,000 in annual income.  For the Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO MSA (Metropolitan 
Statistical Area), it is 58,677.  Given that house prices and rents have increased since the data 
were collected and that income for the majority of these households has been largely stagnant, it 
is believed that the affordability gap today is slightly larger, perhaps exceeding 110,000 homes.  

While that may not sound like a large number, to put it into perspective, that is an affordability 
gap equal to almost 16% of the existing rental housing stock in the State of Colorado.  It is also a 
gap that, at current rates of affordable rental housing construction of 823 homes/year, will take 
over 100 years to eliminate, assuming no new households find themselves spending more than 
30% of their income on housing.  Even if all of last year’s market rate multifamily production, 
which numbered 5,454, were devoted to affordable housing, it would still take upwards of 20 
years to eliminate the existing housing affordability gap.  Either way, there is no indication that 
the existing affordability gap will decline noticeably in the near future absent substantial 
intervention. 
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Table 1 

 
 
Table 1 shows that in 2013 there were 710,855 renter households in the State of Colorado and 
that there were 710,855 rental homes in the state.  On the surface this suggests there is no 
shortage of rental homes.  However, that is why it is necessary to conduct this analysis for 
different income levels.  The last column of Table 1 shows that among the poorest households in 
Colorado, those with incomes below $10,000, there is a shortage of 38,514 homes that rent for 
less than $250/month.  As a result, the likelihood of a household with that income finding one of 
those homes is, at best, just 53%.   

Table 2 

 
In the Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO MSA (Table 2), the rental gap for the same households is 
23,196 homes and the likelihood that such a household will find a home that rents for 
$250/month or less is just shy of 45%.  Because the likelihood ratio is lower in the Denver metro 
region than for the state as a whole, it suggests that the rental gap among households with 
incomes of less than $10,000/year is slightly more acute in the Denver region than in the State of 
Colorado.            

Affordable Percent Number Number Likelihood Affordability
Income Level Rent of Inc of HH of Units Ratio Gap
Less Than $10,000 $250 30% 82,376         43,862         53% 38,514         
$10,000 to $19,999 $500 30% 100,912      36,293         36% 64,619         
$20,000 to $34,999 $875 30% 163,365      223,614      137% (60,249)        
$35,000 to $49,999 $1,250 30% 112,805      214,263      190% (101,458)     
$50,000 to $74,999 $1,875 30% 124,291      143,321      115% (19,030)        
$75,000+ GT $1,875 30% 127,106      49,502         39% 77,604         
SUM 710,855      710,855      

Colorado 2013
Table 1

Affordable Percent Number Number Likelihood Affordability
Income Level Rent of Inc of HH of Units Ratio Gap
Less Than $10,000 $250 30% 42,121         18,925         45% 23,196         
$10,000 to $19,999 $500 30% 48,956         13,575         28% 35,381         
$20,000 to $34,999 $875 30% 82,834         112,774      136% (29,940)        
$35,000 to $49,999 $1,250 30% 61,979         120,990      195% (59,011)        
$50,000 to $74,999 $1,875 30% 69,516         83,566         120% (14,050)        
$75,000+ GT $1,875 30% 72,591         28,167         39% 44,424         
SUM 377,997      377,997      

Denver 2013
Table 2
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The higher the likelihood ratio, the less severe the problem, and at 100%, there exists no housing 
gap.  Any time the likelihood ratio is below 100%, there is a shortage of homes, and the lower 
the ratio the more severe the shortage.  While the absolute affordability gap number is important 
(the last column), the likelihood ratio better defines the magnitude of the problem for any given 
income group, since it controls for both the population size as well as the number of available 
homes.                

Among households in Colorado with annual incomes between $10,000 and $19,999, there is a 
shortage of 64,619 homes with rents between $250 and $500 and the probability of one of these 
100,912 renter households finding an apartment such that they are not rent burdened is 36%.  
This makes the housing affordability gap much more acute for this income range than for the 
households with less than $10,000.  This is also true for the Denver metro region.  In the Denver 
region, the affordability gap for this income level is 35,381 homes and the likelihood ratio is a 
mere 27.73%.  This implies that at best, roughly a quarter of households in this income bracket 
are not rent burdened and that the shortage of homes in this price range is again slightly more 
severe in the Denver region than in the rest of the State.       

For renter household in Colorado and in the Denver metro region with incomes between $20,000 
and $74,999 there is a surplus of rental homes for all three income levels.  In the State of 
Colorado, the total surplus is 180,737 while in the Denver region it is 103,001. The probability of 
these households finding an appropriate home is always substantially in excess of 100%.     

Among the wealthiest renters - those with household incomes greater than $75,000 - there 
appears to again be an acute shortage of rental homes.  To be precise, there is a shortage of 
77,604 homes that rent for more than $1,875 in Colorado, and a shortage of 44,424 of such 
homes in the Denver metro region.  The likelihood of these households not being rent burdened 
is just shy of 39% in Colorado and in the Denver region.   

However, the problem for these households is certainly less severe.  Wealthy households can 
choose a home that rents for less than $1,875/month and solve their problem in that way.  Of 
course, this slightly reduces the number of homes available for those with incomes between 
$20,000 and $74,999, but since there is no shortage of affordable homes for this group that is not 
a problem. Regrettably, among those with the lowest incomes “renting down” is not a viable 
strategy.          

 
Methodology 
In this analysis, the two critical pieces of data are the number of households within each income 
bracket and the number of rental homes available at various rental prices.  All other results flow 
directly from these findings, coupled with the assumption that a household is rent burdened if it 
spends more than 30% of its income on housing.   

The number of households within each income bracket comes directly from the 2013 American 
Community Survey 1-year estimates and the table showing “Household Income by Gross Rent as 
a Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months.”  The number of rental homes 
available at different rent payments also comes directly from the 2013 American Community 
Survey 1-year estimates and the table showing “Gross Rent.”   
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The number of homes available between specific monthly rents is then compared to the number 
of households who can afford that rent burden without it being greater than 30% of their income.  
Importantly, all homes that pay no cash rent are included in the lowest rent level, that being 
below $250/month.  As such they are considered part of the rental stock for households with less 
than $10,000/year in annual income.  Finally, this analysis assumes no vacancy rate and that the 
American Community Survey has correctly counted all rental homes.  

                    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Mile High Vista in Denver, Colorado 
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 Discussion 

Successful Housing Markets 
To have a successful economy and labor market it is essential to have a healthy and diverse 
housing market.  A healthy housing market includes an ample supply of new and existing 
houses, expensive and inexpensive homes, rental homes and owner-occupied homes.  Insuring 
that many housing alternatives are available increases the ability of all households to find a 
dwelling that is suitable for their particular life situation.  

Some households have been saving for years and are finally ready to buy a condominium 
downtown.  Others are recent college graduates and very much need an affordable rental place 
near where they work if they are to make ends meet.  Still others need the social services that 
come with a rent-subsidized home if they are to successfully live on their own while other 
families need access to supportive services in addition to rent subsidies.    

Some households need to be near transit because they cannot afford a car.  Some elderly need are 
unable to drive, and living near public transit allows them to lead dignified independent lives.  
Similarly some individuals have physical limitations that prevent them from living in a single-
family home and they too count on being able to find a multifamily home that works for them.  
At the same time, other households are looking forward to retirement and to downsizing when 
they become empty-nesters.   

Of course, many households look forward to living in the suburbs and having a backyard as that 
is what they enjoyed when they were young and that is what they want to give to their children.  
These same families also are drawn to the suburbs because of the space that comes with living in 
suburbia.  Lastly, with more and more jobs being located in the suburbs, living outside of the city 
can also end up reducing commuting times.    

The key is to make sure there is a sufficient supply of various types of housing.  If prices are 
rising quickly for one type of housing it is a clear sign that there is an insufficient amount of that 
type of housing.  If all housing prices are rising quickly, it means not enough housing of any type 
is being built, and as a result competition between buyers is heating up and in the process is 
driving up housing prices.  While such a situation can occur at any time, if it is prolonged it is a 
sign of underlying housing supply problem.   

If housing price increases outpace income growth for a prolonged period of time, the entire 
demographic composition of a community can change.  For example, when lower income renters 
are gentrified out of neighborhoods experiencing rapid price appreciation, the underlying 
composition of the neighborhood can change.  Existing homeowners in such neighborhoods may 
see their property tax bills rapidly rise, resulting in these families being forced to spend well over 
30% or 40% of their income for housing, becoming by definition cost burdened, and ultimately 
having to move to less pricy locations, perhaps requiring a longer commute.    
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Another effect of building homes is that with very few exceptions and regardless of the price of 
the new homes built, their addition to the housing stock almost inevitably exerts some downward 
pressure on most home prices.  Most buyers have limited incomes and thus face financial 
constraints, so lower prices are unambiguously a benefit.  If the new homes are entry level 
homes, they should, by increasing supply, reduce the rate of appreciation of such homes and in 
the process make more housing stock available for newly formed households, ones that are often 
most vulnerable.     

Even if the new homes built are very high priced, the impact is similar.  When a high price home 
is built, it increase the supply of high priced homes which puts downward price pressure on 
them, and that downward pressure can filter through the entire local housing market as the 
wealthy no longer have to bid up the price of expensive housing or its closest substitute housing 
that is almost as expensive.  As a result, overall affordability is enhanced, employers will find it 
easier to find employees and as mentioned earlier, the population of the community and state will 
more easily accommodate growth.  
 

Importance of Affordable Housing  
When a municipality or a state takes inventory of all its assets, parks, schools, employers, high-
tech jobs, infrastructure, cultural events, recreational opportunities and sports teams are almost 
always mentioned.  Usually institutions of higher learning are also mentioned, as are interstate 
highways, airports, distances to other large cities and even famous personalities.  Rarely is the 
quality and cost of the existing housing stock mentioned.  This is unfortunate.  For most 
households, shelter is the single most expensive item in their monthly budget and the foundation 
from which other major life decisions are made.   

As a result, the price of housing very much matters.  All else equal, communities with housing 
options that are affordable for all or most income levels should be substantially more appealing 
to businesses looking to relocate and/or expand and households looking to put down roots.  
Ideally, households with incomes of $55,000, the so-called middle class, should be able to find 
houses or apartments they can afford and so too should households with incomes of as little as 
$20,000 or as much as $100,000 and beyond.          

While this is clearly borne out by the fact that Dallas and Charlotte are fast growing and, 
importantly, affordable, while New York and Boston are slow growing and very expensive, it is 
also the case that cities that were once affordable do not always remain so.  Fifty years ago, 
Seattle was not an expensive place to live and neither was Boulder, Colorado.  Today, Boulder 
makes Seattle look cheap and Seattle is one of the most expensive cities in the United States.  
For a growing municipality to remain affordable, it takes a willingness to continually build 
sufficient residential homes at varying prices to keep up with population growth.  Again, the 
combination of insufficient residential construction activity (a lack of supply) along with 
population growth (increasing demand) will necessarily push up prices and reduce affordability.      

Colorado is a popular destination and has been experiencing rapid, albeit slightly slowing, 
population growth.  Census data shows that the State population increased from 3.3 million on 
1/1/1990 to 4.3 million on 1/1/2000, an increase of one million people in ten years.  Since 
reaching 4.3 million in 2000, it took thirteen more years for the State population to grow by 
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another million and reach 5.3 million on 1/1/2013.  While population growth appears to be 
slowing, Colorado’s population is still 60% larger than is was 24 years ago, a compound rate of 
growth of 2% per year, twice the rate of growth as the nation as a whole.  Moreover, according to 
the Census Bureau, between July 1, 2012 and July 1, 2013, Denver was the 4th fastest growing 
city among the 50 most populous cities in the nation, although recent demographic forecasts by 
the State Demography Office suggest that that growth rates in Colorado will soon start declining.   

Clearly, the Denver metro region and Colorado are popular destinations, in part because they 
have historically been relatively affordable places to live, attracting both firms and households.  
But to be able to continue to remain affordable over the next decades and thus be competitive as 
an employment base, the Denver region and Colorado will have to make a concerted effort to 
build residential homes that are affordable to households of different incomes to accommodate 
continued population growth.                         

The cost of housing becomes still more important when income trends and net worth are taken 
into account.  Between 2001 and 2007, the national median household net worth rose from 
$113,781 to $135,400.  However, by 2011 it had fallen to $81,200 because of the toll taken by 
the Great Recession.  Similarly, real median household income was as high as $56,436 in 2007 
but fell to $51,939 by 2013, back to where it was in 1989.   

This combination of less wealth and less income for many households means the middle-class 
will find it increasingly difficult to scrape together enough money for a down payment and will 
find it harder than ever to make their monthly payments unless they can find housing they can 
afford.  Moreover, the need for affordable homes is unlikely to go away soon, given poor median 
income performance of late and given that less than half the population owns any type of 
publicly traded firm equity, inside or outside of a retirement portfolio and thus has failed to 
benefit in any meaningful way from the dramatic rise in equity prices over the last few years. 
Moreover, the Colorado Department of Labor and Employment estimates that over the next ten 
years, 70% of the new jobs created will pay less than $36,000 per year, putting added strains on 
the supply of affordable housing.    
 

Social Benefits of Housing 
It is important to look beyond the large economic and financial benefits housing provides to a 
community and to a state.  While many of the social benefits of housing are, at best, hard to 
quantify, they are significant and should not be ignored.   

By building more housing, and in particular more affordable housing, households on the 
financial edge - those that live from paycheck-to-paycheck – are much less likely to wind up 
living in shelters or drifting from family member to family member.  Instead, these households 
will able to spend a greater share of their income on health care, food, education and 
transportation.  In this way, these households, and any children in them, will have a better chance 
to lead healthier, more productive lives, and absent the mental exhaustion of constant financial 
stress.  
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In addition, an increased supply of affordable housing, be it new or rehabilitated, reduces 
overcrowding, and according to Sampson and Raudenbush provides for a more stable and safer 
community by strengthening social ties with neighbors.  Other research by Warner and 
Roundtree suggests that by improving household stability, affordable housing improves student 
performance, and reduces dropout rates and crime.  In addition, adults occupying affordable 
homes have been found to have lower levels of psychological distress and improved mental 
health.  

Another benefit of affordable housing programs is that frequently the tenants receive additional 
supportive services.  Sometimes living in rent-subsidized housing is a temporary event made 
necessary because of a lost job, a work accident a health crisis or the death of a family member 
and that can, with some help, be overcome.   Supportive services can assist a family in 
recovering from these situations, and they may then subsequently move on to buy a home of 
their own, find better employment, save some money for the future and generally improve their 
living conditions.  Supportive services are often targeted toward children and keeping them in 
school and at performing at grade level, increasing their long-term odds of success.   

Persons without a safe and stable place to live often fall into cycles of homelessness. In addition 
to the emotional stress and the lack of a sense of control over their lives, there are also significant 
costs associated with homelessness.  The most recent point-in-time study conducted in Colorado 
estimated that chronically homeless individuals have an average annual health care cost to the 
state of over $28,000, compared to only $6,000 for their housed peers.  Similarly, recent research 
conducted in Denver finds that housing and providing other social services to the most intensive 
users of public services that are chronically homeless can be expected to dramatically reduce 
costs to taxpayers.        

In closing, this study has not attempted to quantify any of the social benefits of housing.  That 
said, from the cursory review above, it should be clear that the social benefits of sufficient 
housing are large and should be carefully considered when new housing programs are under 
discussion.   
 

Why Is There A Housing Affordability Gap?                                        

There are a number of reasons why there is insufficient rental housing for households with 
relatively low incomes.  Often times, through local policies and priority-setting, affordable 
housing is only available for households with at least one working member, an elderly member, 
or someone who is disabled.  As such a single non-working person, or a household just slightly 
above the AMI cut off will not qualify for rental assistance and may find themselves rent 
burdened.       

As rents have increased, the requirement that the subsidized household come up with their 
portion of the rent, typically 30%, has become increasingly difficult.  This is because the 
incomes of the tenants have, at best, been stagnant over the last decade and worse still have, in 
many cases, actually declined.       

Cost containment efforts imposed as a result of federal government spending cuts can limit the 
ability of housing authorities to respond to new and tighter rental markets.  As an example, 
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during the worst of the Washington budget cuts, some housing authorities required that 2-people 
share a bedroom.  If that means that a brother and sister share a bedroom, that might drive some 
households out of rent-subsidized programs and unsurprisingly, those same households may 
become rent burdened.      

Additionally, because Congress has managed to pass only one budget since 2009 federal 
agencies, including the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), have had to 
generally survive on a steady diet of short-term budget appropriations that continually need 
renewal.  While these short term budgets keep money flowing, they offer little in the way of 
certainty and thus make it difficult for housing authorities to effectively manage waiting lists and 
impossible for developers to make any kind of long-term capital plans.           

Some landlords do not wish to work with housing authorities because they find that the 
paperwork involved and the added requirements to be burdensome and onerous.  As a result, 
these landlords choose not to enter any Section 8 or tenant based programs.  Thus, the number of 
homes available to moderately-low and lowest income households is less than what it might 
otherwise be the case if these landlords were to otherwise participate.     

Another impediment is that higher rents have pushed some homes that were formerly in the stock 
of affordable housing out of it.  This is because housing authorities cannot issue vouchers for 
more than 70% of the “payment standard” rent.  Regrettably, for a number of reasons, HUD has 
not always been able to keep up with the rising “payment standard” and as such the definition of 
allowable rents lags market rents, thus reducing the supply of affordable homes.            

Rising utility prices can also play a destructive role.  As utility prices rise, utility allowances for 
renters rise, and in the case of low income tax credit (LIHTC) homes, the increase in the utility 
allowance can force rents down, thereby discouraging investment in LIHTC homes.   

Another problem involves security deposits and application fees charged by landlords.  In a tight 
rental market, this burden inevitably increases as prospective tenants often must provide 
applications and related fees to multiple properties.  While often fair and reasonable, these added 
costs are often an insurmountable barrier for the tenant even though they have a rental assistance 
voucher in hand.  This is because potential tenants all too often have little or no savings, and thus 
cannot come up with the requisite funds, thereby effectively keeping them out of the rental 
assistance program.     

Flat to declining incomes are another reason many households are rent burdened.  Over the past 
decade, incomes for many American households have been declining, making it that much more 
difficult for the household to come up with their share of the rent even with rent assistance.  
According to a recent study from the Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, real median 
renter costs in 2013 were about five percent higher than in 2001 while, even with modest income 
gains in 2013, median incomes were nearly 11 percent lower.  In these cases, even if added 
vouchers become available absent additional sources of funds the affordability gap grows.                  

 

In addition to pushing up the rate of unemployment, the Great Recession also temporarily 
reduced the value of LIHTCs.  This is because the value of each LIHTC is largely determined by 
the income tax bracket of the investors.  During the 2008 financial crisis many more firms and 
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individuals than usual had no taxable earnings.  With fewer profits to shelter, investor demand 
for tax credits declined and along with it so did the price of the tax credits.  As a result, the 
number of new LIHTC homes planned generally declined.   In short, whenever profits fall, 
LIHTC construction activity falls too.  In addition, given the recent budget battles in 
Washington, DC, there has been considerable concern that Congress may do away with funding 
for the LIHTC program.     

The dearth of affordable housing can also be at least partly attributed to a lack of funds dedicated 
solely to affordable housing.  All too often, funds for one purpose get reallocated during budget 
negotiations, or during a budget crisis and as a result funds that may have originally been raised 
for affordable housing, for rent subsidies, or for assembling parcels for development get spent 
elsewhere.  While spending on other priorities may be well intended, the fact remains affordable 
housing necessarily suffers as a result.               

Demographics are also partly to blame.  The enormous size of the Millennial Generation, like the 
Baby Boomer Generation, will necessarily put strains on affordable housing resources by 
impacting the demand for market rate housing.  Their huge population will boost demand for 
market rate rental housing, and in the process increase market rate rents, thereby increasing the 
need for affordable housing.                 

Another demographic factor that is likely to impact the supply of affordable housing will be the 
need for more “supportive housing” for Boomers as they age.  Recent estimates from the 
Colorado State Demographer show that the number of Coloradans over age 65 is projected to 
more than double over the 20 years.  Their increasing demand for social services is likely to pull 
money away from affordable workforce housing as senior housing and supportive housing get 
increased priority.   

Community resistance to affordable housing is another reason why an insufficient amount of it is 
built.  All too often, neighborhoods organize so as to better resist efforts made by housing 
authorities, developers and other government entities to build affordable housing nearby.  
Reasons given for opposing affordable housing include misconceptions regarding its negative 
impact on existing house prices, increases in violence, increases in drug use, and other such 
excuses that are not necessarily corroborated by research.                                 

Affordable homes are generally quite expensive to build.  Total development costs per home are 
frequently more expensive than market rate homes, due to a complicated array of financial, legal 
and compliance issues.  In addition, in some cases buildings with affordable homes also house 
social workers and other social services so as to aid the inhabitants.  While beneficial, these 
added services increase costs, thus reducing the number of homes that can be built.       

Lastly, perhaps the single most important reason why there is a dearth of rental homes for low-
income households is that new residential construction market is generally unable to supply the 
necessary new homes due to regulations and restrictions.  That is, because of restrictive (and 
numerous) local regulations and ordinances having to do with unit size, density, parking 
requirements, land costs, set back requirements and more, it is not financially possible for 
builders to build the necessary homes.          
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Affordable Housing Solutions 
There are many creative ways to build affordable housing and there are many programs that 
provide financial resources and leverage public-private partnerships to facilitate the development 
of affordable housing.   Ideally, going forward developers and builders should be able to build 
new housing that are affordable both with and without government subsidies, because different 
types of affordable housing are likely to require varying subsidy levels.  While subsidies make 
the development and construction process more complicated, subsidies are usually the only way 
affordable units can get built given today’s realities.  That said, the subsidies necessarily come 
from tax revenues, and at present there are many demands on state and local budgets.  In 
addition, because there are unlikely to ever be a sufficient number of affordable homes, since the 
demand generally far outpaces the supply, communities may need to embrace financial and non-
financial strategies to ensure more affordable housing options are available so that more homes 
can be built.     
 

The Overarching Approach and Philosophy 
Given the overwhelming unmet need for affordable housing in Colorado, public funding through 
a variety of state, federal and local sources will always be a necessary component to meeting the 
housing needs of a community.  However, there are a number of non-financial solutions that can 
be equally valuable in meeting future affordable housing demands. This list should be looked at 
as a possible set of solutions to be employed above and beyond additional public funding.  
Should more public monies become available, all the better.   

However, a lack of government funding should not necessarily be considered an insurmountable 
barrier.  There are ample number of things that communities and governments can do to improve 
affordability absent additional public investment.  Moreover, it is also acknowledged that there is 
never a solution or package of solutions that is a “one-size fits-all” for every community.  Rather, 
this discussion presents a range of potential tools that are available, each with pros and cons, and 
it is up to the local community leaders to determine the right combination of tools that will best 
meet their community housing goals.                     

  Small or experimental overlay districts with special features i.e. especially small lots 
 An excellent way to encourage risk-taking by the private sector is to zone a particular 

area differently than neighboring areas.  In this way, the new and different codes and 
regulations are what creates the incentive for the developer and builder.  In these cases 
the building codes are likely to be different than in surrounding areas and even 
experimental.  Moreover, the overlay district may also offer tax advantages and even 
funding advantages.  By making the overlay district relatively small, it is possible to 
experiment and see what happens on a small scale before deciding whether or not to 
expand it.  This reduces risk for public officials, yet encourages new types of 
development that might not occur absent the special district and the benefits available 
within it.              

  Dynamic zoning 
 At present, residential land use restrictions are usually static.  Once enacted, they rarely 

change, unlike commercial zoning, which over long periods of time accommodates 
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higher land values by allowing for increased density.  Dynamic zoning allows for 
residential zoning to change over time.  A dynamic zoning rule would stipulate that every 
X number of years, any residential lot may be subdivided.  Over long periods of time, this 
increases densities and does so only to the extent homeowners desire it.  Since all buyers 
have the same rights and know when the period is until the next subdividing opportunity 
they may bid accordingly.  In this way, residential densities may rise to accommodate 
higher land values.                           

  Deed restrictions  
 Deed restrictions, like other regulations, can have both benefits and drawbacks.  The 

limitation with deed restrictions is if the deed restriction limits the amount of equity that 
the owner may retain at time of sale, households hoping to own their own home and build 
home equity may be at minimum slightly more reluctant to live in such dwellings  

  Increased community involvement in the planning stages 
 Frequently there is opposition to affordable housing due to misperceptions, fear, concerns 

about decreased public safety, higher taxes, and a general feeling by local residents and 
even other public agencies that their needs and concerns are not being considered.  
Absent local support, construction of affordable housing is made, at minimum, more 
difficult.  To better deal with this genre of problems, a well-designed and transparent 
planning process that includes good two-way communication with potentially affected 
residents is critical.              

  Accessory dwelling units  
 Frequently, fully built out and nearly fully built out communities have land use 

restrictions that make it difficult to increase the supply of housing in general and 
affordable housing in particular.  To that end, allowing existing home owners to rent out 
in-law apartments, or granny flats is a simple way to increase housing supply without 
public funding as long as they are up to code and compliant with all local rules and 
regulations (including HOA covenants).      

  Permit modular, manufactured and other non-site built housing in existing communities 
 Many cities and towns disallow any sort of non-site built residential structures.  

However, most if not all, off-site built units are less expensive to build and can easily 
and efficiently accommodate small dwelling units.  As a result, prohibiting these sort 
of structures eliminates a viable option for providing more affordable housing 
options.  If allowed, some landowners will necessarily seize this opportunity and 
supply more residential units.        

  Encourage Manufactured and Modular Communities 
 In many cases, existing manufactured housing communities are prevented from 

expanding and are in some cases owners are encouraged due to rising land values to sell 
to developers who will build on the very valuable and underutilized land.  If the land the 
community is on is immensely valuable, rather than destroying the community by selling 
the land, perhaps a land exchange could be made part of the sale process.  In this way, 
existing residents will have a place to move to that is relatively nearby, reducing the loss 
of affordable housing and possibly increasing it.  Manufactured housing communities can 
be an outstanding source of affordable housing and should be encouraged to grow and 
expand  
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 Land Banks 
 Frequently, simply assembling a parcel of sufficient size for a multifamily development 

to be built is impossible.  To overcome this problem, it may be necessary to create a land 
bank.  Land banks are public entities with the authority to facilitate the resale of 
foreclosed properties, execute redevelopment plans, condemn vacant properties, expedite 
acquisition of title, assemble large parcels, sell property, etc…  In this way, land banks 
can make development possible that otherwise would not happen.        

 Incentives to develop vacant and underutilized structures 
 Vacant structures present many challenges.  There can be health and safety hazards, they 

can hinder economic development, decrease property values and worse.  Through a 
combination of outreach, advocacy, enforcement, and incentives within a very limited 
geographic area, eyesores can become assets.  At core, the aim of these programs must be 
to offer investors incentives to build.  These may include property tax abatements for 
early investors and occupants, density bonuses, expedited reviews, relocation of police 
and fire substations and demolition of existing buildings.              

  Single room occupancy structures 
 With rents very high in many metro locations, one solution is to create incentives for 

developers and land owners to build single-room occupancy homes, or “micro-housing.”  
While those opposed suggest that these homes are small and may be a fire hazard, if built 
to code they are housing assets.  By virtue of their size, the rent paid per square foot is 
much lower for these homes than for a standard size apartments.  Moreover, they can be 
ideal for students, seniors, and other low-income single adults.           

  Exclusionary zoning  
 Many jurisdictions currently regulate residential development through minimum lot size 

requirements such as one acre minimum lot sizes and façade requirements that serve no 
public safety purpose.  While aesthetically pleasing, such requirements necessarily drive 
up the cost of new residential construction, and in the process reduce affordability.  In 
such jurisdictions, building codes could be amended to allow construction of smaller, 
more affordable homes where vacant land is available.               

  Inclusionary zoning 
 While adopted by some jurisdictions in an effort to promote affordable housing, 

inclusionary zoning has been found in some cases to have the opposite effect.  
Inclusionary zoning generally requires developers to set aside a certain percentage of new 
homes to be affordable.  Two problems with this approach are that when times are bad, 
no construction occurs and thus no affordable homes are built, and in many cases the 
market–rate housing that is built is more expensive than would otherwise have been the 
case since it must effectively subsidize the mandated affordable homes, thus reducing 
affordability 

  Transit Oriented Development  
 By locating housing near public transportation, not only can occupants save money by 

not having to own a car, but developers may be given permission to have fewer parking 
spaces per unit.  This can result in large financial savings making these homes much 
more desirable to build.  In this way the cost of owning a car can be severed from the cost 
of renting an apartment or owning a condo.          
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  Social investing by the private sector 
 Rather than relying on traditional funding mechanisms to build housing, consider social 

investing.  In these cases, the private sector puts up the capital and in exchange is given 
access to a future stream of income only if certain objective and clearly measurable social 
targets or outcomes are met.  If they are not met, no payout is made.  By harnessing this 
approach, more capital may be attracted to affordable housing than might otherwise be 
the case.               

  Expedited reviews for affordable projects 
 A continuing complaint of residential builders is that often it takes far too long for plans 

to be reviewed or examined, permits to be issued and inspections to be conducted.   
Delays cost money and in the process reduce affordability.  The impact of frequent delays 
may appear small, but if they are sufficiently large and/or frequent so as to discourage 
construction activity that otherwise would have taken place, they reduce affordability.  If 
plans are reviewed quickly and permits issued as expeditiously as possible, this would 
encourage residential construction.     

  Make sure housing plans mesh with population growth and OED/EDC plans 
 Often the local Office of Economic Development or Economic Development Corporation 

works diligently to attract corporate investment and jobs to a community only to find an 
insufficient amount of housing stock available.  This is one manifestation of a more 
general problem where not enough housing is built to accommodate easily anticipated 
population growth.  Frequently housing is looked at on a permit-by-permit basis and not 
holistically.  As a result, when a project is denied, there is no appreciation that those 
homes at that price level are still needed.   A solution to this problem is to require that 
some percentage of existing CDBG monies be devoted solely to funding affordable 
housing rather than economic development.          

  Brownfields development  
 Redevelopment of brownfields can increase the tax base, create new jobs, allow for the 

utilization of existing infrastructure and the removal of blight and allow builders access 
to potentially inexpensive land.  The problem is legal liability.  Absent protection from 
potentially huge clean-up costs, developers will shy away from building on such sites.  
One solution is Voluntary Cleanup Programs (VCP).  In these programs local 
governments can offer tax credits, low cost financing and more flexible cleanup standards 
than federal and state Superfund laws.  Importantly, these VCPs include liability 
assurances and incentives, such as promises not to sue, third-part liability relief to lenders 
and new land owners.       

   Increased monitoring of housing providers 
 Once affordable housing is built, it is essential that housing providers play by the rules.  

To that end, it is essential to regularly conduct matched-pair housing audits of housing 
providers.  Absent the possibility of being audited, it is possible that rates of 
discrimination against African Americans, Hispanics and applicants with babies will be 
higher than would otherwise be the case.  While discrimination may never be eliminated, 
reducing it to a minimum is necessary if all are to have equal access to community 
resources.                            

None of the above mentioned solutions is a silver bullet and no one suggestion will alleviate an 
affordability crisis.  However, when looked at in total and when a number of these solutions are 
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applied at once, they can make a large difference.  The essential point is that to increase housing 
affordability, it is best to employ many techniques simultaneously.  By publicizing the wide 
menu of options available, builders and developers will undertake risk they would otherwise not.  
And the larger the menu of options, the more risks will be taken as different developers and 
landowners attempt different solutions based on their different business models and advantages.  
The key is to offer many alternatives and in the process excite a large variety of builders, 
developers and financiers.  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Village Park Apartments in Grand Junction, Colorado 
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Appendix 

Appendix A 
Single-Family Market-Rate Denver CSA Construction Activity: One-
Time Impacts  
During calendar year 2013, 6,516 new market-rate single-family homes were built across the 
Denver-Aurora, CO Combined Statistical Area (hereafter the Denver CSA).  The Denver CSA is 
a geographic area composed of the Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, MSA, (which is composed of 
Adams, Arapahoe, Clear Creek, Douglas, Elbert, Gilpin, Jefferson and Park counties, the City 
and County of Broomfield and the City and County of Denver) the Boulder MSA (which is 
composed of Boulder County) and the Greeley MSA (which is composed of Weld County).  
While the actual number of homes built will vary from year to year, 2013 was not an abnormal 
year and this study presents the economic impact of building 6,516 new market-rate single-
family homes in the Denver, CSA.        
The one-year combined local economic impact of building 6,516 market-rate single-family 
homes in Denver includes:  

•  $2.1 billion in local income 
•  $404.1 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•  28,171 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 12,258 construction jobs 
o   5,098 Wholesale and retail jobs 
o   2,272 Business and professional jobs 
o   2,178 Local government jobs, and 
o   1,467 Health, education and social service jobs 

These totals include all local income and jobs for residents of the Denver CSA.  These totals also 
include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges, and licensing fees for all the above 
jurisdictions.  These results also represent the direct and the indirect impact of home building, 
and the resulting economic impact that results from all residents who earn income directly and 
indirectly from this residential construction activity and subsequently spend a portion of it within 
the Denver CSA.     
 

Single-Family Market-Rate Denver CSA Construction Activity:  
Recurring Impacts  
The annually recurring economic activity that results from the building of 6,516 market-rate 
single-family homes in the Denver CSA includes:  

• $239.0 million in local income 
• $50.2 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
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•   3,591 full-time equivalent jobs, including 
o 967 Wholesale and retail jobs 
o 516 Health, education and social service jobs 
o 488 Eating and drinking establishment jobs 
o 305 Local government jobs, and 
o 276 Business and professional jobs 

Unlike above, these totals are annually recurring and result from all new homes becoming 
occupied and the new households earning income, paying sales taxes, income taxes, property 
taxes, and all other governmental fees and spending part of their income in the Denver CSA.    

While the benefits of the occupancy phase appear substantially smaller than those of the 
construction and induced phases, this phase lasts decades.  As such, the benefits from this phase 
are in fact much larger than the benefits from the earlier phases if one adds up the benefits of 
new construction over a longer period of time.  To that end, the 10-year economic impact of 
building 6,516 market-rate single-family homes in the Denver CSA is detailed below.  
 

Single-Family Market-Rate Denver CSA Construction Activity: 10-
Year Impacts  
The 10-year total local economic activity that results from the building of 6,516 market-rate 
single-family homes in the Denver CSA include:  

• $4.4 billion in local income 
• $881.9 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments  
• 28,170 full-time equivalent one-year jobs, and  
•   3,591 full-time equivalent permanent jobs 

These totals include the one-time impacts as well as the annually recurring impacts that occur 
during the first ten years these houses are occupied.   

The one-time, recurring and ten-year impacts are based on new market-rate single-family homes 
that on average cost $427,648, are built on raw land that, on average, costs $26,500 per home, 
have fees that average $35,501 per home, and have annual property taxes that average $3,180 per 
year.     
 

Discussion     

The local economic contribution made by new home construction is very large.  To be precise, 
the sum of new household revenues and new taxes resulting from first-year one-time impacts that 
result from building 6,516 single-family homes is almost exactly $2.5 billion or $384,000 per 
home.  Moreover, of the 28,171 full-time equivalent one-year jobs created, 12,258, or 44 percent 
of the jobs are in construction with the remaining 56 percent of the jobs dispersed across the rest 
of the local economy.  This suggests that when residential construction is performing well not 
only does the construction industry benefit but so does the rest of the economy, so much so that 
more jobs are actually created in the rest of the economy than in the construction industry.  
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While the jobs created in the construction and ripple phases, are not permanent, that is the case 
with many jobs created today in this era of outsourcing, offshoring and computerization.  What 
makes any job permanent is the opportunity to do the work involved again and again, be it 
teaching high school, serving hamburgers or fixing cars.  As a result, all the full-time one-year 
equivalent jobs discussed here can easily be thought of as full-time equivalent permanent jobs if 
an equal number of new homes are built in future years.  As such, construction jobs should not 
necessarily be considered so different than other jobs in our economy.  

Another key finding, each new single-family home built creates 4.32 full-time equivalent one-
year jobs, roughly 33 percent more than the national average of 3.24 full-time equivalent one-
year jobs per house.  The major reason for this is because the new market rate homes built in the 
Denver CSA cost $427,648, substantially more than the national average of $320,000.  Lastly, 
each new home creates slightly more than half (0.55) of a full-time equivalent permanent job.      
       

Appendix B 

Single-Family Market-Rate Colorado Construction Activity: One-Time 
Impacts  
During calendar year 2013, 11,861 market-rate single-family homes were built in Colorado.  
While the actual number of homes built in any given year will be higher or lower than 11,861, it 
is a fair representation of annual market-rate single-family construction activity throughout the 
state.  This number includes the 6,516 market-rate single-family homes built in the Denver CSA 
and suggests that in 2013 market-rate single-family construction activity outside the Denver CSA 
totaled of 5,345 homes.               

The one-year combined state and local economic impact of building 11,861 market-rate single-
family homes in Colorado includes:  

• $3.3 billion in state and local income 
• $877.0 million in taxes and other revenues for all governments, and  
• 48,200 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 20,051 Construction jobs 
o   8,505 Wholesale and retail trade jobs 
o   5,017 State and local government jobs 
o   3,952 Business and professional jobs, and 
o   2,428 Eating and drinking establishment jobs 

These totals include all state and local income and jobs for residents of Colorado.  These totals 
also include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges and licensing fees for all taxing 
jurisdictions in Colorado.  These results also represent the direct and the indirect impact of home 
building and the resulting economic impact that results from all residents who earn income 
directly and indirectly from this residential construction activity and subsequently spend a 
portion of it within the borders of Colorado.   
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Single-Family Market-Rate Colorado Construction Activity: 
Recurring Impacts  
The annually recurring state and local economic activity that results from the building of 11,861 
market-rate single-family homes in Colorado includes:  

• $443.5 million in state and local income 
• $127.7 million in taxes and other revenues for all governments, and  
•   7,225 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o  1,804 Wholesale and retail trade jobs 
o  1,057 State and local government jobs 
o     922 Health, education and social service jobs 
o     912 Eating and drinking establishment jobs, and 
o     580 Business and professional jobs 

These totals are annually recurring and result from all new homes becoming occupied and the 
new households earning income, paying sales taxes, income taxes, property taxes, water taxes 
and all other governmental fees and spending part of their income in Colorado.  

While the benefits of the occupancy phase appear substantially smaller than those of the 
construction and induced phases, this phase lasts decades.  As such, the benefits from this phase 
are in fact much larger than the benefits from the earlier phases if one adds up the benefits of 
new construction over a longer period of time.  To that end, the 10-year economic impact of 
building 11,861 market-rate single-family homes in Colorado is detailed below.  
 

Single-Family Market-Rate Colorado Construction Activity: 10-Year 
Impacts  
The 10-year total state and local economic activity that results from the building of 11,861 
market-rate single-family homes in Colorado includes:  

•  $7.5 billion in state and local income 
•  $2.1 billion in taxes and other revenues for all governments 
• 48,201 full-time equivalent jobs one-year jobs, and  
•   7,225 full-time equivalent permanent jobs 

These totals include the one-time impacts as well as the annually recurring impacts that occur 
during the first ten years these houses are occupied.   

The one-time, recurring, and ten year impacts are based on new market-rate single-family homes 
that, on average, cost $359,476, are built on raw land that on average costs $26,500 per house, 
have fees that average $32,212 per house, and have annual property taxes that average $2,427 
per year.   
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Discussion          

Comparing Appendix B to Appendix A allows one to see how much larger the economic impacts 
of home building are when the geographic area is widened from the Denver CSA to include the 
entire State of Colorado.  First, many more homes are now included and second the economic 
multipliers are larger.  As a result, the total number of temporary jobs created rises from 28,170 
to 48,201 and the number of permanent jobs created from the new homes being occupied rises 
from 3,591 to 7,225, increases of 71% and 101% respectively.   

Thinking about the effects on a per house basis, the number of temporary jobs declines from 4.32 
in the Denver CSA to 4.06 in all of Colorado as the price of houses built outside the Denver CSA 
are slightly less expensive than those built in the CSA.  However, the number of permanent jobs 
per house rises from 0.55 to 0.61 because the economic multipliers are slightly larger.      

Much like employment increases that result when the geographic area is expanded so do 
revenues and taxes.  In appendix A the one-time impacts include $2.1 billion in local income and 
$404.1 million in taxes and other revenues collected by local governments.  With the larger 
geography the one-time boost to local income rises to $3.3 billion while one-time taxes and other 
revenues now paid to state and local governments rises to $877.0 million.  The increases in 
incomes and taxes are 57% and 117% respectively.  Similarly, recurring income from the 
occupancy phase rises from $239.0 million/year to $443.5 million/year while taxes paid to 
governments rise from $50.2/year to $127.7 million/year.  Again, large increases of 86% and 
154% respectively.   

This comparison is not to suggest in any way that construction outside of the Denver CSA is 
better or worse than construction inside the Denver CSA.  Rather, it is to highlight how 
important residential construction is no matter where it occurs and that employment, income and 
tax revenue growth follow no matter the location.            
                   

Appendix C 
Multifamily Market-Rate Denver CSA Construction Activity: One-
Time Impacts  
During calendar year 2013, 3,943 market-rate multifamily homes were built across the Denver-
Aurora, CO Combined Statistical Area (hereafter the Denver CSA).  The Denver CSA is a 
geographic area composed of the Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, MSA, (which is composed of 
Adams, Arapahoe, Clear Creek, Douglas, Elbert, Gilpin, Jefferson and Park counties, the City 
and County of Broomfield and the City and County of Denver) the Boulder, MSA (which is 
composed of Boulder County) and the Greeley, MSA (which is composed of Weld County).  
While the actual number of homes built will vary from year to year, 2013 was not an abnormal 
year and this study presents the economic impact of building 3,943 market-rate multifamily 
homes in the Denver, CSA.        
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The one-year combined local economic impact of building 3,943 market-rate multifamily homes 
in the Denver CSA includes:  

• $1.1 billion in local income 
• $158.7 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
• 14,823 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 6,740 Construction jobs 
o 2,722 Wholesale and retail trade jobs 
o 1,180 Business and professional jobs 
o    842 Local government jobs, and  
o    771 Health, education and social service jobs 

These totals include all local income and jobs for residents of the Denver region as defined by 
the Denver CSA.  These totals also include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges, and 
licensing fees for all the above jurisdictions.  These results also represent the direct and the 
indirect impact of home building, and the resulting economic impact that results from all 
residents who earn income directly and indirectly from this residential construction activity and 
subsequently spend a portion of it within the Denver CSA.     
 

Multifamily Market-Rate Denver CSA Construction Activity:  
Recurring Impacts  
The annually recurring local economic activity that results from the building of 3,943 market-
rate multifamily homes in the Denver CSA includes:  

• $212.5 million in local income 
•  $35.8 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•  2,667 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 761 Wholesale and retail trade jobs 
o 428 Eating and drinking establishment jobs 
o 340 Health, education and social service jobs 
o 216 Business and professional jobs, and 
o 215 Local government jobs 

Unlike above, these totals are annually recurring and result from all new homes becoming 
occupied and the new households earning income, paying sales taxes, income taxes, property 
taxes, and all other governmental fees and spending part of their income in the Denver CSA.  

While the benefits of the occupancy phase appear substantially smaller than those of the 
construction and induced phases, this phase lasts decades.  As such, the benefits from this phase 
are in fact much larger than the benefits from the earlier phases if ones adds up the benefits of 
new construction over a longer period of time.  To that end, the 10-year economic impact of 
building 3,943 market-rate multifamily homes in the Denver CSA is detailed below.  
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Multifamily Market-Rate Denver CSA Construction Activity: 10-Year 
Impacts  
The 10-year total local economic activity that results from the building of 3,943 market-rate 
multifamily homes in the Denver CSA includes:  

• $3.1 billion in local income 
• $498.4 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
• 14,822 full-time equivalent one-year jobs 
• 2,667 full-time equivalent permanent jobs 

These totals include the one-time impacts as well as the annually recurring impacts that occur 
during the first ten years these houses are occupied.  Note that these totals are substantially in 
excess of the one-time impacts or the recurring impacts and illustrate how important the 
cumulative significance of the occupancy effect is. 

The one-time, recurring and annual impacts are based on new market-rate multifamily homes 
that on average cost $380,873, are built on raw land that on average costs $12,000 per home, 
have fees that average $17,000 per home and have annual property taxes that average $2,506 per 
year. 

Discussion  

What is perhaps most concerning about multifamily construction in the Denver CSA is that of 
the 3,943 homes built in 2013 only 200 were condos, barely five percent.  While the percentage 
of multifamily homes that are condos or rentals necessarily varies over times based on interest 
rates, demographics, the business cycle and other factors, the skew of the current distribution is 
highly unusual. Many experts in the housing industry in Colorado believe this is the result of the 
legal climate surrounding construction defect law.   

What is of concern is that the lack of condominium construction necessarily prevents some 
households from living in the Denver, CSA who wish to own their home but do not want to live 
is a single-family detached home.  This is a loss for the community as these households must 
elect to either remain where they are, or purchase an existing condo and in the process raise 
condo prices due to the insufficient supply. Over time this insufficient supply reduces overall 
housing affordability.   

Overall housing affordability is also reduced because as condo prices rise due to the lack of 
construction, rental home prices will rise especially among rental homes that are near substitutes 
for condominiums.  And as higher price rentals rise, those increases filter down to lower priced 
rentals as competition between households drives rents higher.   

It is also quite possible that due to the undersupply of condominiums, some of the rental homes 
that are built are more expensive than might otherwise be the case as the newly built rental 
homes attempt to fill some of the unmet condominium supply.  To the extent this is occurring 
and to the extent it reduces the supply of lower priced new rental homes that would otherwise 
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have been built, affordability may well be adversely affected.      
                           

Appendix D 
Multifamily Market-Rate Colorado Construction Activity: One-Time 
Impacts  
During calendar year 2013, 5,494 market-rate multifamily homes were built in Colorado.  While 
the actual number of homes built in any given year will be higher or lower than 5,494, it is a fair 
representation of annual market-rate multifamily construction activity throughout the state.  This 
number includes the 3,943 market-rate multifamily homes built in the Denver CSA and suggests 
that in 2013 market-rate multifamily construction activity outside the Denver CSA consisted of 
1,551 homes. 

The one year combined state and local economic impact of building 5,494 market-rate 
multifamily homes in Colorado include:  

• $1.3 billion in state and local income 
• $285.5 million in taxes and other revenues for all governments, and  
• 19,753 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 8,630 Construction jobs 
o 3,548 Wholesale and retail trade jobs 
o 1,610 State and local government jobs 
o 1,199 Business and professional jobs  
o    977 Health, education and social service jobs 

These totals include all state and local income and jobs for residents of Colorado.  These totals 
also include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges, and licensing fees for all taxing 
jurisdictions in Colorado.  These results also represent the direct and the indirect impact of 
multifamily construction and the resulting economic impact that results from all residents who 
earn income directly and indirectly from this construction activity and subsequently spend a 
portion of it within the borders of the State of Colorado.   

Multifamily Market-Rate Colorado Construction Activity: Recurring 
Impacts  
The annually recurring state and local economic activity that results from the building of 5,494 
market-rate multifamily homes in Colorado includes:  

• $272.1 million in state and local income 
• $71.1 million in taxes and other revenues for all governments, and  
• 3,791 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 993 Wholesale and retail trade jobs 
o 556 Eating and drinking establishment jobs 
o 548 State and local government jobs 
o 432 Health, education and social service jobs 
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o 318 Business and professional jobs 

These totals are annually recurring and result from all new homes becoming occupied and the 
new households earning income, paying sales taxes, income taxes, property taxes, water taxes, 
and all other governmental fees and spending part of their income in Colorado. 

While the benefits of the occupancy phase appear substantially smaller than those of the 
construction and induced phases, this phase lasts decades.  As such, the benefits from this phase 
are in fact much larger than the benefits from the earlier phases if ones adds up the benefits of 
new construction over a longer period of time.  To that end, the 10-year economic impact of 
building 5,494 market-rate multifamily homes in Colorado is detailed below. 
 
 
Multifamily Market-Rate Colorado Construction Activity: 10-Year 
Impacts  
The 10-year total state and local economic activity that results from the building of 5,494 
market-rate multifamily homes, in Colorado includes:  

• $3.9 billion in state and local income 
• $961.3 million in taxes and other revenues for all governments, and  
• 19,753 full-time equivalent jobs one-year jobs 
• 3,791 full-time equivalent permanent jobs 

These totals include the one-time impacts as well as the annually recurring impacts that occur 
during the first ten years these houses are occupied.   

The one-time, recurring and ten-year impacts are based on new market-rate multifamily homes  
that on average cost $323,135, are built on raw land that on average costs $10,000 per home, 
have fees that average $15,000 per home, and have annual property taxes that average $2,090 per 
home.            

Discussion 
Looked at over a decade, the economic impact of multifamily building like single-family 
building is large.  The sum of all new income to households and all new tax revenues to 
governments totals almost $4.9 billion.  Given the magnitude of these results, from strictly a 
financial perspective, the impact of home building on Colorado should be carefully considered 
before new ordinances or permitting requirements are imposed.        

It is interesting to note that the economic impacts of building market-rate multifamily homes 
across Colorado are quite similar to the economic impacts of building market-rate single-family 
homes in Colorado as the average price of new market-rate rental homes is $323,125, while the 
cost of the average single-family house is $359,476, a difference of slightly more than 10 
percent.  As a result, the number of temporary jobs per multifamily home is 3.60 while it is 4.06 
for single-family homes and the number of permanent, or occupancy effect, jobs per multifamily 
home is 0.69 while it is a very similar 0.61 per single-family home.    
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Separately, the lack of condominium construction described in Appendix C is also a problem, 
(albeit possibly less severe) outside the Denver CSA.  Of the 5,494 market-rate multifamily 
homes built in Colorado last year slightly less than 500 were condominiums.  Subtracting out the 
homes built in the Denver, CSA leaves 1,551 homes of which 294 were condominiums, a rate of 
19 percent compared to five percent in the Denver, CSA and much more in line with the national 
average. 
 

Appendix E 
Multifamily Rent-subsidized Denver CSA Construction Activity: One-
Time Impacts  
During the five years ending December 31, 2013, 3,091 rent-subsidized multifamily homes were 
built in Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver, Douglas and Jefferson counties, equal to an average 
annual level of production of 618 homes, the number of homes analyzed in this study.  While the 
actual number of homes will be higher or lower in any given year, this study aims to capture the 
general level of rent-subsidized construction activity in any given year.  

Despite no rent-subsidized construction activity in Broomfield, Clear Creek, Elbert, Gilpin, Park 
or Weld counties, the results below include economic benefits enjoyed by all counties in the 
Denver CSA.  This is because persons who live in one county may well work in another.  As 
such, the benefits of construction activity spillover from one county to another.      
The one-time local economic impact of building 618 rent-subsidized multifamily homes in the 
Denver CSA include:  

• $81.0 million in local income 
• $8.2 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
• 1,091 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 511 Construction jobs 
o 204 Wholesale and retail trade jobs 
o   86 Business and professional service jobs 
o   57 Health, education and social service jobs 
o   56 Eating and drinking establishment jobs  

These totals include all local income and jobs for residents of the Denver CSA.  These totals also 
include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges, and licensing fees for all the above 
jurisdictions.  These results also represent the direct and the indirect impact of home building, 
and the resulting economic impact that results from all residents who earn income directly and 
indirectly from this residential construction activity and subsequently spend a portion of it within 
the Denver CSA.     
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Multifamily Rent-subsidized Denver CSA Construction Activity:  
Recurring Impacts  
The annually recurring local economic activity that results from the building of 618 rent-
subsidized multifamily homes in the Denver CSA include:  

• $14.2 million in local income 
•  $1.6 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•    175 full-time equivalent jobs, including  

o 52 Wholesale and retail sales jobs 
o 29 Eating and drinking establishment jobs 
o 23 Health, education and social services jobs 
o 14 Business and professional service jobs 
o 10 Local government jobs 
o 10 Real estate jobs 

Unlike above, these totals are annually recurring and result from all new homes becoming 
occupied and the new households earning income, paying sales taxes, income taxes, property 
taxes, and all other governmental fees and spending part of their income in the Denver CSA.    

While the benefits of the occupancy phase appear substantially smaller than those of the 
construction and induced phases, this phase lasts decades.  As such, the benefits from this phase 
are in fact much larger than the benefits from the earlier phases if one adds up the benefits of 
new construction over a longer period of time.  To that end, the 10-year economic impact of 
building 618 rent-subsidized multifamily homes in the Denver CSA is detailed below.  
 

Multifamily Rent-subsidized Denver CSA Construction Activity: 10-
Year Impacts  
The total 10-year local economic activity that results from the building of 618 rent-subsidized 
multifamily homes in the Denver CSA includes:  

• $215.5 million in local income 
• $23.5 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•   1,091 full-time equivalent one-year jobs 
•      175 full-time equivalent permanent jobs 

These totals include the one-time impacts as well as the annually recurring impacts that occur 
during the first ten years these homes are occupied 

The one-time, recurring and annual impacts are based on new rent-subsidized multifamily homes 
that on average cost $195,446, are built on raw land that on average costs $16,484 per home, 
have fees that average $2,210 per home, and have annual property taxes that average $54 per 
year. 
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Discussion  
Of the 1,091 full-time equivalent one-year jobs created during the construction and induced 
phases, only 511, or slightly less than half of the new jobs created are in construction, with a 
substantial number of new jobs also in wholesale and retail trade and in business and 
professional services.  These three industries account for slightly more than 73 percent of all the 
jobs created in these phases.  The high percentage of jobs in these three industries is not 
surprising as they are most critical to residential home construction.   

During the occupancy phase the new jobs created are broadly dispersed throughout the economy.  
This is as expected because the permanent jobs created in this phase are jobs that are created to 
provide locally-produced services to the new households.  As a result they are broadly reflective 
of how these households spend their income.  Compared to their market rate counterparts, 
households in subsidized homes tend to spend a greater percentage of their remaining income 
directly in the local economy as less is income is spend on, for example, travel and imported 
goods.    

It is important to note that more than half of the jobs created during the construction and induced 
phases are not in construction.  This means that while construction activity necessarily creates 
many construction jobs, more than half the jobs created are outside the construction industry.  
Something else to note is that each new rent-subsidized home built in the Denver CSA creates 
1.77 full-time equivalent one-year jobs and 0.28 permanent occupancy phase jobs.  Note that the 
number of permanent occupancy phase jobs would be meaningfully higher were it not for the 
fact that the vast majority of rent-subsidized properties pay no property taxes as they are 
typically owned by non-profit groups or government agencies.         
              

Appendix F 
Multifamily Rent-subsidized Colorado Construction Activity: One-
Time Impacts  
During the five years ending December 31, 2013, 4,117 rent-subsidized multifamily homes were 
built in Colorado; an average of 823 rent-subsidized multifamily homes per year.  While the 
actual number of homes built in any given year will be higher or lower than 823, it is a fair 
representation of annual rent-subsidized construction throughout the state.  This number includes 
the 618 rent-subsidized homes built in the Denver CSA and suggests that annual rent-subsidized 
construction activity outside the Denver CSA averages 205 homes.               

The one year combined state and local economic impact of building 823 rent-subsidized 
multifamily homes in Colorado include:  

• $113.1 million in local income 
• $20.9 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•   1,657 full-time equivalent jobs, including 
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o 740 Construction jobs 
o 301 Wholesale and retail trade jobs 
o 133 Business and professional service jobs 
o   84 Eating and drinking establishment jobs   
o   82 Heath, education and social service jobs   

These totals include all state and local income and jobs for residents of Colorado.  These totals 
also include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges, and licensing fees for all taxing 
jurisdictions in Colorado.  These results also represent the direct and the indirect impact of multi-
family construction and the resulting economic impact that results from all residents who earn 
income directly and indirectly from this residential construction activity and subsequently spend 
a portion of it within the borders of Colorado.   

Multifamily Rent-subsidized Colorado Construction Activity:  
Recurring Impacts  
The annually recurring state and local economic activity that results from the building of 823 
rent-subsidized multifamily homes in Colorado include:  

• $20.6 million in local income 
• $4.4 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•    282 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 76 Wholesale and retail sales jobs 
o 43 Eating and drinking establishment jobs 
o 36 State and local government jobs 
o 33 Heath, education and social services jobs 
o 23 Business and professional Services jobs 

Unlike the one-time impacts above, these totals are annually recurring and result from all new 
homes becoming occupied and the new households earning income, paying sales taxes, income 
taxes, property taxes, and all other governmental fees and spending part of their income in 
Colorado. 

While the benefits of the occupancy phase appear substantially smaller than those of the 
construction and induced phases, this phase lasts decades.  As such, the benefits from this phase 
are in fact much larger than the benefits from the earlier phases if ones adds up the benefits of 
new construction over a longer period of time.  To that end, the 10-year economic impact of 
building 823 rent-subsidized multifamily homes in Colorado is detailed below.  

Multifamily Rent-subsidized Colorado Construction Activity: 10-Year 
Impacts  
The total 10-year state and local economic activity that results from the building of 823 rent-
subsidized multifamily homes in Colorado include:  

• $308.7 million in local income 
• $63.0 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•   1,657 full-time equivalent one-year jobs 
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•      282 full-time equivalent permanent jobs 

These totals include the one-time impacts as well as the annually recurring impacts that occur 
during the first ten years these homes are occupied.   

The one-time, recurring and annual impacts are based on new rent-subsidized multifamily homes 
that, on average, cost $193,054, are built on raw land that on average costs $13,658 per home, 
have fees that average $2,752 per home, and have annual property taxes that average $62/year. 

Discussion 
Because the number of homes and the geographic area is larger than in Appendix E, the number 
of full-time equivalent one-year jobs created during the construction and induced phases now 
totals 1,657.  Of these jobs 740, or slightly less than half, are again in construction, with a 
substantial number of new jobs also in wholesale and retail trade and in business and 
professional services.  These three industries now account for slightly more than 70 percent of all 
the jobs created in these phases.  The high percentage of jobs in these three industries is not 
surprising as they are most critical to residential home construction.   

During the third phase, the occupancy phase, the new jobs created are broadly dispersed 
throughout the economy.  This is as expected because the permanent jobs created in this phase 
are jobs that provide locally-produced services to the new households and are thus broadly 
reflective of how these households spend their income.  Also, as was mentioned earlier, 
compared to their market rate counterparts, households in subsidized homes tend to spend a 
greater percentage of their remaining income directly in the local economy  

It is important to note that more than half of the jobs created during the construction and induced 
phases are not in construction.  This means that while construction activity necessarily creates 
many construction jobs, more than half the jobs created are outside the construction industry and 
this is the case regardless of the geography.  Something else to note is that each new rent-
subsidized home built in Colorado creates 2.01 full-time equivalent one-year jobs and 0.34 
permanent occupancy phase jobs, 14 percent and 21 percent higher than the totals reported in 
Appendix E.  Lastly, it bears repeating that the number of permanent occupancy phase jobs 
would be higher were it not for the fact that the vast majority of rent-subsidized properties pay 
no property taxes as they are typically owned by non-profit groups or government agencies.                      

  

Appendix G 
Multifamily Rent-subsidized Denver CSA Rehabilitation Construction 
Activity: One-Time Impacts  
During the five years ending December 31, 2013, 1,960 rent-subsidized multifamily homes were 
rehabilitated in Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver and Jefferson counties.  That is equal to an 
average annual level of production of 392 homes, the number of homes analyzed in this study.  
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While the actual number of homes built will be higher or lower in any given year, this study aims 
to capture the general level of rent-subsidized rehabilitation activity in any given year.  

Despite no rehabilitation activity in Broomfield, Clear Creek, Douglas, Elbert, Gilpin, Park or 
Weld counties the results below include economic benefits enjoyed by all counties in the Denver 
CSA.  This is because persons who live in one county may well work in another.  As such, the 
benefits of construction activity spillover from one county to another.      
The one year local economic impact of rehabilitating building 392 rent-subsidized multifamily 
homes in the Denver CSA include:  

• $32.1 million in local income 
• $4.2 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•    349 full-time equivalent jobs, including 

o 102 Construction jobs 
o  87 Wholesale and retail jobs 
o  35 Business and professional jobs 
o  24 Health, education and social service jobs 
o  23 Eating and drinking establishment jobs 
o  23 Local government jobs  

These totals include all local income and jobs for residents of the Denver CSA.  These totals also 
include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges and licensing fees for all the above 
jurisdictions.  These results also represent the direct and the indirect impact of home building, 
and the resulting economic impact that results from all residents who earn income directly and 
indirectly from this residential construction activity and subsequently spend a portion of it within 
the Denver CSA.     

The one-time impacts are based on an average rehabilitation cost of $114,586 per home.  

Discussion 
Rehabilitating homes that were vacant prior to being rehabilitated generates a new stream of 
recurring local incomes and taxes.  However, as these homes were all conservatively assumed to 
be occupied prior to the rehabilitation work, there are no newly recurring impacts nor are there 
any 10-year impacts.  Rather, there exists only the one-time impacts listed above that result from 
the rehabilitation work.     

Given that the work here involves rehabilitation, it should not be surprising that of the 349 full-
time equivalent one-year jobs created during the construction and induced phases, only 102 jobs, 
or almost 30 percent, are in construction, compared to close to 45% for new construction 
activity.  This is because the nature of residential rehabilitation work is quite different than 
residential new construction.  Separately, each new rent-subsidized home that is rehabilitated in 
the Denver CSA creates 0.89 of a full-time equivalent one-year job.  This suggests that while the 
number of jobs per home created is less because rehabilitation work is less costly than new 
construction activity, the economic impacts are more strongly felt outside the construction sector 
as more of the jobs are there.                         
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Appendix H 
Multifamily Rent-subsidized Colorado Rehabilitation Construction 
Activity: One-Time Impacts  
During the five years ending December 31, 2013, an average of 584 rent-subsidized multifamily 
homes were rehabilitated in Colorado.  While the actual number of homes rehabilitated in any 
given year will be higher or lower than 584, it is a fair representation of annual rent-subsidized 
rehabilitation activity conducted throughout the state.  This number includes the 392 rent-
subsidized homes that were rehabilitated in the Denver CSA and suggests that annual rent-
subsidized rehabilitation activity outside the Denver CSA averages 192 homes. 
The one-year combined state and local economic impact of rehabilitating building 584 rent-
subsidized multifamily homes in Colorado include:  

• $42.4 million in local income 
• $7.0 million in taxes and other revenues for all local governments, and  
•    465 full-time equivalent jobs, including   

o 133 Construction jobs 
o 114 Wholesale and retail jobs  
o   47 Business and professional jobs 
o   38 State and local government jobs  
o   31 Eating and drinking establishment jobs 
o   31 Health, education and social service jobs  

These totals include all state and local income and jobs for residents of Colorado.  These totals 
also include all taxes, fees, permit costs, user charges, and licensing fees for all taxing 
jurisdictions in Colorado.  These results also represent the direct and the indirect impact of home 
building and the resulting economic impact that results from all residents who earn income 
directly and indirectly from this residential construction activity and subsequently spend a 
portion of it within the borders of Colorado. 

The one-time impacts are based on an average rehabilitation cost of $99,865 per home.  
 

Discussion 
As mentioned in the previous section, rehabilitating homes that were vacant before being 
rehabilitated generates new streams of recurring local incomes and taxes.  However, as the 
homes in question were all assumed to be occupied prior to the rehabilitation work, there are no 
recurring impacts nor are there any 10-year impacts beyond the impacts listed above.      

As was the case in the immediately preceding section, the construction activity analyzed here is 
also rehabilitation work with the difference being the unit of analysis is now Colorado, not 
Denver.  As a result, it should not be surprising that of the 465 full-time equivalent one-year jobs 
created during the construction and induced phases, only 133 jobs, or almost 29 percent, are in 
construction, compared to close to 45% for new construction activity.  Separately, each rent-
subsidized home that is rehabilitated in Colorado creates 0.80 of a full-time equivalent one-year 
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job.  These results again suggests that while the number of jobs per home created is less because 
rehabilitation work is less expensive than new construction activity, the economic impacts are 
more strongly felt outside the construction sector due to the nature of the work.      
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The Colorado Futures Center at Colorado State University (CFC) was engaged by Housing Colorado to provide a 
Colorado context to and ensure methodological integrity in the National Association of Homebuilders (NAHB) study 
assessing the economic impact of housing on the Colorado and Denver regional economies.  Specifically, our role 
was to ensure the integrity of the data, methodology, and economic assumptions employed in the NAHB models. It 
was beyond the scope of our contract to participate in the interpretations or policy recommendations that flowed from 
the model findings or to produce any model runs independent of those from NAHB.  
 
The NAHB model is a proprietary model developed to assess the economic impact of housing on the state and 
regional economy. We have reviewed the basic model structure and find it to be consistent with multiplier analysis, 
the standard approach to assessing economic impact.  We further recognize that model outputs are only as good as the 
input data used to populate the model. To ensure data integrity with respect to the statewide housing inventory, the 
most important data input to the model, Housing Colorado relied on the expertise of Jennifer Newcomer at The Piton 
Foundation. We believe this partnership with Piton resulted in input data that accurately reflected the changes to 
housing stock in the model's study period.  Finally, we agree with the economic and tax policy assumptions employed 
in the Colorado model and are generally comfortable with the overall methodological approach employed by NAHB.  
 
There is however one aspect of the methodological approach on which we take a different position than the one taken 
in the NAHB model. The NAHB model separates the economic impact of housing into the construction, induced, and 
occupancy stages.  While we concur that all three phases result in economic impact, we take a more muted view of 
the occupancy stage than that taken in the model. While the NAHB model attributes all household spending in the 
occupancy stage as the basis for the economic impact of housing, we believe the impact of the occupancy stage 
results only from those expenditures that are directly related to maintaining a dwelling unit.  So, while both the 
NAHB model and our methodology would consider expenditures such as those on household furnishings and related 
services to be contributing to economic activity in the occupancy stage, our approach would not consider other 
household spending such as those on restaurant meals, clothing, and other day to day expenses to be a direct result of 
housing.  As a result, we consider the economic impacts reported in the NAHB for the occupancy phase to be an 
upper bound on the magnitude of the on-going economic impact of housing.  While we concur with the important 
conclusion that housing does continue to confer a positive economic impact once the unit is occupied, our measures 
of that impact would be more muted than the ones reported in the NAHB analysis.   
 
The NAHB study also extended its analysis by addressing the important economic impacts of affordable housing as a 
subset of all housing activity.  We consider this a particular strength of the NAHB analysis as the specific economic 
impacts of affordable housing, both permanently affordable and market rate affordable, are too often overlooked in 
studies such as this.  To complement the particular focus on affordable housing, we partnered with Jennifer 
Newcomer at The Piton Foundation to produce a supplemental study assessing the stresses to local government 
finance that result from lack of affordable housing.  For this analysis, we focused specifically on the case of Adams 
County, and we explored the issue from both from an expenditure and revenue perspectives.  We consider this 
supplemental study of local government fiscal impacts an important component of our upcoming initiative to extend 
the CFC's analysis to focus more specifically on local government, and hope to have the opportunity in the future to 
test the Adams County findings in the state's other counties. 
 
The Colorado Futures Center is very pleased to have partnered with Housing Colorado and The Piton Foundation on 
both the primary NAHB analysis and the supplemental study.  We hope you find both studies to contribute to 
furthering the conversation about this important industry in Colorado.  
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Supplemental Case Study 
Editor’s note: 

The attached supplemental report was completed under a separate and independent agreement 
between the Colorado Futures Center at Colorado State University and the Piton Foundation.  
Recognizing the complementary nature of the this supplemental report, the project partners are 
releasing this supplemental report in conjunction with the primary report as it lends additional 
context and depth to the policy discussion surrounding housing in Colorado.  It is our intent that 
the additional research and data provided in this supplement will inform future and ongoing 
discussions related to housing and affordability in the state. 

The project partners thank the Colorado Futures Center and the Piton Foundation, especially the 
work of Jennifer Newcomer, for this supplemental report. 
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Housing	  Affordability’s	  Impact	  on	  Local	  Government	  Finance:	  An	  Adams	  County	  Case	  Study	  
	  
Executive	  Summary	  
	  
This	  study	  explores	  one	  of	  the	  societal	  impacts	  of	  the	  decline	  in	  housing	  affordability;	  the	  fiscal	  impact	  
to	  local	  governments	  that	  are	  home	  to	  the	  increasing	  numbers	  of	  housing-‐challenged	  households.	  
While	  it	  was	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  study	  to	  explore	  every	  county	  in	  Colorado,	  it	  was	  decided	  to	  
conduct	  a	  pilot	  of	  one	  county,	  Adams	  County.	  While	  the	  results	  of	  this	  study	  can	  only	  be	  considered	  
illustrative,	  it	  can	  be	  inferred	  that	  other	  counties	  in	  the	  state	  face	  similar	  pressures.	  
	  
The	  major	  trends	  discovered	  in	  Adams	  County	  are:	  
	  

• There	  is	  a	  structural	  imbalance	  in	  county	  fund	  reserves	  to	  provide	  the	  required	  match	  for	  basic	  
human	  services.	  This	  is	  a	  situation	  that	  cannot	  be	  sustained	  forever.	  

• Historically,	  counties	  have	  served	  as	  the	  vehicle	  for	  pass-‐through	  funding	  and	  administering	  
human	  services.	  Recent	  demand	  has	  prompted	  spending	  on	  human	  services	  at	  the	  county	  and	  
municipal	  levels.	  

• Municipalities	  have	  been	  exposed	  to	  increasing	  pressure	  to	  enter	  the	  human	  services	  funding	  
game	  by	  outsourcing	  those	  services	  to	  community-‐based	  organizations	  via	  philanthropic	  grant	  
making	  with	  general	  funds.	  

• Related,	  some	  municipalities	  have	  decided	  to	  forego	  revenues	  in	  the	  form	  of	  development	  
incentives	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  mitigate	  the	  affordability	  issue	  on	  the	  front	  end	  by	  encouraging	  
developments	  for	  lower-‐income	  households.	  

• There	  is	  approximately	  $170	  million	  in	  crowded	  out	  spending,	  translating	  to	  $6	  million	  in	  lost	  
revenue	  impact	  to	  municipalities.	  Households	  that	  are	  cost-‐burdened	  have	  a	  dampening	  
economic	  effect	  on	  sales	  tax	  revenues,	  the	  major	  source	  of	  general	  funds	  revenues	  for	  
municipalities.	  

These	  findings	  ultimately	  require	  further	  investigation	  to	  better	  understand	  the	  dynamic	  across	  
different	  counties	  in	  the	  state.	  In	  the	  end,	  this	  study	  intends	  to	  deepen	  the	  conversation	  around	  finding	  
solutions	  for	  overall	  affordability	  of	  housing	  across	  the	  state.	  
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Why	  This	  Study	  Now?	  
The	  Denver	  region’s	  housing	  market	  garnered	  media	  attention	  in	  2013	  and	  2014	  around	  its	  recovery	  
from	  the	  recession.	  This	  has	  brought	  national	  investors	  into	  the	  market,	  particularly	  for	  multi-‐family	  
development	  acquisitions.	  This	  investor	  attention	  is	  due	  in	  part	  to	  the	  region’s	  historically	  low	  vacancy	  
rates	  and	  rising	  rents,	  as	  reported	  by	  the	  Metro	  Apartment	  Association.	  Many	  apartment	  units	  have	  
been	  built	  in	  the	  past	  year,	  and	  many	  are	  still	  under	  construction.	  However,	  all	  of	  these	  units	  brought	  to	  
the	  market	  are	  unlikely	  to	  have	  a	  significant	  impact	  on	  vacancy	  rate	  and	  rents	  because	  new	  households	  
continue	  to	  enter	  the	  region	  at	  a	  faster	  pace.	  In	  short,	  Denver	  is	  experiencing	  a	  perfect	  storm	  for	  real	  
estate	  values	  because	  the	  region	  is	  an	  attractive	  place	  for	  people	  to	  live,	  is	  experiencing	  relatively	  
robust	  job	  growth,	  and	  is	  lagging	  in	  new	  housing	  unit	  production.	  	  
	  
All	  of	  this	  bodes	  well	  for	  those	  who	  had	  previously	  invested	  
in	  real	  estate,	  but	  once	  a	  wider	  view	  is	  exposed,	  another	  
perspective	  emerges.	  Some	  national	  media	  outlets	  have	  
described	  the	  phenomenon	  a	  “dual	  economy.”	  In	  this	  dual	  
economy,	  a	  significant	  number	  of	  households	  are	  
experiencing	  a	  very	  different	  set	  of	  challenges	  due	  to	  rising	  housing	  costs	  pushing	  them	  into	  cost-‐
burdened	  status,	  meaning	  they	  are	  spending	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  their	  incomes	  on	  housing.	  And,	  
affordability	  in	  housing	  is	  emerging	  as	  an	  issue	  across	  all	  income	  segments.	  Affordability	  does	  not	  
always	  have	  to	  reference	  subsidized	  housing	  because,	  increasingly,	  middle-‐income	  households	  are	  
housing	  cost	  burdened.	  	  
	  
As	  increasing	  numbers	  of	  households	  at	  every	  income	  level	  struggle	  with	  housing	  affordability,	  there	  
are	  impacts	  that	  reach	  beyond	  those	  specific	  to	  the	  households.	  	  This	  study	  explores	  one	  of	  the	  societal	  
impacts	  of	  the	  decline	  in	  housing	  affordability;	  the	  fiscal	  impact	  to	  the	  local	  governments	  that	  are	  home	  
to	  the	  increasing	  numbers	  of	  housing-‐challenged	  households.	  	  Specifically,	  are	  local	  governments	  in	  
suburban	  communities	  prepared	  to	  continue	  dealing	  with	  an	  increasingly	  housing-‐challenged	  
population?	  Can	  these	  local	  governments	  successfully	  provide	  human	  services	  infrastructures	  that	  have	  
previously	  only	  existed	  in	  the	  urban	  core,	  and	  historically	  only	  been	  provided	  at	  a	  county	  level?	  	  Are	  
local	  governments	  aware	  that	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  public	  expenditure	  pressures	  presented	  by	  housing-‐
challenged	  households,	  that	  public	  revenues	  too	  are	  adversely	  impacted	  as	  these	  same	  households	  
reduce	  other	  consumption	  in	  order	  to	  meet	  their	  housing	  needs?	  	  This	  study	  explores	  these	  questions	  in	  
the	  context	  of	  Adams	  County,	  Colorado,	  a	  suburban	  county	  just	  outside	  Denver.	  
	  
Adams	  County:	  A	  Profile	  	  
Adams	  County	  is	  located	  in	  the	  Denver	  Metropolitan	  northeast	  region,	  bordering	  Arapahoe,	  
Broomfield,	  Denver	  and	  Jefferson	  Counties	  to	  the	  west	  and	  south.	  See	  Appendix	  B	  for	  a	  map.	  
	  
Adams	  County	  was	  selected	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  case	  study	  for	  this	  inquiry	  based	  on	  a	  few	  considerations:	  	  

• It	  has	  multiple	  municipalities	  to	  allow	  for	  diverse	  perspectives	  on	  what	  is	  happening	  at	  the	  
local	  government	  level	  to	  address	  the	  needs	  of	  cost-‐burdened	  households.	  	  

• According	  to	  the	  2011-‐2013	  American	  Community	  Survey,	  Adams	  County	  had	  
approximately	  16%	  of	  the	  Denver	  region’s	  population	  and	  families,	  yet	  approximately	  20%	  
of	  families	  living	  in	  poverty.	  The	  only	  other	  county	  where	  this	  imbalance	  occurs	  is	  in	  Denver.	  	  

• According	  to	  the	  Denver	  Regional	  Council	  of	  Governments,	  Adams	  County	  will	  have	  a	  
population	  of	  approximately	  840,000	  in	  2035,	  i.e.	  the	  largest	  of	  any	  county	  in	  the	  region.	  

Housing	  cost-‐burdened:	  Any	  
household	  that	  spends	  more	  than	  
30%	  of	  its	  income	  on	  housing.	  
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• Much	  has	  been	  mentioned	  anecdotally	  about	  Adams	  County	  holding	  a	  higher	  relative	  share	  
of	  affordable	  housing	  stock,	  when	  considering	  market	  rate	  affordable	  housing,	  in	  the	  
region.	  	  

County	  Population	  Picture	  
Adams	  County	  is	  a	  suburban	  county	  in	  the	  Denver	  region.	  There	  are	  nine	  municipalities	  located	  in	  the	  
county,	  among	  which	  six1	  straddle	  into	  neighboring	  counties.	  They	  include:	  	  
	  

	  
Adams	  County	  
Municipalities,	  Population	  
Share	  2013	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Source:	  Colorado	  State	  Demography	  
Office,	  Draft	  2013	  Estimates	  

	  
Adams	  County,	  and	  the	  region	  as	  a	  whole,	  has	  experienced	  continued	  population	  growth	  since	  the	  
Great	  Recession	  ended	  in	  2009.	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  1,	  the	  number	  of	  new	  households	  that	  entered	  
Adams	  County	  between	  2010	  and	  2013	  outpaced	  new	  housing	  production	  by	  a	  factor	  of	  3.5.	  Adams	  
County	  also	  experienced	  the	  largest	  share	  of	  the	  region’s	  increase	  in	  suburban	  poverty	  since	  2000,	  of	  
over	  28,000	  people.2	  
	  
Table	  1:	  Adams	  County	  Growth	  since	  the	  Great	  Recession	  

	   2010	   2013	   Growth	  

Total	  Population	   441,603	   468,686	   27,083	  

Total	  Households	   153,764	   163,189	   9,425	  

Housing	  Units	   163,136	   165,775	   2,639	  
Source:	  Census	  2010:	  US	  Census	  Bureau,	  Colorado	  State	  Demography	  Office,	  Draft	  2013	  Estimates	  

	  
Colorado	  and	  the	  Denver	  region	  will	  continue	  to	  be	  an	  attractive	  place	  for	  people	  to	  locate,	  and	  this	  is	  
evident	  in	  the	  2035	  forecasted	  numbers.	  Due	  to	  various	  reasons,	  the	  primary	  one	  being	  available	  land	  
area,	  Adams	  County	  is	  anticipated	  to	  become	  the	  most	  populous	  county	  in	  the	  Denver	  region	  by	  2035,	  
as	  seen	  in	  Table	  2.	  The	  City	  and	  County	  of	  Denver,	  in	  fact,	  will	  be	  the	  third	  largest	  county,	  behind	  
Arapahoe	  County.	  
	  

                                                
1	  Arvada,	  Aurora,	  Bennett,	  Brighton,	  Northglenn	  and	  Westminster	  are	  partially	  within	  Adams	  County.	  
2	  Based	  on	  Brookings	  Institution	  definition	  of	  suburbanization	  of	  poverty.	  
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Table	  2:	  Denver	  Region	  Forecast	  

 2000	   2010	   2010	  Share	   2035	   Growth	  2010-‐2035	   2035	  Share	  

Adams	   351,735	   441,601	   15.8%	   839,470	   90.1%	   20.0%	  
Arapahoe	   490,722	   572,003	   20.4%	   833,097	   45.6%	   19.9%	  
Boulder	   276,255	   294,990	   10.5%	   388,835	   31.8%	   9.3%	  

Broomfield	   38,544	   55,889	   2.0%	   100,916	   80.6%	   2.4%	  
Denver	   556,738	   601,466	   21.5%	   777,160	   29.2%	   18.5%	  
Douglas	   180,510	   285,614	   10.2%	   533,133	   86.7%	   12.7%	  
Jefferson	   526,718	   534,744	   19.1%	   720,088	   34.7%	   17.2%	  
Region	   2,421,222	   2,797,896	   	   4,192,699	   	    

Source:	  Census	  2010:	  US	  Census	  Bureau,	  Denver	  Regional	  Council	  of	  Governments	  C2	  2010	  Forecast	  
	  
What	  is	  the	  household	  distribution	  across	  income	  and	  tenure?	  
According	  to	  the	  chart	  below,	  when	  looking	  at	  Adams	  County	  households	  earning	  above	  $50,000,	  there	  
are	  3.5	  times	  more	  homeowners	  than	  renters.	  However,	  when	  looking	  at	  households	  earning	  less	  than	  
$50,000,	  the	  number	  of	  homeowners	  versus	  renters	  is	  almost	  equal.	  Some	  of	  this	  parity	  can	  be	  
attributed	  to	  the	  type	  of	  housing	  stock	  that	  is	  available	  throughout	  the	  county,	  particularly	  
manufactured-‐owned	  homes	  that	  have	  much	  lower	  valuation.	  
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Figure	  1:	  Owner	  vs.	  Renter	  Households	  

 
Source:	  American	  Community	  Survey	  2013	  (1-‐year):	  US	  Census	  Bureau	  

	  
Looking	  closer	  at	  the	  makeup	  of	  the	  households,	  Table	  3	  presents	  the	  income	  distribution	  according	  to	  
the	  area	  median	  family	  income	  (AMFI),	  as	  determined	  by	  the	  U.S.	  Department	  of	  Housing	  and	  Urban	  
Development	  (HUD).	  This	  analysis	  accounts	  for	  the	  number	  of	  persons	  in	  the	  family.3	  Almost	  a	  quarter	  
of	  Adams	  County’s	  households	  earn	  less	  than	  50%	  of	  the	  AMFI,	  while	  one	  third	  earn	  over	  120%	  of	  the	  
AMFI.	  
	  
Table	  3:	  Adams	  County	  Area	  Median	  Family	  Income	  Distribution	  

2013	  AMFI:	  $77,800	   Share	  of	  Households	  
Below	  30%	   11.0%	  

31	  -‐	  50%	   13.5%	  
51	  -‐	  80%	   20.8%	  

81	  -‐	  100%	   12.3%	  
101	  -‐	  120%	   9.2%	  
Over	  120%	   33.1%	  

Source:	  American	  Community	  Survey	  2013	  (1-‐year):	  US	  Census	  Bureau	  
                                                
3 To	  obtain	  this	  information,	  data	  was	  tabulated	  from	  the	  American	  Community	  Survey	  (ACS)	  2013	  1-‐year	  sample	  
of	  the	  Public	  Use	  Microdata	  Sample	  (PUMS).	  Data	  from	  PUMS	  is	  only	  available	  at	  the	  Public	  Use	  Microdata	  Area	  
(PUMA),	  and	  do	  not	  nest	  within	  county	  boundaries.	  The	  three	  PUMAs	  selected	  for	  this	  analysis	  account	  for	  
approximately	  90%	  of	  the	  households	  in	  Adams	  County.	  A	  map	  noting	  the	  coverage	  area	  can	  be	  found	  in	  
Appendix	  D. 
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The	  cost	  burdened	  picture,	  and	  has	  it	  changed	  much?	  
	  
In	  2013,	  almost	  80%	  of	  households	  earning	  less	  than	  $35,000	  spent	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  their	  incomes	  on	  
housing	  costs,	  as	  seen	  in	  Figure	  2	  below.	  This	  equates	  to	  approximately	  34,000	  households	  that	  could	  
qualify	  for	  income-‐restricted	  housing	  residing	  in	  market	  rate	  units	  and	  subject	  to	  the	  market	  pressures	  
on	  pricing.	  Looking	  back	  to	  2009,	  there	  were	  essentially	  the	  same	  number	  of	  households	  earning	  less	  
than	  $35,000,	  but	  the	  cost	  burdened	  share	  was	  approximately	  75%.	  This	  is	  a	  signal	  that	  lower	  income	  
households	  are	  having	  a	  more	  challenging	  time	  affording	  housing	  now	  than	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Great	  
Recession.	  The	  results	  seen	  here	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  results	  of	  recent	  local	  and	  national	  reports	  
indicating	  the	  lack	  of	  affordability	  across	  the	  Denver	  metro	  market.	  
	  
Figure	  2:	  Adams	  County	  Household	  Housing	  Costs	  

	  
Source:	  American	  Community	  Survey	  2013	  (1-‐year):	  US	  Census	  Bureau	  

	  
Housing	  Profile:	  Affordability	  is	  a	  Relative	  Problem	  
	  
Considering	  the	  context	  of	  the	  number	  of	  lower-‐income	  households	  that	  are	  cost	  burdened,	  as	  
described	  in	  the	  previous	  section,	  the	  general	  assumption	  is	  that	  there	  is	  not	  enough	  affordable	  
housing.	  In	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  root	  need	  across	  the	  households	  based	  on	  where	  they	  are	  currently	  
located,	  an	  analysis	  was	  conducted	  to	  identify	  which	  household	  types,	  across	  income	  levels,	  were	  
paying	  for	  housing.	  The	  results	  indicate	  that	  there	  is	  a	  significant	  mismatch	  between	  incomes	  and	  
housing	  costs	  across	  households,	  causing	  displacement	  of	  lower-‐income	  households,	  rather	  than	  
overall	  lack	  of	  affordability.	  
	  
The	  Gap	  
	  
Presenting	  figures	  on	  the	  gap	  in	  housing	  can	  be	  accomplished	  a	  few	  different	  ways.	  Many	  of	  the	  media	  
reports	  on	  affordability	  reference	  the	  current	  market	  prices	  in	  rents	  and	  listing	  prices	  relative	  to	  
incomes.	  Figure	  3	  provides	  a	  snapshot	  of	  the	  owner-‐occupied	  unit	  values	  for	  the	  same	  year	  this	  analysis	  
was	  performed.	  A	  market	  value	  approach	  is	  informative	  for	  households	  looking	  to	  make	  a	  move.	  This	  
analysis	  looked	  at	  what	  households	  are	  paying	  based	  on	  their	  current	  location.	  It	  accounts	  for	  
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households	  that	  locked	  into	  payments	  years	  ago	  and	  now	  reflect	  a	  very	  affordable	  payment	  as	  a	  result	  
of	  an	  increase	  in	  income.	  
	  
An	  obvious	  gap	  exists,	  at	  over	  6,300	  units,	  for	  renters	  earning	  below	  30%	  of	  the	  AMFI,	  as	  seen	  in	  Table	  
4.	  This	  is	  the	  most	  challenging	  type	  of	  housing	  to	  build	  from	  financing	  standpoint,	  requiring	  the	  largest	  
public	  subsidies.	  What	  is	  interesting	  is	  that	  there	  is	  a	  surplus	  in	  owner-‐based	  units	  for	  households	  
earning	  below	  30%	  of	  the	  AMFI.	  This	  is	  a	  function	  of	  the	  number	  of	  manufactured	  units	  in	  the	  county.	  It	  
should	  be	  noted	  that	  this	  analysis	  does	  not	  account	  for	  a	  quality	  measure	  of	  the	  housing	  stock,	  which	  
could	  call	  to	  question	  the	  manufactured	  housing	  contribution.	  
	  
Combining	  the	  household	  income	  and	  housing	  expenditure	  data	  exposed	  a	  surprising	  detail	  that	  the	  
overall	  mismatch	  numbers	  do	  not	  immediately	  reveal	  when	  considering	  the	  cost	  burdened	  figures.	  
Table	  4	  depicts	  a	  surplus	  in	  units	  for	  households	  earning	  between	  51	  –	  80%	  of	  AMFI	  and	  a	  deficit	  for	  
households	  earning	  over	  120%	  of	  AMFI,	  for	  both	  renters	  and	  owners.	  On	  the	  surface	  it	  appears	  there	  is	  
adequate	  affordable	  housing	  stock	  for	  households	  earning	  between	  51	  –	  80%	  of	  AMFI.	  The	  problem	  
rests	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  there	  is	  an	  overall	  mismatch,	  which	  causes	  displacement	  of	  lower-‐income	  
households	  by	  higher-‐income	  ones,	  who	  occupying	  less	  expensive	  units.	  In	  many	  cases	  this	  situation	  
causes	  further	  housing	  stress	  on	  cost-‐burdened	  households.	  
	  
Table	  4:	  Adams	  County	  Rental	  &	  Owner	  Gap	  by	  Area	  Median	  Family	  Income:	  $77,800	  

Renters	  	   Units:	  Surplus	  <Deficit>	  
Below	  30%	   <6,360>	  

31	  -‐	  50%	   412	  
51	  -‐	  80%	   12,918	  

81	  -‐	  100%	   <562>	  
101	  -‐	  120%	   <1,166>	  
Over	  120%	   <5,102>	  

	  
Owners	  	   Units:	  Surplus	  <Deficit>	  

Below	  30%	   8,851	  
31	  -‐	  50%	   472	  
51	  -‐	  80%	   10,012	  

81	  -‐	  100%	   7,058	  
101	  -‐	  120%	   3,458	  
Over	  120%	   <29,221>	  

Source:	  American	  Community	  Survey	  2013	  (1-‐year):	  US	  Census	  Bureau	  
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Figure	  3:	  Adams	  County	  Housing	  Value	  of	  Owner	  Occupied	  Units	  

	  
Source:	  American	  Community	  Survey	  2013	  (1-‐year):	  US	  Census	  Bureau	  

	  
The	  Subsidized	  Picture	  
The	  total	  number	  of	  subsidized	  housing	  units	  in	  Adams	  County	  in	  2014	  is	  approximately	  12,6004.	  This	  
represents	  just	  over	  6%	  of	  the	  entire	  housing	  stock	  in	  the	  county,	  providing	  only	  a	  portion	  of	  low-‐
income	  households	  with	  an	  affordable	  place	  to	  live	  that	  is	  not	  subject	  to	  the	  market	  pressures	  of	  
increasing	  rents	  when	  vacancy	  rates	  drop.	  Approximately	  160	  subsidized	  units	  (only	  5%	  of	  the	  7-‐county	  
region’s	  production)	  were	  built	  in	  Adams	  County	  since	  2009.	  See	  Appendix	  C	  for	  a	  map	  of	  the	  
distribution	  of	  the	  subsidized	  properties.	  
	  
Income	  eligibility	  for	  subsidized	  programs	  is	  based	  on	  the	  Denver-‐Aurora-‐Broomfield,	  CO	  MSA	  Area	  
Median	  Family	  Income	  (AMFI),	  and	  adjusted	  by	  family	  size.	  In	  2013	  the	  AMFI	  for	  Adams	  County	  was	  
$77,800.	  The	  distribution	  of	  the	  income	  limits	  by	  number	  of	  persons	  are	  as	  follows:	  
	  
Table	  5:	  US	  Department	  of	  Housing	  and	  Urban	  Development	  Income	  Limits	  2013	  

Area	  Median	  Family	  
Income	  (AMFI)	  $77,800	  

1	  Person	   2	  Person	   3	  Person	   4	  Person	   5	  Person	   6	  Person	   7	  Person	   8	  Person	  

30%	  of	  AMFI	   $16,350	   $18,700	   $21,050	   $23,350	   $25,250	   $27,100	   $29,000	   $30,850	  

50%	  of	  AMFI	   $27,250	   $31,150	   $35,050	   $38,900	   $42,050	   $45,150	   $48,250	   $51,350	  

80%	  of	  AMFI	   $43,600	   $49,800	   $56,050	   $62,250	   $67,250	   $72,250	   $77,200	   $82,200	  

Source:	  Adams	  County	  HUD	  Income	  Limits	  2013	  [http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il2014/2014summary.odn]	  

                                                
4	  The	  subsidized	  inventory	  was	  compiled	  by	  the	  analyst	  from	  sources,	  including	  Colorado	  Housing	  and	  Finance	  Authority	  
(CHFA),	  National	  Housing	  Preservation	  Database	  (NHPD),	  HUD	  FHA	  Multifamily	  insured	  mortgages,	  HUD	  Picture	  of	  
Subsidized	  Households,	  Colorado	  Division	  of	  Housing	  (CDOH),	  Adams	  County	  Housing	  Authority,	  Brighton	  Housing	  Authority	  
and	  Commerce	  City	  Housing	  Authority.	  
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Local	  Government	  Finance	  Impacts	  
	  
As	  the	  data	  from	  Adams	  County	  suggest,	  communities	  across	  Colorado	  are	  home	  to	  increasing	  
numbers	  of	  households	  that	  are	  housing	  cost	  constrained.	  	  While	  many	  studies	  address	  the	  direct	  effect	  
of	  housing	  cost	  strain	  on	  the	  specific	  household,	  few	  look	  deeply	  into	  the	  broader	  economic	  and	  
budgetary	  effects	  that	  result	  from	  housing	  cost	  pressures.	  	  In	  this	  study,	  we	  sought	  to	  better	  
understand	  one	  of	  these	  effects;	  specifically,	  what	  are	  the	  fiscal	  effects	  of	  housing	  cost-‐constrained	  
households	  on	  the	  local	  governments	  in	  which	  these	  households	  live?	  
	  
Through	  a	  combined	  approach	  of	  first	  person	  interviews	  with	  officials	  from	  the	  local	  governments	  in	  
Adams	  County	  and	  an	  analytic	  review	  of	  revenue	  and	  spending	  data,	  we	  profiled	  some	  of	  the	  lesser	  
acknowledged	  impacts	  on	  local	  government.	  	  The	  sections	  below	  outline	  both	  the	  expenditure	  and	  
revenue	  stresses	  that	  housing-‐constrained	  households	  are	  beginning	  to	  place	  on	  local	  government	  
budgets.	  	  Given	  the	  limitations	  of	  a	  single	  county	  analysis,	  the	  following	  sections	  should	  be	  taken	  as	  
illustrative	  rather	  than	  as	  a	  definitive	  description	  of	  universal	  impacts	  across	  all	  local	  governments.	  	  
However,	  the	  findings	  from	  this	  analysis	  clearly	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  lack	  of	  affordable	  housing	  
options	  is	  having	  true	  effects	  that	  extend	  beyond	  those	  to	  the	  specific	  households.	  
	  
The	  Expenditure	  Side	  
	  
The	  County	  Perspective:	  A	  View	  from	  Adams	  County	  
	  
As	  outlined	  in	  the	  Code	  of	  Colorado	  Regulations,	  Adams	  County	  operates	  Human	  Services	  programs	  as	  
funded	  through	  the	  state.	  Program	  offerings	  designed	  specifically	  to	  support	  low-‐income	  families	  
include:	  

• Aid	  to	  the	  Needy	  Disabled	  (AND)	  
• Burial	  Assistance	  
• Child	  Care	  Assistance	  Program	  
• CHOICES/Advancement	  Plus	  Program	  
• Food	  Assistance	  Program	  
• Head	  Start	  
• Low	  Income	  Energy	  Assistance	  Program	  (LEAP)	  
• Medicaid	  and	  Medical	  Assistance	  
• Old	  Age	  Pension	  (OAP)	  
• Supplemental	  Security	  Income/Colorado	  Supplement	  (SSI/CS)	  
• Temporary	  Assistance	  to	  Needy	  Families	  (TANF)	  

As	  increasing	  numbers	  of	  households	  become	  financially	  strained	  by	  the	  cost	  of	  housing,	  the	  county	  
programs	  listed	  above	  also	  begin	  to	  experience	  pressure.	  	  And,	  in	  many	  cases,	  although	  these	  services	  
are	  supported	  with	  state	  and	  federal	  dollars,	  they	  also	  require	  county	  financial	  support.	  	  As	  the	  demand	  
for	  programs	  increases,	  so	  does	  the	  demand	  on	  county	  budgets.	  	  Much	  of	  the	  impact	  identified	  by	  
Adams	  County	  officials,	  and	  summarized	  below,	  deals	  with	  how	  housing	  cost	  stress	  ultimately	  affects	  
county	  expenditures	  and	  service	  provision.	  
	  
Connection	  to	  Services	  Instituted	  by	  Ordinance/City	  Council	  Based	  on	  Resident	  Need	  
Among	  all	  of	  the	  low-‐income	  based	  programs,	  TANF	  funds	  provide	  the	  most	  direct	  housing	  cost-‐
burden	  relief	  by	  allowing	  recipients	  to	  use	  the	  funds	  for	  emergency	  services,	  house,	  and	  utility	  
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payments.	  Some	  of	  these	  federal	  programs	  do	  impact	  the	  general	  fund	  in	  that	  there	  is	  a	  match	  
requirement,	  specifically	  for	  TANF	  (15-‐17%),	  Child	  Welfare	  (20%),	  CORE	  (Mental	  Health	  Services	  for	  
Children)	  (20%),	  and	  County	  Administration	  (20%).	  In	  recent	  years,	  the	  number	  of	  participating	  
households	  has	  increased,	  further	  increasing	  the	  absolute	  match	  the	  county	  must	  expend	  from	  its	  
general	  fund.	  For	  instance,	  Supplemental	  Nutrition	  Assistance	  Program	  (SNAP)	  allocations	  have	  almost	  
tripled	  from	  2008	  ($33m)	  to	  2013	  ($90m).	  Half	  of	  the	  health	  and	  welfare	  expenditure	  line	  item	  in	  Adams	  
County’s	  budget	  is	  from	  SNAP.	  As	  seen	  in	  Table	  6,	  Adams	  County	  had	  a	  per	  capita	  change	  from	  2008	  -‐	  
2013	  in	  SNAP	  allocations.	  	  
	  
Table	  6:	  Change	  in	  SNAP	  Allocations	  

	   2008-‐2013	  Per	  Capita	  Change	  
Adams	  County	   2.43	  

Source:	  Analyst	  calculations	  of	  County	  Comprehensive	  Financial	  Reports	  (CAFR)	  and	  Colorado	  State	  Demography	  Office	  
Population	  Estimates	  

	  
Understanding	  Service	  Cost	  Structure	  
Federal	  programs’	  match	  
requirements	  call	  attention	  to	  the	  
impact	  the	  increase	  in	  participation	  is	  
having	  on	  the	  County’s	  general	  fund.	  
Because	  the	  required	  social	  services	  
fund	  is	  funded	  through	  a	  portion	  of	  
the	  property	  tax	  mill	  levy,	  it	  relies	  on	  
a	  balance	  of	  property	  values	  to	  
entitlement	  program	  participants.	  For	  example,	  in	  2008	  in	  Adams	  County,	  the	  fund	  had	  a	  surplus	  of	  
about	  $20m,	  and	  now,	  in	  2014,	  the	  fund	  will	  end	  the	  year	  with	  $7.2m	  in	  reserves.	  State	  dollars	  to	  help	  
fund	  the	  administrative	  costs	  over	  the	  years	  have	  fallen	  short.	  The	  result,	  and	  ultimate	  impact	  to	  
residents,	  is	  longer	  wait	  times	  for	  people	  to	  obtain	  support	  because	  the	  county	  cannot	  add	  more	  staff.	  
The	  residents	  who	  need	  the	  assistance	  the	  most	  cannot	  necessarily	  take	  advantage	  of	  applying	  online	  if	  
they	  don’t	  have	  internet	  access	  at	  home.	  Medicaid	  is	  the	  other	  expenditure	  item	  that	  is	  anticipated	  to	  
continue	  to	  increase	  the	  budget,	  and,	  as	  a	  result	  of	  its	  match	  requirement,	  will	  be	  in	  a	  $3-‐4m	  deficit.	  	  
	  
How	  does	  property	  tax	  revenue’s	  very	  slow	  growth	  fit	  into	  the	  equation?	  
The	  challenge	  on	  the	  mill	  levy	  side	  is	  revenues	  are	  only	  up	  0.2%	  on	  property	  tax,	  and,	  in	  previous	  years,	  
revenues	  were	  negative.	  “The	  mill	  levy	  for	  Human	  Services	  remains	  at	  2.353	  and	  has	  been	  so	  since	  
2005.”5	  When	  looking	  across	  the	  last	  decade,	  Adams	  County	  property	  tax	  revenues	  have	  only	  averaged	  
about	  a	  3%	  increase.	  From	  the	  County’s	  perspective,	  it	  has	  to	  continue	  figuring	  out	  how	  to	  be	  more	  
efficient.	  Even	  if	  the	  SNAP	  and	  Medicaid	  participation	  rates	  stay	  constant,	  the	  fund	  reserve	  will	  
continue	  to	  decrease	  as	  a	  result	  of	  lagging	  property	  valuation,	  and	  continue	  to	  require	  transfers	  from	  
the	  general	  fund.	  
	  
Identifiable	  Housing	  Expenditures	  
Adams	  County	  has	  budgeted	  $130,000	  for	  2015	  from	  its	  general	  fund	  to	  the	  Adams	  County	  Housing	  
Authority	  (ACHA)	  for	  foreclosure	  prevention	  services,	  an	  increase	  from	  approximately	  $65,000	  the	  prior	  
year.	  This	  allocation	  has	  helped	  ACHA	  close	  the	  gap	  in	  needed	  funds	  for	  the	  program.	  According	  to	  
ACHA,	  it	  anticipates	  an	  increase	  in	  foreclosure	  activities	  in	  the	  coming	  year	  due	  to	  renewed	  efforts	  by	  

                                                
5	  Adams	  County	  2014	  Consolidated	  Annual	  Financial	  Report.	  

A	  structural	  imbalance	  exists	  with	  county	  fund	  reserves	  
that	  provide	  the	  required	  match	  for	  basic	  human	  services.	  
Increased	  participation	  in	  human	  services	  programs	  
coupled	  with	  lagging	  property	  valuation	  renders	  an	  
unsustainable	  fiscal	  situation	  for	  the	  county. 
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banks	  to	  clear	  their	  balance	  sheets.	  Table	  7	  outlines	  the	  attendance	  at	  ACHA-‐offered	  workshops,	  as	  of	  
November	  2014.	  
	  
Table	  7:	  Adams	  County	  Housing	  Authority	  Workshop	  Attendance	  

	   2014	  YTD	  
Rent	  &	  Utility	   610	  
Foreclosure	   172	  

First	  Time	  Homebuyer	  Education	   370	  
Source:	  Adams	  County	  Housing	  Authority	  
	  
According	  to	  ACHA,	  the	  agency	  has	  seen	  not	  only	  an	  increased	  number	  of	  residents	  in	  need	  of	  
assistance	  but	  a	  wider	  demographic,	  particularly	  those	  who	  have	  not	  previously	  accessed	  the	  county’s	  
services.	  In	  respect	  to	  people	  seeking	  assistance	  from	  the	  county	  human	  services,	  ACHA	  has	  observed	  
an	  increase	  in	  the	  number	  of	  people	  coming	  to	  the	  county	  building	  where	  ACHA	  offices	  are	  located.	  
ACHA	  tracks	  the	  number	  of	  inquiries	  for	  service	  as	  identified	  in	  the	  Table	  8	  below.	  
	  
Table	  8:	  Adams	  County	  Housing	  Authority	  Phone	  Calls/Walk-‐in	  Traffic	  

	   2014	  YTD	  

Section	  8	  Participant/Landlord	   10,089	  

Section	  8	  Wants	  to	  Apply/	  Are	  We	  Open	   5,753	  

Previous	  Lottery	  App.	  Questions	   376	  

Subsidy	  Information	  Request	   864	  

Actual	  client	  of	  Housing	  Counseling	   1,904	  

Deposit	  Assistance	   128	  

Rent	  Assistance	   1,791	  

Utility	  Assistance	   347	  

Mortgage	  Assistance	   107	  

	  HA	  Apartment	  Complaints	   129	  

Resources	  for	  Legal	  Issues	   206	  

Resources	  for	  Home	  Repairs	   34	  

Emergency	  Housing	   796	  

Housing	  for	  Disabled	   289	  

Housing	  for	  Seniors	   333	  

Housing	  for	  Felons	   64	  

Housing	  for	  Pregnant	  Women	   10	  

Misc.	   2,520	  
Source:	  Adams	  County	  Housing	  Authority	  
	  
	  
In	  terms	  of	  housing	  assistance,	  ACHA	  operates	  a	  lottery	  for	  the	  rental	  voucher	  system.	  The	  lottery	  is	  a	  
time	  when	  ACHA	  is	  “open	  for	  business”	  to	  receive	  new	  residents.	  In	  2013,	  ACHA	  distributed	  more	  than	  
5,000	  applications,	  of	  which	  it	  only	  helped	  120-‐150	  of	  the	  applicant	  households,	  primarily	  because	  of	  
households	  leaving	  the	  county.	  ACHA	  then	  keeps	  a	  few	  hundred	  of	  the	  applications	  throughout	  the	  
year	  to	  pull	  from	  when	  a	  voucher	  becomes	  available.	  There	  is	  about	  a	  40%	  success	  rate	  from	  the	  waitlist	  
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reserve,	  which	  is	  more	  than	  adequate	  to	  ensure	  any	  available	  vouchers	  get	  used.	  What	  this	  does	  mean	  
is	  about	  60%	  of	  the	  reserve	  applicants	  either	  cannot	  be	  contacted	  with	  the	  available	  information,	  or	  
they	  end	  up	  not	  being	  eligible,	  alluding	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  low-‐income	  population	  seeking	  affordable	  
housing	  is	  constantly	  moving	  because	  their	  situations	  are	  so	  volatile.	  
	  
Rent	  vouchers	  are	  limited,	  and	  housing	  authorities	  work	  closely	  together	  to	  refer	  applicants	  to	  other	  
counties	  or	  municipalities	  that	  might	  have	  availability.	  Vouchers	  are	  the	  unique	  housing	  support	  
program	  that	  stays	  with	  the	  qualifying	  household.	  When	  a	  household	  receives	  a	  voucher,	  the	  only	  
geographical	  requirement	  is	  the	  recipient	  must	  stay	  in	  the	  original	  issuant	  jurisdiction	  for	  the	  first	  year.	  
After	  that	  year,	  they	  can	  move.	  If	  a	  move	  occurs,	  two	  things	  can	  happen	  with	  the	  voucher	  tracking	  
based	  on	  HUD’s	  portability	  process.	  One	  is	  the	  receiving	  jurisdiction	  can	  administer	  the	  voucher	  on	  the	  
behalf	  of	  the	  originating	  jurisdiction,	  allowing	  the	  voucher	  count	  to	  remain	  with	  the	  originating	  
jurisdiction.	  The	  other	  way	  the	  voucher	  can	  be	  treated	  is	  through	  a	  swap	  of	  slots	  between	  jurisdictions,	  
which	  is	  what	  ACHA	  has	  been	  experiencing	  lately.	  This	  type	  of	  exchange,	  however,	  doesn’t	  necessarily	  
get	  to	  the	  issue	  of	  helping	  Adams	  County	  residents.	  
	  
Adams	  County	  Housing	  Authority	  Coordinating	  Wrapped	  Human	  Services:	  But	  Funding	  is	  Unsustainable	  
A	  couple	  of	  years	  ago	  on	  a	  site	  at	  the	  intersection	  of	  71st	  &	  Federal	  by	  Terrace	  Gardens,	  Adams	  County	  
Housing	  Authority	  offered	  some	  of	  its	  community	  partners	  some	  temporary	  satellite	  space	  during	  
redevelopment	  planning.	  Today	  the	  collection	  of	  organizations	  have	  become	  self-‐organized,	  yet	  they	  
are	  getting	  some	  incredible	  results	  with	  connecting	  low-‐income	  residents	  to	  resources.	  Much	  of	  the	  
success	  is	  attributed	  to	  the	  more	  personal	  experience	  these	  organizations	  provide	  to	  people	  seeking	  
assistance	  or	  additional	  resources,	  compared	  to	  the	  main	  human	  services	  lobby	  at	  the	  County	  offices.	  
Currently,	  ACHA	  is	  subsidizing	  the	  effort,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  a	  financially-‐sustainable	  model.	  The	  irony	  is	  that	  
this	  is	  probably	  the	  prototype	  model	  for	  all	  counties,	  but	  lack	  of	  sustainable	  funding,	  coupled	  with	  
increased	  demand,	  may	  render	  it	  a	  necessity.	  
	  
The	  Municipal	  Perspective:	  A	  View	  from	  Aurora,	  Thornton,	  Westminster,	  Northglenn,	  Brighton	  
and	  Commerce	  City	  
	  
Municipalities	  that	  are	  located	  wholly	  or	  partially	  within	  Adams	  County	  vary	  in	  structure	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  
level	  of	  services	  they	  provide	  to	  residents.	  Some	  provide	  a	  full	  suite	  of	  services,	  including	  water-‐based	  
utilities,	  while	  others	  that	  are	  smaller	  only	  provide	  a	  few	  core	  services,	  such	  as	  safety	  and	  community	  
development.	  Even	  with	  varying	  levels	  of	  service,	  some	  similarities	  appear	  across	  municipalities	  with	  
respect	  to	  what	  is	  being	  done	  to	  provide	  additional	  support	  with	  general	  funds	  to	  residents	  who	  are	  
struggling	  financially.	  While	  the	  amounts	  are	  not	  major	  line	  items	  in	  the	  overall	  municipal	  budgets,	  they	  
do	  exist	  and	  represent	  an	  awareness	  of	  need	  in	  the	  community.	  
	  
There	  are	  also	  varying	  levels	  of	  perspective	  on	  the	  urgency	  of	  the	  situation	  for	  residents.	  One	  example	  
that	  has	  shed	  light	  on	  the	  severity	  of	  need	  in	  one	  municipality	  is	  the	  recent	  increase	  in	  911	  calls	  asking	  
for	  assistance	  with	  accessing	  basic	  health	  care.	  Comparatively,	  another	  municipality	  observed	  its	  peak	  
of	  need	  about	  three	  to	  four	  years	  ago	  because	  of	  the	  foreclosure	  crisis,	  but,	  generally	  speaking,	  the	  
municipality	  has	  always	  had	  high	  need.	  	  A	  summary	  of	  the	  general	  fund-‐supported	  programs	  offered	  by	  
Adams	  County	  municipalities	  that	  support	  low-‐income	  households	  follows	  in	  Table	  9.	  
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Table	  9:	  Municipal	  Expenditure	  Summary	  

Local	  Government	   Philanthropic	  Fund	   Utility	  Bill	  Relief	   Other	  Supports	  
Aurora	   No	   Adjusted	  rate	  &	  

Referral	  
Recreation	  discount,	  
Homeless	  programs	  

Brighton	   Yes	   Good	  Neighbor	  Fund	   NA	  
Commerce	  City	   Yes	   Referral	   Senior	  Center	  Resources	  

Assistant	  
Federal	  Heights	   NA	   NA	   NA	  

Northglenn	   Yes	   No	   Provide	  space	  for	  after	  school	  
snack	  program	  

Thornton	   Yes	   Yes	   Senior	  Center	  lunch	  program,	  
Cold	  Weather	  Care	  program	  

Westminster	   Yes	   Yes	   Youth	  recreation	  scholarship	  
program	  

Source:	  Analyst’s	  summary	  of	  interviews	  with	  municipalities	  
	  
Municipalities	  Taking	  On	  A	  Philanthropic	  Roll	  
A	  number	  of	  the	  municipalities	  in	  Adams	  County	  have	  chosen	  to	  dedicate	  a	  portion	  of	  their	  general	  
funds	  to	  providing	  support	  to	  nonprofit	  organizations	  that	  assist	  residents	  in	  a	  human	  service	  capacity.	  
In	  short,	  they	  are	  functioning	  in	  a	  philanthropic	  capacity	  by	  providing	  grants.	  According	  to	  municipal	  
staff,	  nonprofits	  that	  have	  received	  a	  portion	  of	  these	  funds	  have	  been	  able	  to	  leverage	  the	  monies	  by	  
factors	  of	  two	  or	  three	  from	  other	  sources.	  This	  leverage	  has	  extended	  the	  nonprofits’	  ability	  to	  serve	  
residents	  in	  need.	  A	  few	  of	  the	  “Community	  Funds”	  (they	  are	  all	  named	  something	  similar)	  formally	  
existed	  prior	  to	  the	  Great	  Recession,	  while	  the	  others	  started	  in	  response	  to	  the	  escalating	  need	  in	  the	  
respective	  communities.	  In	  fact,	  some	  city	  councils	  have	  continued	  to	  increase	  the	  amount	  allocated	  to	  
these	  funds	  as	  recognition	  that	  the	  need	  is	  not	  anticipated	  to	  diminish	  for	  a	  segment	  of	  the	  population	  
anytime	  soon.	  When	  data	  were	  available	  in	  2014	  the	  amounts	  requested	  by	  nonprofits	  doubled	  that	  of	  
the	  awards.	  
	  
Move	  from	  Ad	  Hoc	  to	  Wrapped	  Services	  Models	  
Almost	  every	  municipality	  acknowledged	  the	  importance	  of	  partnering	  with	  community	  organizations,	  
though	  some	  don’t	  necessarily	  have	  a	  long	  history	  of	  partnerships	  with	  many	  of	  the	  community	  
organizations	  they	  now	  work	  with.	  Efforts	  to	  partner	  with	  community	  organizations	  vary	  from	  the	  basic	  
level	  of	  ad	  hoc	  referrals,	  to	  providing	  space	  to	  operate	  programs,	  to	  actively	  coordinating	  services	  
provided	  at	  one	  location.	  It	  was	  noted	  that	  many	  low-‐income	  residents	  appear	  to	  be	  unaware	  of	  the	  
various	  resources	  available	  to	  them.	  It	  is	  difficult	  enough	  for	  families	  in	  need	  to	  figure	  out	  how	  to	  access	  
supportive	  programs,	  and	  even	  more	  so	  when	  complementary	  services	  are	  not	  connected	  through	  a	  
coherent	  system.	  The	  result	  of	  so	  many	  program	  referrals	  being	  provided	  ad	  hoc	  is	  that	  it	  is	  more	  
challenging	  for	  a	  municipality	  and	  the	  community	  organizations	  to	  understand	  and	  respond	  to	  the	  
actual	  need	  in	  the	  community.	  The	  wrapped	  services	  efforts	  were	  acknowledged	  to	  be	  the	  most	  
effective	  in	  terms	  of	  helping	  residents	  connect	  to	  multiple	  resources	  in	  one	  place,	  but	  these	  efforts	  were	  
the	  least	  prevalent.	  
	  
Direct	  Support	  Through	  Utility	  Bill	  Relief	  
Another	  commonality	  of	  financial	  hardship	  reduction	  efforts	  identified	  across	  the	  municipalities	  are	  
utility	  bill	  rebate	  programs.	  This	  was	  only	  present	  in	  the	  larger	  municipalities	  that	  operate	  such	  a	  utility.	  
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All	  of	  the	  programs	  are	  income	  qualified	  and	  capped	  at	  a	  maximum	  yearly	  benefit.	  Westminster	  and	  
Thornton’s	  programs	  were	  implemented	  in	  response	  to	  the	  Great	  Recession’s	  impact	  on	  residents.	  
After	  six	  cycles	  of	  the	  program,	  Thornton	  has	  continued	  to	  see	  the	  number	  of	  households	  taking	  
advantage	  of	  the	  benefit	  increasing,	  while	  Westminster	  has	  seen	  its	  numbers	  vary.	  It	  is	  impossible	  to	  
say	  at	  this	  point	  why	  there	  is	  an	  almost	  divergent	  participation	  in	  neighboring	  municipalities.	  
	  
In	  response	  to	  the	  sensitivity	  that	  utility	  expenses	  have	  on	  low-‐income	  household	  budgets,	  Aurora	  
inquired	  about	  the	  affordability	  of	  its	  water	  rates	  in	  2013.	  The	  result	  of	  the	  inquiry	  was	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  
tiered	  cost	  structure	  based	  on	  utilization,	  employing	  the	  assumption	  that	  more	  expensive	  single	  family	  
properties	  tend	  to	  use	  more	  water,	  while	  smaller	  and	  multifamily	  properties	  tend	  to	  use	  less.	  
	  
Brighton	  has	  a	  senior	  water	  rate,	  but	  is	  getting	  ready	  to	  remove	  it,	  because	  it	  felt	  the	  program	  was	  not	  
equitable.	  As	  its	  replacement,	  Brighton	  is	  setting	  up	  a	  new	  program	  called	  the	  “good	  neighbor	  fund”	  to	  
pool	  donations	  from	  residents	  opting	  to	  add	  money	  to	  their	  own	  utility	  bill	  payment.	  Details	  remain	  to	  
be	  determined	  on	  how	  the	  monies	  collected	  will	  be	  distributed,	  but	  qualified	  low-‐income	  families	  will	  
be	  the	  recipients.	  
	  
Other	  Support	  Solutions	  
The	  aging	  baby	  boom	  generation	  is	  a	  well-‐known	  demographic	  shift	  underway	  in	  the	  Denver	  region.	  
Households	  preparing	  to	  retire	  will	  largely	  be	  facing	  fixed	  incomes,	  and	  many	  will	  be	  forced	  to	  deal	  with	  
all	  the	  vulnerabilities	  that	  come	  with	  it.	  Municipalities	  have	  acknowledged	  the	  need	  to	  support	  their	  
senior	  population	  through	  a	  variety	  of	  ways.	  Commerce	  City’s	  City	  Council	  recently	  approved	  the	  
addition	  of	  a	  part-‐time	  position	  at	  its	  Senior	  Center.	  This	  position,	  a	  resources	  assistant,	  works	  
exclusively	  with	  seniors	  to	  help	  them	  find	  resources	  of	  any	  kind.	  Outside	  of	  seasonal	  fluctuations,	  the	  
highest	  reported	  need	  is	  for	  housing	  that	  is	  affordable	  on	  an	  income	  consisting	  primarily	  of	  Social	  
Security.	  Even	  with	  a	  newly	  dedicated	  resource	  for	  seniors,	  the	  need	  remains	  high	  to	  support	  seniors	  
with	  age-‐related	  lifestyle	  changes,	  such	  as	  downsizing	  a	  household,	  health	  challenges,	  housing	  
modifications	  to	  age	  in	  place,	  etc.	  
	  
Thornton	  operates	  a	  lunch	  program	  at	  its	  senior	  center	  aimed	  at	  ensuring	  low-‐income	  seniors	  can	  eat	  a	  
nutritious	  meal	  at	  an	  affordable	  price.	  This	  program	  has	  been	  in	  place	  since	  the	  1980s,	  and	  it’s	  an	  
example	  that	  Thornton	  City	  Council	  is	  committed	  to	  funding	  the	  program	  without	  the	  expectation	  to	  
recover	  the	  costs,	  because	  it	  recognizes	  its	  benefits	  from	  a	  social	  needs	  perspective.	  
	  
Thornton	  also	  has	  a	  rebate	  program	  for	  low-‐income	  senior	  residents.	  It	  refunds	  sales	  tax	  paid	  on	  
groceries,	  property	  tax,	  and	  a	  certain	  amount	  if	  seniors	  rent.	  The	  refund	  has	  been	  in	  place	  for	  a	  number	  
of	  years,	  but	  the	  terms	  of	  its	  requirements	  have	  not	  been	  modified	  recently	  to	  adjust	  for	  current	  
conditions.	  
	  
Other	  examples	  of	  programs	  or	  efforts	  that	  primarily	  benefit	  low-‐income	  households	  range	  from	  
recreation	  center	  operations	  subsidies	  to	  youth	  recreation	  scholarships,	  and	  providing	  space	  for	  
community	  organizations	  to	  offer	  after-‐school	  snacks	  to	  children.	  Finally,	  the	  cold	  weather	  care	  
program	  (operated	  from	  the	  end	  of	  October	  –	  April)	  is	  a	  housing	  the	  homeless	  program	  that	  uses	  area	  
churches	  as	  emergency	  shelters	  in	  an	  effort	  to	  reduce	  the	  number	  of	  people	  staying	  in	  their	  cars	  
because	  shelters	  are	  at	  capacity.	  Because	  churches	  had	  not	  been	  allowed	  to	  serve	  as	  shelters,	  Thornton	  
changed	  its	  land	  use	  code	  to	  allow	  this	  program	  to	  operate.	  Program	  participants	  can	  also	  utilize	  the	  
city’s	  community	  center	  for	  its	  facilities	  (showers,	  etc.).	  According	  to	  Thornton,	  the	  program	  has	  
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observed	  a	  reduction	  of	  Thornton	  residents	  served,	  but,	  interestingly,	  an	  increase	  in	  people	  whose	  last	  
permanent	  address	  was	  out-‐of-‐state.	  
	  
Identifiable	  Housing	  Expenditures	  
Few	  municipalities	  allocate	  general	  funds	  directly	  to	  housing-‐related	  programs	  outside	  of	  any	  match	  
requirement.	  But	  there	  are	  a	  few	  that	  should	  be	  highlighted.	  	  
	  
Aurora	  allocates	  general	  funds	  to	  specific	  homeless	  programs,	  established	  through	  ordinance.	  The	  
longest-‐standing	  allocation	  is	  from	  the	  traffic	  ticket	  revenue-‐based	  Nexus	  Program.	  Nexus	  funds	  four	  
programs,	  including	  Aurora’s	  emergency	  shelters.	  The	  revenue	  for	  the	  program	  has	  remained	  stable	  
over	  the	  years,	  allocating	  approximately	  $650,000.	  Additionally,	  the	  proposed	  2015	  budget	  has	  a	  line	  
item	  to	  obligate	  $235,000	  in	  general	  funds	  for	  service	  improvement	  at	  the	  Comitis	  emergency	  shelter.	  It	  
is	  being	  presented	  as	  a	  cost-‐effective	  expenditure,	  and	  proposed	  to	  be	  ongoing	  for	  future	  budgets.	  The	  
other	  identifiable	  direct	  funding	  Aurora	  provides	  around	  housing	  is	  for	  the	  Aurora	  @	  Home	  pilot	  
program	  aimed	  at	  housing	  displaced	  or	  homeless	  families.	  The	  funding	  allocated	  for	  2015	  is	  
approximately	  $67,000.	  The	  program	  is	  only	  able	  to	  serve	  a	  very	  small	  number	  of	  families	  (15-‐25)	  who	  
are	  challenged	  and	  require	  intensive	  support	  services.	  
	  
When	  a	  household	  that	  either	  rents	  or	  owns	  is	  cost	  burdened,	  Thornton	  reports	  that	  the	  biggest	  visible	  
community	  impact	  is	  the	  lack	  of	  maintenance	  of	  the	  exterior	  of	  the	  property.	  To	  ensure	  that	  a	  
neighborhood	  maintains	  its	  external	  appearance,	  Thornton	  administers	  an	  abatement	  program	  that	  
addresses	  the	  amount	  of	  code	  violations	  a	  property	  has	  been	  issued	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  external	  
maintenance	  (e.g.	  overgrown	  weeds,	  parked	  inoperable	  cars,	  etc.).	  As	  those	  violations	  accrue	  so	  does	  
the	  cost	  to	  mitigate	  the	  situation.	  The	  abatement	  program	  eventually	  brings	  violators	  to	  a	  blight	  
hearing,	  heard	  by	  an	  associate	  judge.	  If	  the	  ruling	  determines	  the	  violator	  is	  unable	  to	  rectify	  the	  
problem,	  the	  city	  will	  contract	  for	  the	  needed	  services	  (e.g.	  towing,	  landscapers,	  removal	  of	  junk).	  The	  
program	  initially	  observed	  an	  increase	  at	  the	  height	  of	  the	  foreclosure	  crisis,	  but	  has	  also	  seen	  a	  
constant	  flow	  of	  violations	  due	  to	  fixed-‐income	  older	  residents	  who	  have	  become	  physically	  unable	  to	  
maintain	  their	  property.	  The	  city	  will	  only	  address	  the	  exterior	  of	  the	  properties,	  since	  owners	  can	  
leverage	  entitlement	  funds	  to	  make	  improvements	  on	  deferred	  maintenance	  for	  the	  interior.	  In	  2014	  
the	  program	  allocated	  around	  $54,000	  compared	  to	  the	  peak	  in	  2009,	  where	  it	  allocated	  $60,000.	  
	  
It	  is	  also	  worth	  noting	  the	  type	  of	  programs	  municipalities	  choose	  to	  administer	  through	  Community	  
Development	  Block	  Grant	  (CDBG)	  funds.	  Additionally,	  each	  municipality	  has	  been	  creative	  with	  limited	  
resources	  and	  has	  opted	  to	  operate	  housing	  support	  programs	  with	  Community	  Development	  Block	  
Grant	  (CDBG)	  funds.	  	  
	  
Aurora	  allocates	  general	  funds	  to	  match	  HUD	  HOME	  funds	  distributed	  through	  the	  Community	  
Development	  Services	  department.	  This	  allocation	  has	  remained	  fairly	  constant,	  around	  $200,000	  per	  
annum.	  	  
	  
Northglenn	  uses	  its	  CDBG	  funds	  allocated	  for	  the	  Help	  for	  Homes	  program	  to	  provide	  repair	  and	  
accessibility	  improvement	  services	  to	  income-‐qualified	  households.	  The	  city	  council	  decided	  to	  make	  
use	  of	  those	  funds	  that	  way	  because	  it	  saw	  the	  need	  in	  the	  community.	  
	  
Westminster	  uses	  a	  portion	  of	  its	  CDBG	  funds	  to	  help	  fund	  emergency	  repair	  services.	  The	  city	  council	  
redirected	  more	  to	  it	  in	  2014	  at	  $90,000	  versus	  years	  past	  (80%	  from	  previous	  year),	  because	  it	  saw	  a	  
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general	  increasing	  trend	  in	  this	  area	  of	  need.	  The	  decision	  was	  also	  made	  because	  money	  ran	  out	  from	  
the	  state,	  and	  city	  council	  approved	  an	  adjustment	  in	  the	  policy	  determining	  who	  qualifies.	  
	  
	  
The	  Revenue	  Side	  
	  
As	  described	  above,	  local	  governments	  increasingly	  are	  called	  upon	  to	  provide	  more	  services	  to	  
households	  that	  are	  housing	  cost-‐burdened.	  	  This	  is	  placing	  additional	  expenditure	  pressures	  on	  local	  
government	  budgets.	  	  But	  the	  budgetary	  effects	  are	  not	  limited	  to	  the	  expenditure	  side.	  	  Cost-‐
constrained	  households	  are	  also	  indirectly	  affecting	  local	  budgets	  by	  reducing	  their	  consumption	  of	  
other	  goods	  in	  order	  to	  afford	  housing.	  	  For	  the	  state’s	  local	  governments,	  many	  of	  which	  are	  highly	  
dependent	  on	  the	  sales	  taxes	  generated	  from	  household	  consumption,	  this	  reduction	  in	  all	  other	  
household	  consumption	  has	  an	  adverse	  revenue	  effect	  on	  local	  government	  budgets	  as	  well.	  	  The	  
section	  below	  uses	  national	  and	  local	  data	  to	  estimate	  the	  magnitude	  of	  the	  revenue	  effect	  on	  the	  
totality	  of	  local	  governments	  in	  Adams	  County.	  
	  
	  
Share	  of	  Housing-‐Stressed	  Households	  Slightly	  Greater	  in	  Adams	  County	  than	  in	  US	  Overall	  
	  
Table	  10:	  Summary	  of	  Cost-‐Burdened	  Households	  Earning	  Less	  than	  $50,000	  

	   	  
Cost-‐Burdened	  Households	  Earning	  Less	  than	  $20,000	   15,160	  

Cost-‐Burdened	  Households	  Earning	  Between	  $20,000	  and	  $49,999	   30,690	  
Cost-‐Burdened	  Households	  Earning	  Less	  than	  $50,000	   45,850	  

Share	  of	  Cost-‐Burdened	  Households	  Earning	  Less	  than	  $50,000	   29.13%	  
Source:	  American	  Community	  Survey	  2013	  (1-‐year):	  US	  Census	  Bureau	  
	  
According	  to	  the	  2013	  American	  Community	  Survey	  (1	  year	  survey),	  there	  were	  just	  under	  157,392	  
households	  in	  Adams	  County.	  	  Of	  those,	  29.13%,	  or	  45,850	  of	  them,	  were	  low-‐to-‐moderate	  income	  
(earning	  less	  than	  $50,000/year)	  and	  spent	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  their	  household	  income	  on	  housing	  (the	  
standard	  for	  affordability).	  	  Almost	  three	  in	  ten	  low-‐and-‐moderate	  income	  households	  in	  the	  county	  
were	  housing	  cost-‐burdened,	  according	  to	  the	  latest	  data	  available.	  	  If	  households	  at	  all	  incomes	  are	  
included,	  that	  share	  rises	  to	  just	  over	  three	  and	  a	  half	  in	  ten	  to	  35.53%,	  a	  slightly	  higher	  share	  in	  Adams	  
County	  than	  for	  the	  US	  overall.	  	  According	  to	  The	  Joint	  Center	  for	  Housing	  Studies	  at	  Harvard	  
University	  (cited	  at	  http://www.cbsnews.com/news/millions-‐of-‐u-‐s-‐families-‐cant-‐afford-‐their-‐homes/)	  
by	  the	  end	  of	  2012,	  35.3%	  of	  families	  were	  spending	  more	  than	  30%	  of	  their	  income	  on	  housing.	  
	  
And	  Some	  of	  Those	  Housing-‐Stressed	  Households	  Forced	  to	  Dedicate	  up	  to	  25%	  of	  Their	  Income	  to	  
Covering	  Housing	  Costs	  Above	  the	  30%	  Affordability	  Standard	  
	  
Table	  11:	  Additional	  Annual	  Household	  Spending	  on	  Housing	  Required	  by	  Income	  

For	  an	  Average	  Household	  Earning	  Less	  than	  $20,000	  	   $5,927	  
For	  an	  Average	  Household	  Earning	  Between	  $20,000	  and	  $49,999	   $2,160	  

Source:	  Analyst	  calculation	  from	  2012/2013	  Consumer	  Expenditure	  Survey	  data	  

	  
Combining	  data	  from	  the	  2013	  American	  Community	  Survey	  and	  the	  2012/13	  Consumer	  Expenditure	  
Survey	  (national	  sample),	  we	  know	  that	  on	  average	  households	  earning	  less	  than	  $20,000/year	  are	  
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spending	  just	  over	  $8,900/year	  on	  housing.	  	  For	  households	  in	  the	  $20,000	  -‐	  $49,999/year	  cohort,	  
average	  annual	  housing	  expenditures	  are	  $13,110.	  While	  we	  do	  not	  know	  the	  distribution	  of	  households	  
in	  those	  cohorts	  nor	  the	  distribution	  of	  housing	  costs	  within	  those	  households,	  we	  can	  estimate	  at	  the	  
midpoint.	  	  Doing	  so,	  we	  determine	  that	  households	  in	  the	  under	  $20,000	  income	  category,	  at	  30%	  of	  
midpoint,	  should	  spend	  no	  more	  than	  $3,000/year	  on	  housing	  to	  stay	  within	  the	  affordability	  standard.	  	  
For	  households	  in	  the	  next	  income	  cohort	  ($20,000	  -‐	  $49,999),	  the	  affordability	  standard	  at	  the	  
midpoint	  is	  $10,500/year.	  	  Comparing	  those	  thresholds	  with	  the	  reported	  spending	  in	  the	  Consumer	  
Expenditure	  Survey,	  we	  determine	  that	  the	  lowest	  income	  households	  dedicate,	  on	  average,	  an	  
additional	  $5,927	  annually	  to	  housing.	  	  For	  households	  in	  the	  next	  cohort	  up,	  that	  additional	  amount	  is	  
just	  over	  $2,100/year.	  	  In	  the	  lowest	  income	  households,	  a	  full	  25%	  of	  income	  must	  be	  dedicated	  to	  
supplementing	  housing	  costs	  above	  the	  30%	  affordability	  standard.	  
	  
Additional	  Housing	  Spending	  Crowds	  Out	  Other	  Household	  Spending	  
	  
Table	  12:	  Additional	  Monthly	  Household	  Spending	  on	  Housing	  Required	  by	  Income	  

For	  an	  Average	  Household	  Earning	  Less	  than	  $20,000	  	   $493.88	  
For	  an	  Average	  Household	  Earning	  Between	  $20,000	  and	  $49,999	   $217.47	  

Source:	  Analyst	  calculation	  from	  2012/2013	  Consumer	  Expenditure	  Survey	  data	  
	  
In	  2013,	  almost	  44%	  of	  all	  Adams	  County	  households	  earned	  less	  than	  $50,000/year.	  	  Of	  those,	  just	  
under	  two	  thirds	  are	  spending	  more	  than	  the	  30%	  affordability	  standard	  for	  housing.	  	  In	  these	  
households,	  the	  additional	  share	  of	  income	  dedicated	  to	  supporting	  household	  spending	  must	  be	  
crowding	  out	  other	  household	  spending.	  	  While	  data	  do	  not	  allow	  us	  to	  determine	  exactly	  which	  
categories	  of	  household	  spending	  are	  crowded	  out,	  we	  do	  have	  data	  that	  provide	  an	  illustrative	  
example	  of	  the	  magnitude	  of	  the	  potential	  crowding	  out	  of	  major	  categories	  of	  household	  spending.	  
On	  average,	  housing-‐stressed	  households	  earning	  less	  than	  $20,000	  per	  year	  are	  spending	  an	  additional	  
$5,927	  annually	  (over	  the	  30%	  threshold)	  to	  support	  housing	  expenses.	  	  For	  households	  in	  the	  $20,000	  
to	  $49,000	  income	  cohort,	  that	  additional	  spending	  falls	  to	  $2,160.	  	  Regardless	  of	  the	  amount,	  each	  of	  
these	  households	  is	  supplementing	  its	  housing	  expenditures	  with	  funds	  that	  otherwise	  would	  be	  
available	  for	  basic	  needs	  such	  as	  health	  care,	  food,	  and	  apparel	  and	  services.	  	  For	  example,	  at	  the	  
extreme,	  households	  earning	  under	  $20,000/year	  are	  supplementing	  their	  housing	  costs	  with	  an	  
amount	  that	  represents	  7.5	  times	  what	  the	  average	  household	  in	  that	  age	  cohort	  spends	  annually	  on	  
apparel	  and	  other	  services.	  The	  graph	  below	  shows,	  for	  this	  and	  other	  categories	  of	  spending,	  the	  
magnitude	  of	  the	  crowding	  out	  caused	  by	  additional	  housing	  expenditures.	  
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Figure	  4:	  Additional	  Household	  Spending	  on	  Housing	  as	  a	  Share	  of	  Other	  Spending	  

	  
Source:	  Analyst	  calculation	  from	  2013	  American	  Community	  Survey	  and	  2012/2013	  Consumer	  Expenditure	  Survey	  data	  

	  
And	  that	  Crowded-‐Out	  Spending	  Would	  Have	  Resulted	  in	  Spending	  on	  the	  Tax	  Base	  and	  thus	  in	  Additional	  
Tax	  Revenues	  
	  
Table	  13:	  Additional	  Tax	  Revenue	  Summary	  

Total	  2013	  Adams	  County	  Crowded-‐Out	  Household	  Spending	   $169.9	  million	  
Illustration:	  Foregone	  Municipal	  Sales	  Tax	  Revenue	  if	  all	  Crowded-‐Out	  Spending	  were	  

Spent	  on	  Taxable	  Goods	  (at	  an	  Average	  Sales	  Tax	  Rate	  of	  3.5%)	  
	  

$5.95	  million	  
Source:	  Analyst	  calculation	  from	  2013	  American	  Community	  Survey	  and	  2012/2013	  Consumer	  Expenditure	  Survey	  data	  
	  
From	  the	  perspective	  of	  local	  government	  
finance,	  this	  crowding	  out	  matters.	  	  Each	  
additional	  dollar	  a	  household	  spends	  to	  
support	  its	  housing	  needs	  represents	  a	  
potential	  reduction	  of	  the	  local	  sales	  tax	  base.	  	  
While	  we	  do	  not	  know	  for	  sure	  that	  each	  
“crowded-‐out”	  dollar	  would	  have	  otherwise	  been	  spent	  on	  a	  taxable	  item,	  we	  can	  use	  the	  data	  we	  have	  
to	  estimate	  the	  magnitude	  of	  the	  sales	  tax	  leakage	  that	  would	  occur	  if	  each	  “crowded-‐out”	  dollar	  were	  
spent	  on	  a	  taxable	  item.	  	  
	  	  
In	  2013,	  low-‐and-‐moderate	  income	  households	  in	  Adams	  County	  dedicated	  an	  additional	  $170	  million	  
to	  housing	  above	  the	  30%	  affordability	  standard.	  	  If	  that	  additional	  household	  spending	  was	  otherwise	  
spent	  on	  taxable	  goods,	  at	  an	  average	  sales	  tax	  rate	  of	  3.5%,	  the	  direct	  impact	  on	  local	  government	  
coffers	  would	  have	  been	  just	  under	  $6	  million	  in	  additional	  revenue.	  Including	  the	  multiplier	  effects	  of	  
the	  additional	  spending	  further	  increases	  the	  potential	  fiscal	  and	  economic	  impact	  of	  freeing	  up	  that	  
crowded-‐out	  spending.	  
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Spending	  Impact:	  Households	  that	  are	  housing	  
cost-‐burdened	  spend	  $170	  million	  dollars	  less,	  
causing	  almost	  $6	  million	  in	  foregone	  
municipal	  sales	  tax	  revenues	  for	  Adams	  County.	  	  
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What	  efforts	  are	  attempting	  to	  address	  the	  gap?	  
	  
In	  the	  wake	  of	  the	  great	  recession	  local	  governments	  have	  recognized	  that	  economic	  recovery	  alone	  
will	  not	  address	  the	  gap	  in	  affordability	  of	  the	  housing	  stock.	  As	  a	  result	  efforts	  are	  underway	  to	  bring	  
new	  housing	  into	  the	  community	  through	  direct	  expenditures	  as	  well	  as	  foregone	  revenues.	  The	  
following	  are	  some	  highlights	  from	  various	  municipalities	  in	  Adams	  County.	  
	  
The	  Commerce	  City	  Housing	  Authority	  recently	  purchased	  some	  parcels	  to	  investigate	  future	  options	  of	  
senior	  affordable	  product.	  The	  city	  is	  also	  entering	  into	  the	  planning	  stages	  for	  another	  sizable	  
redevelopment	  project	  that	  would	  include	  some	  affordable	  housing.	  
	  
Aurora	  has	  been	  able	  to	  assemble	  project	  capital	  costs	  through	  tax	  credits	  and	  grants	  to	  build	  a	  new	  
supportive	  housing	  project	  on	  a	  property	  close	  to	  the	  Fitzsimons	  Life	  Science	  District.	  Even	  with	  capital	  
costs	  identified,	  the	  subsidized	  operation	  costs	  are	  still	  unknown,	  so	  the	  property	  can	  accommodate	  
households	  earning	  less	  than	  30%	  of	  AMI.	  Additionally,	  Aurora	  had	  two	  recent	  affordable	  housing	  
projects	  where	  fees	  were	  waived,	  amounting	  to	  approximately	  $300,000	  each,	  in	  an	  effort	  to	  move	  the	  
projects	  forward.	  
	  
Brighton	  looks	  at	  housing	  developments	  with	  an	  eye	  towards	  affordability.	  It	  is	  a	  high	  priority	  for	  the	  
city	  to	  have	  affordable	  living	  options.	  It	  recognizes	  the	  role	  that	  local	  regulations	  play	  in	  achieving	  a	  
vibrant	  community,	  as	  well	  as	  possible	  unintended	  consequences	  that	  could	  raise	  housing	  prices	  to	  
unaffordable	  levels.	  Recently,	  Brighton	  saw	  a	  trend	  in	  housing	  development	  where	  there	  were	  not	  
enough	  units	  being	  built	  at	  affordable	  price	  points.	  Development	  staff	  then	  worked	  with	  the	  mayor	  to	  
build	  an	  “attainable	  housing	  matrix.”	  This	  matrix	  set	  specific	  incentives	  throughout	  the	  development	  
process	  across	  various	  income	  levels.	  In	  short,	  it	  saves	  developers	  real	  dollars,	  and	  time,	  which	  also	  
translates	  into	  dollars.	  Brighton	  has	  followed	  through	  with	  implementing	  the	  incentives	  by	  working	  
with	  housing	  developers	  from	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  foregoing	  the	  development	  fees.	  One	  
notable	  example	  is	  Hughes	  Station,	  Brighton’s	  first	  affordable	  apartment	  development.	  It	  benefitted	  
from	  the	  monies	  saved	  on	  the	  front	  end	  of	  the	  process,	  making	  the	  project	  a	  reality.	  The	  matrix	  has	  
been	  leveraged	  on	  a	  few	  additional	  projects,	  amounting	  to	  approximately	  $2	  million	  worth	  of	  offsets.	  
Brighton	  had	  previously	  explored	  other	  affordable	  housing	  policies,	  such	  as	  an	  inclusionary	  housing	  
ordinance	  (IHO),	  but	  it	  didn’t	  feel	  it	  had	  the	  same	  effect.	  The	  goal	  is	  to	  incorporate	  the	  matrix	  concept	  
into	  all	  types	  of	  projects	  with	  for-‐profit	  developers.	  Essentially	  the	  question	  is,	  “how	  can	  Brighton	  look	  
at	  the	  market	  like	  the	  Home	  Builders	  Association	  (HBA)	  does	  when	  considering	  housing	  teachers,	  
firefighters,	  and	  other	  essential	  roles	  for	  a	  vibrant	  community?”	  	  
	  
Another	  element	  Brighton	  is	  focused	  on	  is	  sustainable	  development,	  and	  how	  it	  relates	  to	  reducing	  
total	  cost	  burden	  on	  households.	  The	  goal	  is	  to	  have	  efficient	  housing	  units	  with	  very	  low	  utility	  
payments,	  so	  people	  can	  move	  into	  a	  new	  home	  and	  afford	  the	  operation	  costs.	  Again,	  Brighton	  set	  
incentives	  on	  the	  energy/operation	  savings	  side	  of	  the	  development	  process.	  It	  took	  almost	  three	  years	  
to	  get	  the	  incentives	  approved	  by	  city	  council,	  and	  has	  resulted	  in	  big	  upfront	  dollars	  ($2	  million)	  in	  
incentives	  that	  are	  a	  direct	  impact	  to	  homeowners.	  
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Closing	  Thoughts	  and	  Further	  Questions	  
	  
While	  the	  results	  of	  this	  study	  can	  only	  be	  considered	  illustrative,	  it	  can	  be	  inferred	  that	  other	  counties	  
in	  the	  state	  face	  similar	  pressures.	  
	  
The	  major	  trends	  discovered	  in	  Adams	  County	  are:	  
	  

• There	  is	  a	  structural	  imbalance	  in	  county	  fund	  reserves	  to	  provide	  the	  required	  match	  for	  basic	  
human	  services.	  This	  is	  a	  situation	  that	  cannot	  be	  sustained	  forever.	  

• Historically,	  counties	  have	  served	  as	  the	  vehicle	  for	  funding	  and	  administering	  human	  services.	  
Recent	  demand	  has	  prompted	  spending	  on	  human	  services	  at	  the	  county	  and	  municipal	  levels.	  

• Municipalities	  have	  been	  exposed	  to	  increasing	  pressure	  to	  enter	  the	  human	  services	  funding	  
game	  by	  outsourcing	  those	  services	  to	  community-‐based	  organizations	  via	  philanthropic	  grant	  
making	  with	  general	  funds.	  

• Related,	  some	  municipalities	  have	  decided	  to	  forego	  revenues	  in	  the	  form	  of	  development	  
incentives	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  mitigate	  the	  affordability	  issue	  on	  the	  front	  end	  by	  encouraging	  
developments	  for	  lower-‐income	  households.	  

• There	  is	  approximately	  $170	  million	  in	  crowded	  out	  spending,	  translating	  to	  $6	  million	  in	  lost	  
revenue	  impact	  to	  municipalities.	  Households	  that	  are	  cost-‐burdened	  have	  a	  dampening	  
economic	  effect	  on	  sales	  tax	  revenues,	  the	  major	  source	  of	  general	  funds	  revenues	  for	  
municipalities.	  

These	  findings	  represent	  the	  beginning	  rather	  than	  the	  end	  of	  investigations	  into	  the	  myriad	  of	  effects	  
that	  lack	  of	  housing	  affordability	  is	  placing	  on	  the	  state	  and	  local	  economy	  and	  fiscal	  position.	  	  Our	  
selection	  of	  Adams	  County	  as	  a	  starting	  point	  was	  with	  the	  intention	  of	  highlighting	  issues	  that	  should	  
be	  further	  studied	  for	  their	  consistency	  across	  the	  state.	  	  We	  firmly	  believe	  that	  Adams	  County	  is	  not	  
alone	  in	  the	  pressures	  it	  is	  feeling,	  but	  only	  further	  study	  can	  confirm	  our	  belief.	  	  But	  in	  the	  interim,	  this	  
study,	  by	  highlighting	  the	  issues	  in	  a	  one	  county	  case	  study,	  will	  hopefully	  deepen	  awareness	  of	  the	  
lesser	  known	  effects	  of	  the	  lack	  of	  housing	  affordability	  and	  as	  a	  result	  deepen	  the	  conversation	  around	  
finding	  solutions	  for	  overall	  affordability	  of	  housing	  across	  the	  state.	  
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Appendix	  A	  

	  
Local	  Government	   Name	   Title	  

Adams	  County	   Richard	  Lemke	   Director	  of	  Finance	  
Adams	  County	  Housing	  Authority	   Donald	  May,	  

Peter	  LiFari	  
Executive	  Director,	  
Deputy	  Director	  

Aurora	   Jason	  Batchelor,	  
Signy	  Mikita	  

Director	  of	  Finance,	  
Community	  Development	  Planner	  

Brighton	   Marv	  Falconburg	   Assistant	  City	  Manager	  for	  Development	  
Commerce	  City,	  

	  
	  

Commerce	  City	  Housing	  Authority	  

Roger	  Tinklenburg,	  
Chris	  Cramer,	  
Steve	  Timms,	  
Priscilla	  Mancosky	  

Administrative	  Services	  Officer,	  
Director	  of	  Community	  Development,	  
Planning	  Manager,	  
Housing	  Accountant	  

Northglenn	   Jason	  Loveland	   Director	  of	  Finance	  
Thornton	   Maria	  Ostrom,	  

Nichole	  Jeffers	  
Finance	  Director,	  
Neighborhood	  Services	  Manager	  

Westminster	   Barbara	  Opie	   Assistant	  City	  Manager	  
	  
	  
Local	  Government	  Interview	  Questions:	  	  
	  
Overarching:	  
What	  are	  the	  municipal	  (and	  county)	  services	  that	  are	  not	  entitlement	  programs	  that	  income-‐qualified	  
households	  are	  already	  taking	  advantage	  of?	  
	  
Need	  to	  gain	  a	  broader	  understanding	  of	  the	  following:	  

• Where	  does	  an	  inventory	  of	  these	  programs	  exist?	  If	  so,	  what	  are	  they	  and	  can	  they	  be	  line	  item	  
extracted	  from	  an	  expenditure	  perspective?	  If	  so,	  have	  they	  been	  increasing	  over	  time?	  And	  at	  
what	  time	  were	  these	  services	  created?	  *Clarify	  that	  the	  expenses	  are	  not	  “flow	  through”	  
dollars,	  and	  are	  from	  the	  general	  fund.*	  

• Is	  the	  county	  doing	  anything	  to	  supplement	  the	  health	  care/healthy	  living/screenings/etc.	  
(possibly	  mental	  health,	  dentistry,	  etc.)?	  There	  are	  very	  few	  optional	  programs	  through	  the	  
state,	  so	  additional	  ones	  would	  come	  through	  a	  property	  tax	  levy.	  

• Are	  the	  cities	  doing	  anything	  regarding	  direct	  housing	  support	  that	  is	  funded	  through	  the	  
budget?	  What	  about	  homeless	  programs?	  

• Are	  they	  doing	  anything	  explicitly	  to	  partner	  with	  the	  philanthropic	  community	  to	  address	  the	  
needs	  through	  coordination,	  etc.?	  

• Food,	  other	  social	  services,	  etc.	  categorized	  detail?	  
• How	  are	  those	  programs	  taxed/strained	  into	  the	  future?	  

o Does	  the	  local	  government	  feel	  the	  trend	  will	  continue?	  
• Are	  there	  current	  conversations	  about	  this	  very	  subject	  across	  departments?	  
• For	  housing	  authorities,	  what	  trend,	  if	  any,	  have	  they	  seen	  in	  demand?	  What	  is	  the	  waitlist?	  
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Appendix	  B	  

	  
Study	  Area:	  Adams	  County	  &	  its	  Municipalities	  
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Appendix	  C	  

	  
Adams	  County	  Subsidized	  Properties	  
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Appendix	  D	  

	  
Figure	  5Adams	  County	  Public	  Use	  Microdata	  Areas	  (PUMAs)	  
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