
 

 
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, February 2, 2016 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 

7:00 PM 

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

than the listed time slot. 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

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

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

A. Approval of Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes: January 19, 2016 
C. Approval of 2016 Annual Fuel Purchase 

 
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 
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A. 1125 PINE STREET MINOR REPLAT 
 
1. ORDINANCE NO. 1711, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE 

APPROVING A REZONING OF A PARCEL OF LAND 
LOCATED AT 1125 PINE STREET FROM CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY (CC) TO 
MIXED-USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R) AND RESIDENTIAL 
MEDIUM DENSITY (R-M) AND AMENDING THE 
BOUNDARIES OF THE OLD TOWN OVERLAY DISTRICT 
IN CONNECTION THEREWITH – 2nd Reading – Public 
Hearing – Advertised Daily Camera 01/10/2016 – 
Continued from 01/19/2016 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Additional Public Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 
2. RESOLUTION NO. 2, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING A REPLAT TO COMBINE THREE PARCELS 
AND SUBDIVIDE THE PROPERTY INTO TWO SEPARATE 
LOTS AT 1125 PINE STREET  

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action  

 
B. ORDINANCE NO. 1715, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE 

AMENDING SECTION 17.64.050 OF THE LOUISVILLE 
MUNICIPAL CODE TO MODIFY THE MINIMUM REVIEW 
SCHEDULE FOR REVIEW AND UPDATING OF THE 
CITYWIDE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – 2nd Reading – Public 
Hearing – Advertised 01/10/2016 

 Mayor Opens Public Hearing 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Additional Public Comments 

 Mayor Closes Public Hearing 

 Action 

 

7:45 – 8:00 pm 

7:15 – 7:45 pm 
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C. SOUTH STREET GATEWAY AND RELATED PROJECTS 

UPDATE 
 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 
 

D. AWARD BID FOR THE 2016 ASPHALT RESURFACING AND 
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT, 2016 CHIP SEAL PROJECT 
AND 2016 CONCRETE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action 
 

E. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
1. REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION AND DISPOSITION 

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

City Manager is Requesting the City Council Convene an 
Executive Session for the Purpose of Consideration of 
Potential Real Property Acquisition and Disposition 
Concerning Property in Louisville 

 
REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS SUSPENDED 

 Requests for Executive Session 

 City Clerk Statement 

 City Attorney Statement of Authority 

 City Council Action on Motions for Executive Session 

 Executive Session 

 Council Reconvene 

REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS CONTINUED 

REPORT – DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – REAL 
PROPERTY ACQUISITION AND DISPOSITION 
 

11. CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

8:00 – 8:30 pm 

8:30 – 9:00 pm 
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12. COUNCIL COMMENTS, COMMITTEE REPORTS, AND 
IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 

13. ADJOURNMENT 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/15/16 10:58

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 34640
Page 1 of 3
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93229 Period: 01/15/16

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

3735-1 PETTY CASH - BARB KELLEY

123115 PETTY CASH FRONT DESK 12/31/15 01/30/16          193.28 

123115 PETTY CASH FRONT DESK 12/31/15 01/30/16            9.09 

123115 PETTY CASH FRONT DESK 12/31/15 01/30/16           42.66 

123115 PETTY CASH FRONT DESK 12/31/15 01/30/16            6.09          251.12  

3370-1 PETTY CASH - JILL SIEWERT

123115 PETTY CASH LIBRARY 12/31/15 01/30/16          100.36          100.36  

11094-1 WESTERN DISPOSAL SERVICES

010116CITY DEC 15 CITY TRASH SERVICE 01/01/16 01/31/16        1,530.00 

010116CITY DEC 15 CITY TRASH SERVICE 01/01/16 01/31/16          286.50 

010116CITY DEC 15 CITY TRASH SERVICE 01/01/16 01/31/16          173.80 

010116CITY DEC 15 CITY TRASH SERVICE 01/01/16 01/31/16          290.10 

010116CITY DEC 15 CITY TRASH SERVICE 01/01/16 01/31/16          297.50        2,577.90  

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

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS        2,929.38        2,929.38 

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

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS        2,929.38        2,929.38 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/15/16 11:02

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 34644
Page 1 of 3
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93231 Period: 01/15/16

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

1205-1 COLORADO DEPT OF REVENUE

4QSTX2015 4Q 2015 SALES TAX 12/31/15 01/30/16          188.00 

4QSTX2015 4Q 2015 SALES TAX 12/31/15 01/30/16        2,956.00        3,144.00  

9965-1 DAVID HINZ

010916 TRAVEL ADVANCE 1/19-1/22/16 01/09/16 02/08/16          256.00          256.00  

14154-1 INTEGRA TELECOM

13533482 JAN 16 CITY PHONE CIRCUIT 12/21/15 01/20/16        1,677.91        1,677.91  

7758-1 MICHAEL MILLER

010916 TRAVEL ADVANCE 1/19-1/22/16 01/09/16 02/08/16          256.00          256.00  

55 JOHN R. MUNTYAN

U!00001016 341/134064711: UTILITY REFUND 01/07/16 01/07/16          141.12          141.12  

55 SHANNON & STEPHANIE SOVNDAL

U!00001018 17271/263052031: UTILITY REFUN 01/12/16 01/12/16            7.87 

U!00001018 17271/263052031: UTILITY REFUN 01/12/16 01/12/16          131.54 

U!00001018 17271/263052031: UTILITY REFUN 01/12/16 01/12/16           11.63 

U!00001018 17271/263052031: UTILITY REFUN 01/12/16 01/12/16            6.78          157.82  

55 CHICAGO TITLE

U!00001019 7743/273047653: UTILITY REFUND 01/14/16 01/14/16           48.59           48.59  

55 RUTH ANN GEISE

U!00001020 10734/134049902: UTILITY REFUN 01/14/16 01/14/16          112.00          112.00  

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

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS        5,793.44        5,793.44 

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

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS        5,793.44        5,793.44 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/21/16 10:08

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 34986
Page 1 of 2
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93281 Period: 01/21/16

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

1115-1 COLONIAL INSURANCE

0101233 #9711888 JAN 16 EMPLOYEE PREM 01/03/16 02/02/16          555.15          555.15  

8158-1 COLORADO DEPT OF REVENUE

011516 EMPLOYEE GARNISHMENT PP#01 01/15/16 02/14/16           90.43           90.43  

11298-1 DELTA DENTAL OF COLORADO

DELTA0216 #007562-0000 FEB 16 EMPL PREM 01/21/16 02/20/16       13,109.11       13,109.11  

5255-1 FAMILY SUPPORT REGISTRY

011516 EMPLOYEE GARNISHMENT PP#01 01/15/16 02/14/16          100.00          100.00  

6455-1 KAISER PERMANENTE

0018081666 05920-01-16 FEB 16 EMPL PREM 01/07/16 02/06/16      127,845.77      127,845.77  

14002-1 KANSAS PAYMENT CENTER

011516 EMPLOYEE GARNISHMENT PP#01 01/15/16 02/14/16          270.46          270.46  

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

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS      141,970.92      141,970.92 

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

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS      141,970.92      141,970.92 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/27/16 09:08

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 35561
Page 1 of 6
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93355 Period: 02/02/16

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

258082 GEOTECH TESTING SERVICES 11/30/15 12/30/15          129.50 

259125 GEOTECH TESTING SERVICES 01/12/16 02/11/16          253.50          383.00  

9319-1 AMERICAN DATA GROUP INC

10124 ADG NEW SERVER SETUP 12/31/15 01/30/16          455.00          455.00  

640-1 BOULDER COUNTY

12325 2015 COORDINATED ELECTION 12/31/15 01/30/16       16,258.32       16,258.32  

7739-1 BOULDER COUNTY

12397 DEPUTY WORK PARADE/TURKEY TROT 12/31/15 01/30/16        1,666.00        1,666.00  

8588-1 BOULDER COUNTY

12444 NOV 15 RECYCLING FEES 12/31/15 01/30/16          882.56          882.56  

1122-1 BRETSA

100115 SPANISH LANGUAGE LINE 10/01/15 10/31/15           36.67           36.67  

935-1 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO

58341 HPC MASTER PLANS 11/30/15 12/30/15        1,825.00        1,825.00  

14036-1 CENTER COPY BOULDER INC

43684 DETOX HOLD FORMS 12/31/15 01/30/16           52.00           52.00  

13352-1 CGRS INC

2-10242-52088 FUEL TANK POLLING 10/31/15 11/30/15           25.00 

3-10242-9677-1015 FUEL TANK DECOMMISSIONING 10/31/15 11/30/15        3,576.87 

3-10242-9677-1015 FUEL TANK DECOMMISSIONING 10/31/15 11/30/15        3,576.88 

3-10242-9677-1015 FUEL TANK DECOMMISSIONING 10/31/15 11/30/15        3,576.88 

3-10242-9677-1015 FUEL TANK DECOMMISSIONING 10/31/15 11/30/15        3,576.88       14,332.51  

1005-1 CHEMATOX LABORATORY INC

19122 DUI BLOOD TEST 12/26/15 01/25/16           20.00           20.00  

11508-1 CITRON WORK SPACES

13893 COMBO STORAGE CABINET FIN 01/19/16 02/18/16          838.00          838.00  

13260-1 CLIFTON LARSON ALLEN LLP

1172639 DEC 15 UTILITY BILLING SERVICE 01/21/16 02/20/16        4,056.39 

1172639 DEC 15 UTILITY BILLING SERVICE 01/21/16 02/20/16        2,601.38 

1172639 DEC 15 UTILITY BILLING SERVICE 01/21/16 02/20/16          582.00 

1172639 DEC 15 UTILITY BILLING SERVICE 01/21/16 02/20/16          873.00        8,112.77  

13820-1 COLORADO BARRICADE CO

65129524-001 DOWNTOWN NO PARKING SIGNS 12/30/15 01/29/16        4,691.00 

65129565-001 SIGN ANCHORS 12/30/15 01/29/16        1,015.00        5,706.00  

10916-1 COLORADO CODE CONSULTING LLC

7274 2015 ELEVATOR INSPECTIONS 12/02/15 01/01/16        9,360.00 

7306 PLAN REVIEW 12/14/15 01/13/16        8,525.00 

7394 ELEVATOR INSPECTIONS 04/09/15 05/09/15          700.00 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/27/16 09:08

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 35561
Page 2 of 6
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93355 Period: 02/02/16

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

7407 PLAN REVIEW 01/08/16 02/07/16        9,587.50       28,172.50  

1280-1 COLORADO STATE TREASURER

012516 132653-00-6-154 UNEMPLOYMENT 01/25/16 02/24/16        6,292.00        6,292.00  

1505-1 DPC INDUSTRIES INC

737005611-15 CHLORINE NWTP 12/22/15 01/21/16          798.00          798.00  

10623-1 FRONT RANGE LANDFILL INC

40363 LANDFILL FEES 12/31/15 01/30/16        1,146.71        1,146.71  

6847-1 GENERAL AIR SERVICE & SUPPLY

91736229-1 CYLINDER RENTAL SHOPS 12/31/15 01/30/16           77.87 

91736231-1 CYLINDER RENTAL WWTP 12/31/15 01/30/16           56.16          134.03  

14147-1 GJMCMILLAN LLC

2016-3 PLANNING COVERAGE 01/08/16 02/07/16        1,063.75        1,063.75  

246-1 GREEN MILL SPORTSMAN CLUB

106 RANGE USE 12/08/15 01/07/16          100.00          100.00  

2475-1 HILL PETROLEUM

515300R-IN UNLEADED FUEL GC 09/17/15 10/17/15          188.06          188.06  

13280-1 INSIGHT PUBLIC SECTOR INC

1100453467 ADOBE LICENSE MUS 12/16/15 01/15/16          254.14          254.14  

10772-1 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC

15-2879 FIRE BACKFLOW REPAIR CH 01/10/16 02/09/16          490.24          490.24  

13379-1 K & C DRYWALL

2015-14 SOFFIT DEMO GC 11/10/15 12/10/15          710.00          710.00  

14033-1 KDG ENGINEERING LLC

K14004-8 DILLON RD UNDERPASS REPAIRS 01/12/16 02/11/16        2,759.99        2,759.99  

8002-1 KINSCO LLC

28988 CORPORAL PATCHES 12/16/15 01/15/16            8.00 

29208 UNIFORM ALTERATIONS/PATCHES 12/30/15 01/29/16           44.95           52.95  

14097-1 L.A.W.S.

10604 FORD UTIL SUV EQUIP UNIT 2180 12/14/15 01/13/16       21,135.30 

10635 FORD UTIL SUV EQUIP UNIT 2182 12/21/15 01/20/16       21,135.30       42,270.60  

13382-1 LODESTONE DESIGN GROUP

1789 OFFICE RENOVATIONS NWTP 01/06/16 02/05/16          775.00 

1791 OFFICE RENOVATIONS WWTP 01/06/16 02/05/16          300.00        1,075.00  

13862-1 LOUISVILLE MILL SITE LLC

012316 GRAIN ELEVATOR DISBURSEMENT 16 01/23/16 02/22/16       26,562.52       26,562.52  

14098-1 LUCITY INC

61912-5 LUCITY SUPPORT 12/31/15 01/30/16          115.00 

61912-5 LUCITY SUPPORT 12/31/15 01/30/16          115.00 

61912-5 LUCITY SUPPORT 12/31/15 01/30/16          115.00 

61912-5 LUCITY SUPPORT 12/31/15 01/30/16          115.00          460.00  
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/27/16 09:08

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 35561
Page 3 of 6
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93355 Period: 02/02/16

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

11072-18 MERRICK AND COMPANY

146053 ELDORADO CONSTRUCTION MGMT 12/30/15 01/29/16        5,431.90 

146054 ELDORADO CONSTRUCTION MGMT 12/30/15 01/29/16        6,728.60       12,160.50  

10 VISION CHEMICAL SYSTEMS


2086987-IN PRESSURE WASH DETERGENT 12/31/15 01/30/16           92.00 

2086987-IN PRESSURE WASH DETERGENT 12/31/15 01/30/16           46.00          138.00  

13942-1 MURRAY DAHL KUECHENMEISTER & RENAUD LLP

12781 URBAN RENEWAL LEGAL FEES 12/31/15 01/30/16          187.50          187.50  

7113-1 NEVE'S UNIFORMS INC

LN-325616 UNIFORMS THOMPSON 12/07/15 01/06/16          200.85 

LN-326467 UNIFORMS MCCAUSEY 12/21/15 01/20/16          145.90          346.75  

13898-1 PEAK FACILITATION GROUP INC

1603 FOCUS GROUPS 01/25/16 02/24/16        4,575.00        4,575.00  

14183-1 PLAN-IT GEO

016-001 PARK GIS DATA LAYERS 01/05/16 02/04/16        2,143.74        2,143.74  

700-1 PRAIRIE MOUNTAIN PUBLISHING LLP

455606 WINTER REC CENTER CATALOG 12/31/15 01/30/16        6,415.00        6,415.00  

12843-1 SCL HEALTH SYSTEM

7717 NEW HIRE TESTING 01/05/16 02/04/16        1,028.70        1,028.70  

14091-1 SUPER-TECH FILTER

251725 HVAC FILTERS CS 12/28/15 01/27/16          244.08 

252755 HVAC FILTERS RSC 12/29/15 01/28/16          453.71          697.79  

14063-1 TECHNOLOGY SERVICES

1517166 RADAR POWER CORD REPAIR 11/03/15 12/03/15           75.00 

1517555 RADAR POWER CORD REPAIR 11/03/15 12/03/15           75.00          150.00  

13952-1 TELESUPPORT SERVICES INC

15747 PHONE CABLING RSC 12/31/15 01/30/16          355.36          355.36  

14119-1 TOM CALABRESE TRUCKING INC

121515 CONTRACT HAULING 12/15/15 01/14/16        1,733.75        1,733.75  

11624-1 TOWN OF SUPERIOR

349 POTABLE WATER INTERCONNECTION 01/07/16 02/06/16        1,842.00        1,842.00  

6609-1 TRAVELERS

495346 INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE 12/31/15 01/30/16        3,594.00 

495347 WORKERS COMP DEDUCTIBLE 12/31/15 01/30/16        1,303.81        4,897.81  

14065-1 TYLER TECHNOLOGIES INC

045-150206 TYLER SOFTWARE 01/05/16 02/04/16        2,554.56 

045-150206 TYLER SOFTWARE 01/05/16 02/04/16          547.40 

045-150206 TYLER SOFTWARE 01/05/16 02/04/16          547.40        3,649.36  

13426-1 UNIQUE MANAGEMENT SERVICES INC

418565 COLLECTION SERVICES 01/01/16 01/31/16          116.35          116.35  
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/27/16 09:08

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 35561
Page 4 of 6
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93355 Period: 02/02/16

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

13241-1 UNITED REPROGRAPHIC SUPPLY INC

IN71322 OCE PRINTER PAPER 11/30/15 12/30/15          107.31          107.31  

5115-1 WL CONTRACTORS INC

26847 DEC 15 TRAFFIC SIGNAL MAINT 01/11/16 02/10/16        4,673.55 

26847 DEC 15 TRAFFIC SIGNAL MAINT 01/11/16 02/10/16          577.50 

26848 DEC 15 FIBER MAINTENANCE 01/11/16 02/10/16          100.00 

26849 SECURITY CAMERA MAINT WTP 01/11/16 02/10/16          153.00        5,504.05  

13645-1 WORKPLACE DYNAMICS LLC

7084916 TOP WORKPLACE SURVEY 01/05/16 02/04/16        4,440.00        4,440.00  

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

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS      213,587.29      213,587.29 

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

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS      213,587.29      213,587.29 

11



Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/27/16 09:35

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 35570
Page 1 of 6
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93357 Period: 02/02/16

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

10606-1 36 COMMUTING SOLUTIONS

121615 ESRI BIKE 36 REGIONAL MAP 12/16/15 01/15/16          357.14          357.14  

9891-1 AMBIANCE

10203 JAN 16 PLANT MAINT 01/10/16 02/09/16          195.00          195.00  

13748-1 ASSOC FOR COMMUNITY LIVING IN BOULDER COUNTY

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        1,000.00        1,000.00  

14029-1 BOULDER COUNTY CARECONNECT

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        1,000.00        1,000.00  

13749-1 BOULDER COUNTY LEGAL SERVICES

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16          600.00          600.00  

10900-1 CAROL CREECH

011416 REFUND NON-RES EXPAND FEES 01/14/16 02/13/16           13.00           13.00  

935-1 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO

58597 UTILITY BILLING ENVELOPES 01/14/16 02/13/16        2,257.00 

58597 UTILITY BILLING ENVELOPES 01/14/16 02/13/16        2,257.00 

58638 PROST/INV ATLAS MASTER PLANS 01/21/16 02/20/16        1,181.80        5,695.80  

14036-1 CENTER COPY BOULDER INC

43717 EVIDENCE LABELS 01/07/16 02/06/16           90.00 

43718 PROPERTY REPORTS 01/07/16 02/06/16          180.00          270.00  

980-1 CENTURY CHEVROLET INC

45024488 ELEMENT UNIT 2211 01/12/16 02/11/16           43.20           43.20  

2220-1 CHEMTRADE CHEMICALS US LLC

91718799 ALUMINUM SULFATE WTP 01/08/16 02/07/16        2,302.21        2,302.21  

6451-1 CLINICA FAMILY HEALTH SERVICES

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        5,000.00        5,000.00  

194-1 COAL CREEK MEALS ON WHEELS

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        3,000.00        3,000.00  

10164-1 COLORADO MOTOR VEHICLES

123115 DEFAULT JUDGMENT FEES 12/31/15 01/30/16           45.00           45.00  

5519-1 COMMUNITY FOOD SHARE

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        2,500.00        2,500.00  

13370-1 CRIBARI LAW FIRM, PC

011416 PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 01/14/16 02/13/16        2,869.25        2,869.25  

6452-1 DENTAL AID INC

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        2,000.00        2,000.00  

12759-1 DENVER & DISTRICT PIPE BAND

31 FULL BAND PERFORMANCE 11/05/15 12/05/15          500.00          500.00  

13963-1 ENSCICON CORPORATION

89861 ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 01/13/16 02/12/16          444.00 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville01/27/16 09:35

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 35570
Page 2 of 6
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 93357 Period: 02/02/16

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice
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89861A ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 01/13/16 02/12/16          444.00 

89916 ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 01/20/16 02/19/16          740.00 

89916A ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 01/20/16 02/19/16          740.00        2,368.00  

14197-1 FIRE & POLICE SELECTION INC

17123 NATIONAL POLICE SELECT TEST 01/19/16 02/18/16          247.00          247.00  

13098-1 G4S SECURE SOLUTIONS INC

7621287 BAILIFF SERVICES 1/4/16 01/10/16 02/09/16          110.00          110.00  

10722-1 GALE/CENGAGE LEARNING

56960390 REFERENCE BOOKS 12/31/15 01/30/16          300.00 

56962318 ELECTRONIC DATABASES 01/01/16 01/31/16        4,387.97        4,687.97  

13069-1 GLACIER CONSTRUCTION CO INC

PP05012516 ELDORADO INTAKE CONSTRUCTION 01/25/16 02/24/16      267,475.88      267,475.88  

13162-1 HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS LTD

E969691 UTILITY CLAMPS 01/06/16 02/05/16          826.58          826.58  

14149-1 HIGH POINT NETWORKS LLC

81360 NETWORKING SWITCH CH 01/25/16 02/24/16        8,875.63        8,875.63  

2475-1 HILL PETROLEUM

535042-IN UNLEADED FUEL GC 01/07/16 02/06/16          146.55          146.55  

13751-1 IMAGINE DEVELOPMENT DISABILITIES CENTER

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        1,000.00        1,000.00  

11357-1 IMPACT ON EDUCATION

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        1,750.00        1,750.00  

14089-1 INDIGO WATER GROUP LLC

1688 ONLINE TRAINING WWTP 01/21/16 02/20/16          882.00          882.00  

10772-1 INTEGRATED SAFETY SERVICES LLC

15-2837 FIRE EXTINGUISHER INSPECT PC 01/10/16 02/09/16          483.81          483.81  

14204-1 INTERCAMBIO UNITING COMMUNITIES

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16          500.00          500.00  

13346-1 ISS FACILITY SERVICES DENVER

989339 JAN 16 JANITORIAL SERVICES 01/31/16 03/01/16       18,285.10 

989339 JAN 16 JANITORIAL SERVICES 01/31/16 03/01/16          621.21 

989339 JAN 16 JANITORIAL SERVICES 01/31/16 03/01/16          147.01 

989339 JAN 16 JANITORIAL SERVICES 01/31/16 03/01/16          532.37       19,585.69  

3070-1 LL JOHNSON DISTRIBUTING CO

1705229-00 TORO 3040 SAND PRO BUNKER RAKE 01/05/16 02/04/16       15,176.00       15,176.00  

6456-1 LOUISVILLE COMMUNITY FOOD BANK

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16          800.00          800.00  

14205-1 LOUISVILLE SENIOR ADVISORY BOARD

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        4,250.00        4,250.00  

11433-1 MCAFEE INC
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901282656 2016 INBOUND EMAIL FILTERING 01/01/16 01/31/16        2,336.40        2,336.40  

6168-1 MOTION & FLOW CONTROL PRODUCTS INC

6250630 WASH BAY PARTS CS 01/20/16 02/19/16          139.58 

6252638 PARTS UNIT 3405 01/22/16 02/21/16           76.08          215.66  

226-1 MOUNTAIN STATES EMPLOYERS COUNCIL

10641 TRAINING THORNBERRY 12/08/15 01/07/16          370.00          370.00  

7113-1 NEVE'S UNIFORMS INC

LN-327410 UNIFORMS DELLAVECCHIA 01/11/16 02/10/16          485.75          485.75  

13649-1 OVERDRIVE INC

1100-184321737 ADULT AUDIOBOOKS STATE GRANT 01/13/16 02/12/16        1,465.28        1,465.28  

10153-1 PCS MOBILE

48870 MOBILE SOFTWARE LICENSES 01/21/16 02/20/16        1,696.50        1,696.50  

11329-1 POLYDYNE INC

1018942 CE-879 POLYMER 01/07/16 02/06/16        5,290.00        5,290.00  

11307-1 PROQUEST LLC

70377999 ELECTRONIC DATABASES 01/01/16 01/31/16        3,435.00        3,435.00  

99 MARIANNA CARON


924873 ACTIVITY REFUND 01/18/16 02/17/16           64.00           64.00  

99 CORINNE JOHNSON


925241 ACTIVITY REFUND 01/20/16 02/19/16          186.00          186.00  

12447-1 ROCKY MOUNTAIN ACCESS CONTROLS INC

2015020A-09 GATE REPAIR WTP 01/08/16 02/07/16          225.00          225.00  

6453-1 SAFEHOUSE PROGRESSIVE ALLIANCE FOR NONVIOLENCE

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        1,500.00        1,500.00  

11345-1 SAGE AND SAVORY CATERING

2950 LEGISLATIVE MTG BREAKFAST 01/15/16 02/14/16          218.75          218.75  

13752-1 SAINT BENEDICT HEALTH & HEALING MINISTRY

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16          400.00          400.00  

12234-1 SISTER CARMEN COMMUNITY CENTER

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        2,700.00        2,700.00  

1201-1 SUPPLYWORKS

355854324 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES PC 01/11/16 02/10/16          332.13 

356730184 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CH 01/15/16 02/14/16           59.08 

356730192 BREAKROOM SUPPLIES RSC 01/15/16 02/14/16          281.61          672.82  

13930-1 SUSANNAH M VANDYKE

1618070-1 CONTRACTOR FEES PAINTING 01/06/16 02/05/16          614.25          614.25  

9804-1 TIMKEN MOTOR & CRANE SERVICES LLC

14413 CRANE REPAIR 01/06/16 02/05/16        2,349.15        2,349.15  

8504-1 TRU COMMUNITY CARE

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16        1,500.00        1,500.00  
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13241-1 UNITED REPROGRAPHIC SUPPLY INC

IN74384 OCE PRINTER MAINT AGREEMENT 01/07/16 02/06/16          570.00          570.00  

11087-1 UNITED SITE SERVICES

114-3612659 TOILET RENTAL SKATE PARK 12/28/15 01/27/16          204.65          204.65  

6509-1 USA BLUEBOOK

835413 LAB EQUIPMENT WTP 12/31/15 01/30/16          939.90 

835712 LAB EQUIPMENT WTP 12/31/15 01/30/16        1,118.06 

836480 LAB EQUIPMENT WTP 01/04/16 02/03/16        1,042.26        3,100.22  

13864-1 VISION INTERNET PROVIDERS INC

31791 2016 WEBSITE HOSTING FEE 01/12/16 02/11/16        8,190.00        8,190.00  

6454-1 VOICES FOR CHILDREN CASA

012516 2016 NON-PROFIT GRANT AWARD 01/25/16 02/24/16          500.00          500.00  

4870-1 VWR INTERNATIONAL

8043566694 LAB SUPPLIES WWTP 01/04/16 02/03/16          391.65 

8043636293 LAB SUPPLIES WWTP 01/13/16 02/12/16          107.56          499.21  

10884-1 WORD OF MOUTH CATERING INC

2016-01 SR MEAL PROGRAM 1/11-1/22/16 01/22/16 02/21/16        2,087.00        2,087.00  

7924-1 WORLD BOOK INC

1525595 ELECTRONIC DATABASES 01/07/16 02/06/16        1,450.00        1,450.00  

13558-1 ZIONS CREDIT CORP

623197 JAN 16 SOLAR POWER EQUIP LEASE 01/21/16 02/20/16        1,767.62 

623197 JAN 16 SOLAR POWER EQUIP LEASE 01/21/16 02/20/16          883.81        2,651.43  

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

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS      401,532.78      401,532.78 

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

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS      401,532.78      401,532.78 
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City of Louisville 

City Council     749 Main Street     Louisville CO 80027 

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

    City Council  

Meeting Minutes 

January 19, 2016 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
7:00 PM 

 
Call to Order – Mayor Muckle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

City Council:  Mayor Muckle, Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Lipton; 
 City Council members:  Dennis Maloney, Chris Leh,  
Susan Loo, Jay Keany and Ashley Stolzmann 

 
Staff Present: Malcolm Fleming, City Manager 

    Heather Balser, Deputy City Manager 
 Kevin Watson, Finance Director 

    Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director 
    Troy Russ, Interim Planning & Building Safety Director 

Sean McCartney, Principal Planner 
    Suzanne Jannsen, Cultural Arts & Special Events  

Nancy Varra, City Clerk    
       
Others Present: Sam Light, City Attorney  
       

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
Mrs. Rachuinski’s first grade class from Coal Creek Elementary led the pledge of 
allegiance.     

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

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, Louisville, CO noted tomorrow, January 20, 2016 is 
the 80th anniversary of the Monarch Mine disaster.  She asked Council to take a 
moment to think about the miners who made the town.    
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APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA 

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

A. Approval of the Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes; December 15, 2015 and January 5, 2016 
C. Approval of Agreement with Resource Based International for 2016 

Water Rights Administration 
D. Approval of Resolution No. 5, Series 2016 – A Resolution Approving 

Agreements Between the City of Louisville and Dutko Worldwide, LLC 
D/B/A Grayling, and the City of Louisville and Boyagian Consulting 
LLC, to Furnish Lobbyist Services to the US 36 Mayors and 
Commissioners Coalition 

E. Approval of Changes to the March 2016 City Council Meeting Schedule 
 

COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS NOT ON THE 
AGENDA 

 
No items to report. 

 
CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
City Manager Fleming reported the Boulder Weekly recognized the Coal Creek Golf 
Course as the best golf course in Boulder County. 
 

REGULAR BUSINESS 

 
PROCLAMATION: ONE ACTION: ART + IMMIGRATION  

 
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 
 
Cultural Arts & Special Events Coordinator Janssen expressed her pleasure to accept 
the proclamation on behalf of the Boulder County One Action – Art + Immigration 
Steering Committee.  This project is the first arts-based collaboration to take place in 
the County.  The intent is to present programs that foster community conversation on 
historic and contemporary uses of immigration.  Through the arts, personal expression 
and individual cultures will be shared throughout 2016.  The hope is to be able to 
engage in meaningful discussion about ancestry and heritage and what everyone brings 
to the community.  Extensive planning efforts began in early 2015.  The One Action 
2016 Project Kick-Off Celebration will be held at the Longmont Museum on Saturday, 
January 23, 2016 from 2-5 p.m. This event is free and open to the public.  She invited 
and encouraged the public to attend the event.   
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In 2016 there will be programs and events throughout the County, which will bear the 
One Action Logo.  In Louisville alone, 15 events are currently being planned.   The 
programming will begin on February 19th at the Louisville Center for the Arts with Rock, 
Karma, Arrows; a 3-part film series with panel discussion addressing the early history 
and immigration of the Boulder County area.   
 
She acknowledged the efforts of the Louisville Cultural Council, the Louisville Art 
Association, the Louisville Public Library and the Louisville Historical Museum, as well 
as Clay Art Pottery and individual artists, such as Dona Laurita, Dawn DeAno and Kat 
Fritz, all of whom are actively involved in One Action.  She encouraged local artists, 
performers and organizations who are interested in participating in the project to contact 
her.  The program information can be found on the City’s Web Site.   
 
She asked Mayor Muckle to share his contribution to the One-Action project.  Mayor 
Muckle explained as Mayor he was asked to have his DNA tested.  The reports 
documented his prominent Native American heritage and Basque ancestry.   All of the 
Mayors in the County had their DNA tested as part of the program. He stated his 
understanding that artists will paint pictures of the Mayors based on their DNA. 
 
Mayor Muckle read the proclamation, which proclaimed 2016 as One Action: Art + 
Immigration within Boulder County.     
 

AWARD BID FOR 95TH STREET (COUNTY ROAD) BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 
 
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 
 
Public Works Director Kowar recommended Council award a contract to Hamilton 
Construction Co to rebuild the 95th Street Bridge over Coal Creek, which was destroyed 
in the 2013 flood.  The contract amount is $1,817,175.20, with a 10% contingency of 
$180,000.  Also under consideration is a contract extension with Michael Baker Jr. Inc., 
for additional design and construction management services for $47,582.17. If 
approved, the staff can proceed with CDOT review and agreement to begin the 
construction of the bridge. It is anticipated the bridge construction will take six months 
after final CDOT approval.  The construction anticipates a complete replacement of 
roadway from Bella Vista and south, past the Wecker property.  There will be space 
beneath for a future trail.  There will be aesthetic components, with a brick look and a 
three rail fence.  The roadway will have 4’ shoulders and 11’ lanes in either direction.   
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended the City Council award the 95th Street 
Bridge Replacement Project to Hamilton Construction Co. per their bid of 
$1,817,175.20, authorize a project contingency of $181,717.52, and authorize the 
Mayor, Public Works Director and City Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on 
behalf of the City. Staff also recommended the City Council approve funds for additional 
design and construction management services for Michael Baker Jr. Inc., per their 
proposal fee of $47,582.17. 
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COUNCIL COMMENT 
 
Council member Maloney inquired whether the roadway would actually be open in six 
months or would the bridge just be replaced.  Public Works Director explained the six 
months benchmark is when the project is complete and the roadway is open.  He 
stressed the opening would be contingent upon the weather.   
 
Council member Maloney noted Hamilton was the low bidder.  He asked Public Works 
Director Kowar for his comfort level with this construction firm.  Public Works Director 
Kowar stated he was very comfortable with the firm.  Because it is a CDOT project, it 
came with more requirements.  He noted any of the bidders would be qualified to 
complete the bridge project.   
 
Council member Stolzmann explained this is a huge priority for the City Council and the 
Public Works Department.  She felt there should be a City Council study session where 
Council could look at the results of the flood and the lessons learned.   She stated the 
bridge will cost one million dollars less than expected, and she wondered if Council 
would have waited this long to have the bridge replaced had they known the actual cost.   
 
MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved to award the bid for the 95th Street Bridge Replacement 
to Hamilton Construction Company in the amount of $1,817,175.20, authorize a project 
contingency of $181,717.52, and authorize the Mayor, Public Works Director and City 
Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City and approve funds 
for additional design and construction management services for Michael Baker Jr. Inc., 
per their proposal fee of $47,582.17.  The motion was seconded by Mayor Pro Tem 
Lipton. Roll call vote was taken.  The motion carried by a vote of 7-0. 
 
Mayor Muckle referenced the process and noted this is the last really big construction 
project resulting from the flood.  He voiced his appreciation to the Public Works 
Department, City Manager’s Department and all the Departments for their work on the 
flood recovery projects.     
 
6TH AMENDMENT TO THE TAKODA GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN  
(GDP) AND THE FOUNDRY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)  
 HIGHWAY 42 AND PASCHAL DRIVE 
 

1.  ORDINANCE No. 1712, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN 

AMENDMENT TO THE TAKODA GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) TO 

REZONE THE PROPERTY FROM PCZD-C TO PCZD-C/R– SECOND 

READING - PUBLIC HEARING  

2. ORDINANCE No. 1713, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 

VACATION OF VARIOUS EASEMENTS ON LOT 1, BLOCK 9 AND TRACT T 

OF TAKODA SUBDIVISION, AND LOT 2 OF SUMMIT VIEW SUBDIVISION –

SECOND READING - PUBLIC HEARING  
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3. RESOLUTION No. 3, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL 

PLAT AND FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT 

A MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING OF 24 AGE RESTRICTED 

CONDOMINIUMS, 8 NON-RESTRICTED CONDOMINIUMS, AND 38,000 SF 

COMMERCIAL AND OFFICE LAND USES   

Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction. 
 
City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance Nos. 1712 and 1713, Series 2016 and 
Resolution No. 3, Series 2016.  Members of the public may speak on any of the three 
agenda items.   
 
Mayor Muckle opened the public hearing and requested a staff presentation. 
 
Principal Planner McCartney explained several emails were received after the packet 
was assembled.  Council member Stolzmann requested several informational items and 
staff’s response to her requests were placed at the dais for the City Council to review. 
 
The request before the City is for a rezoning, Final Plat and Final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to construct a multi-use development consisting of 24 age 
restricted condominiums, 8 non-restricted condominiums, and 38,000 SF commercial 
and office land uses.  The subject property is located in north Louisville and zoned 
PCZD-C.  The applicant is requesting PCZD-C/R zoning of 5.82 acres for a mixed-use 
development.  The property is south of Indian Peaks, Filing 17.   
 
Comp Plan:  The 2013 Comp Plan identifies this area as an “Urban Corridor” with a 
focus on commercial, office, neighborhood retail and residential density allowance up to 
25 units per acre. Principal NH-5 calls for a mix of housing types; multi-generational 
needs and empty nesters.  The proposal is for 24 age restricted units for empty nesters.   
 
Rezoning:  The property is surrounded by PCZD-C/R and PCZD-R zoning and complies 
with the surrounding zoning.  Public Land Dedication (PLD):  3% additional PLD for the 
residential portion of property.  The commercial zoning has already been dedicated.  
The original site plan included 3 access points, no access to Kaylix Street, 48 residential 
units, 56,200 SF commercial (two story in-line commercial) two drive-thru’s and two  
in-line commercial uses.  Residents requested age restricted housing and no drive-
thru’s.  The applicant then resubmitted the application.   

 
Site Plan: This plan has four primary points:  Highway 42 – right-in/out; Paschal Drive – 
right-in/out; Kaylix Street – full access and Summit View – full access.  It includes 32 
residential units (24 age restricted to 55 years); 37,500 SF commercial (2 story in-line  
17,850 SF and flex commercial 14,110 SF); no drive-thru’s and 229 parking spaces.   
 
Bulk and Dimension Standards:  Height complies with CDDSG; Setbacks comply with  

20



City Council 
Special Meeting Minutes 

January 19, 2016 
Page 6 of 25 

 
GDP and the 2-3 stories are compliant with the Comp Plan.  The commercial 
component includes office; neighborhood retail; flex artisan space; close proximity to the 
roadway and complies with the CDDSG and Comp Plan.  
 
Original Architecture: Height - 30 feet; Architecture 2nd Submittal - Commercial – 28.5 
feet in height; 2-story and 17,850 SF.  Residential:  32 units (24 age-restricted, 55 years 
and older and 8 non-restricted units); 35 feet maximum height; buffer between 
commercial and existing residential.  Boulder Valley School District estimates 8 
unrestricted units will result in 1 student at LES, 0 students at LMS, and 1 student at 
Monarch High. 
 
Residential Parking:  64 spaces (2 per unit) and enclosed garage spaces are compliant 
with the Louisville Municipal Code.  Commercial Parking: 165 spaces.  CDDSG requires 
4.5 spaces per 1,000 SF – 5.16 spaces per 1,000 SF if measured at 85% GLA (31,960 
SF), 4.4 spaces per 1,000 SF at 37,600 SF (6 spaces less than required).  Waiver 
approved through LMC for multi-tenant reduction, public easement in excess of Public 
Land Dedication and exceptional design. 
 
Landscaping:  Waiver requested to reduce amount of street due to existing easements 
and powerlines.  Staff believes alternatives can be achieved by speaking with easement 
owners.  Applicant will continue to work with staff on final tree placement.   
 
Staff recommendation:  Staff recommended approval of Ordinance Nos. 1712 and 
1713, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 3, Series 2016 with the following conditions:   
 

1. The 24 age restricted condominiums shall be for ages 55 and older.  The 55 years 
and older age restriction shall be placed on the deed of each age restricted unit 
and shall also be included in the subdivision agreement and a covenant 
agreement enforceable by the City of Louisville.   

2. Staff recommends the wall signs of the In-line building, shown as vertical address 
numbers, be removed from the PUD and all wall signs must comply with Chapter 
7 of the CDDSG and Chapter 17.24 of the LMC. 

3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Parks Department on the type and 
location of additional trees along Highway 42, prior to recordation. 

4. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the 
items listed in the October 25, 2015 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation. 

5. Residential and Commercial Development shall be constructed concurrently.   

APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
 
Justin McClure, RMCS, 2100 Sunset Drive, Longmont, CO presented the Foundry 
Development proposal.  He stated in his mind Steel Ranch is an unfinished project. He 
wanted to complete the project in a quality way and is sensitive to the residents concern 
relative to more residential development.  He explained to complete the project there is  
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property to develop south of streel ranch, which has a commercial/retail component.  
 
He addressed the development of an adjacent project in the City of Lafayette and 
voiced his opinion it is not of the same quality of development found in Louisville.  He 
felt Louisville could do better.  He addressed the great recession and the economic 
meltdown with the elimination of big box stores. He noted the Lafayette property was 
zoned commercial and the developer, McStain, sold the property to get the cash.    He 
did not want the property south of Steel Ranch to meet the same fate and that is the 
reason for bringing forth the Foundry development project.  They hosted a community 
meeting at the Recreation Center to receive public input. With that input they 
resubmitted their proposal for the Foundry.   
 
He noted most of the development in Louisville has been in Ward I with the North End 
Project; Steel Ranch and The Lanterns.  He requested Council approval of the Foundry 
to complete the development.     The Foundry contains 28 age-restricted units and 8 
non-age restricted units and will be a vibrant development containing retail, boutique 
services and adaptable spaces for entrepreneurs.  The adaptable spaces will include 
retail on the bottom floors and 2.5 stores for condominiums, which lends toward outdoor 
living.  Every unit will have living space above and has elevator access.  He presented 
site plans and artists renditions of the proposal.    
 
COUNCIL COMMENT 
 
Council member Maloney inquired about the metrics of the design and asked Mr. 
McClure how the new design differs from the original metrics design, which did not 
work.  Mr. McClure explained the development of the condominiums will fund the 
speculative development on commercial property. He explained the retail viability is 
what the property can support.   
 
Council member Maloney asked if the developer anticipates the same success as The 
Source has in Denver.  Mr. McClure explained there are eight bays and not quite as 
many tenants as The Source.  He explained currently it models with the potential rents 
for those spaces.  The rents will be discounted upfront in order to get the right tenants 
and to meet the requirements of the lenders. 
 
Council member Stolzmann explained she submitted a number of detailed questions to 
the staff earlier this afternoon.  She asked whether Council wished to review staff’s 
responses during a recess or whether the staff should respond to her questions at this 
time.  Mayor Muckle requested the staff respond to Council member Stolzmann’s 
questions on the record. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ reviewed 
the responses to Council member Stolzmann’s questions as follows: 
 
1) The applicant and the Planning Commission (minutes) cite retail vacancies over and 

again- what is the retail vacancy rate (percent) in a 1 mile radius of the site and what 
is to be expected during a reasonably strong economic period?                                                                                                                                                                           
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Staff’s response:  Utilizing the Xceligent database, of the 29 retail properties within 
one mile of the location, there is a total of 511,540 square feet of leasable area and 
as of Q4 2015, there is 25,991 sf available resulting in a vacancy rate of 5.1%.  In 
Q4 2012, there was a vacancy rate of 14.6% for the same area.  Vacancy rates 
above 10% for retail is viewed as an early sign that challenges exist for the market. 

 
2) How many properties have been required or will be required to remove driveways 

from HWY42 as part of the HWY 42 Plan and what is our City Traffic Engineers 
opinion/recommendation of the driveway onto 42? Staff’s response:  8 driveways will 
be removed; the plan was approved by the City Traffic Engineer. 

 
3) Could you include the Fire Departments Referral Comments? Staff response:  The 

Fire Marshal comment letter was submitted.                                                                                                                
 

4) Can you make a table explaining the property tax structure on this property 
(including metro district) and how the mills change with the change in zoning- 
including a comparison showing one commercial property to the many broken up 
areas.  Staff’s response:  Commercial property is taxed at 29% of market valuation, 
while residential is taxed at 7.96% of market valuation.  According to the model, the 
proposed development would generate $22,000 per year in property tax at buildout, 
with a 20 year cumulative total of $408,000.  The original GDP would have 
generated $29,000 per year and $517,000 cumulatively. A table was presented. 

 

COUNCIL QUESTIONS 
 
Council member Stolzmann addressed tracts A through D and Blocks 1 – 6 and asked if 
there were individual properties. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ 
explained tracts are typically public property/public shared spaces (Parks and Plazas). 
Those tracts are not revenue generating properties.   
 
Council member Stolzmann asked if either the City or the Metro District would receive 
any revenue from those tracts.  City Attorney Light explained if tracts are owned by an 
association, they would not have their own separate tax ID and separate tax bill.  Under 
the Common Interest Act, the value of the residential and commercial property is 
parceled out and assumed as part of the value of the private land.  None of the entities 
would realize the benefit of the land on a tax bill specific to a common area. 
 
Council member Stolzmann inquired how the benefit would be distributed to a parking 
area in a commercial area.  Mr. McClure explained parking for the commercial uses 
would be valued for the commercial units and would be collected with the commercial 
units’ tax bills. The driveways and parking spaces for the residential uses would be 
valued for condominium units and would be collected with the residential tax bills.   
 
Council member Stolzmann explained this Metro District has a steep mill rate and she 
wanted to ensure each parcel was paying their fair share.    
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Questions No 4) a and 4) b:  
 
a. What is the zoning of the parking lots?  Staff’s response:  PCZD-C/R, same 

as entire property. 
 

b. How does this compare to other commercially zoned properties which include 
parking lots in the area (say the Walgreens on SOBORO or the Union Jack).  
Another way of asking is, can you show the mill rates in a column added to 
the table on page 136 & show how that is a change from the existing land use 
and explain how the assessment works with regard to properties with and 
without improvements?  Staff’s response:  Answered above. 

 
5) How many residential units were in each phase of this GDP and how much 

commercial was in each phase? 
 
Staff’s response:  

a. Original GDP – Ord. 1536, Series 2008: Creation of Takoda GDP, 350 Units 
in 4 Planning Areas and 71,743 SF of commercial development in Planning 
Area #1. 

b. 1st Amendment – Ord. 1576, Series 2010:  Unit swap between Planning 
Areas, (no change in density) and no change to commercial square footage in 
Planning Area #1.   

c. 2nd Amendment –Ord. 1601, Series 2011: Added Steel Ranch South; 
Increased density by 104 units (306 total) and no change to commercial 
square footage in Planning Area #1 

d. 3rd Amendment – Ord. 1656, Series 2014: Added the Lanterns – 24 Units and 
no change to commercial square footage in Planning Area #1 

e. 4th Amendment – Ord. 1680, Series 2015: zoned 245 North 96th Street PCZD-
C/R: 231 Affordable housing units and 18,406 SF of additional commercial 
square footage. 

f. 5th Amendment – Ord. 1710, Series 2015: Expanded commercial from 18,406 
SF to 64,468 SF of commercial square footage. 

g. 6th Amendment – Ord. 1712, Series 2016: The Foundry – adding 32 Units (24 
age restricted), while reducing the allowed commercial development to 
37,100 SF in Planning Area #1. 

 
COUNCIL QUESTIONS 
 
Council member Stolzmann asked Mr. McClure why he could not leverage the 478 units 
to fund the commercial component.  She asked what was so special about the 32 units.  
Mr. McClure explained it was because of the global economic meltdown and the level of 
support it would take for speculative commercial, in order to collect rents.  Council 
member Stolzmann asked if they have leases.  Mr. McClure explained he is currently 
working on discussion of leases.  
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Council member Loo inquired about the 104 units and the 306 total.  Principal Planner 
McCartney explained the 306 units were derived by adding 104 units to their allowable 
202 units on North Main.  Earlier amendments adjusted the numbers in Steel Ranch 
South, which added 104 additional units.  Steel Ranch South has a total of 306 units.   

 
6) Please provide the assumptions for the fiscal model in a table (income, retail $/sqft, 

absorption year for retail, any modifications to capacity factors from the base, and so 
on).  Staff’s response:  Attachment #1 (Foundry Fiscal Model Assumptions). 

 

7) What is the impact to the general fund (revenue and expense) if the retail is 
occupied in year 3, 10 or never?  Staff’s response:  Fiscal Model Attachments # 3 
year, 10 year, 20 year (Cumulative Combined Funds Results – Fiscal Impact Model.) 

 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council member Stolzmann stressed the importance of having the fiscal model for 
development projects.  She stated her understanding the condo residents will spend 
approximately $276 per week in Louisville. When the household income is above the 
median, there is an assumption goods can be bought in Louisville.     

 

8) Does the applicant own or have some right to design and rezone the Summit View 
subdivision?  Staff’s response:  Yes, they own the property. 

 

9) The drawings do not clearly depict internal circulation on the site.  Does the alleyish 
road that runs North South go through?  Staff’s response:  The internal roadway 
shown on the PUD is a private drive and provides access north, south, east and 
west. 

a.  Is it a named street?  Staff’s response:  No. 
b.  Who is responsible for maintenance? Staff’s response:  The Developer. 
 

10) The staff report refers to condominiums, which implies to me that the units being 
built are individually owned however I do not see the properties segregated on the 
plat  Are these really apartments?  Staff response: We have been told they are 
condominiums.  The City of Louisville does not have a condo platting process.  
These are typically done through the County. 

 

11) What guidance is there in the City Code regarding rezoning policy?  Staff’s 
response:  This is a rezoning only in terms of modifying the General Development 
Plan (GDP) which is processed as a Planned Community Zone District (PCZD) as 
established in Section 17.72.  This request is an amendment to an existing GDP. 

City Attorney Light commented on changing plans to address condos and noted it would 
be a legislative change to provide the regulatory authority on filing a condo plat, which 
would be a subdivision action.  If the PUD is for apartments and there is a desire for 
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condos, there would have to be a separate condo plat to create a legal interest in the air 
space.  There is still a compliance with the PUD. 
 
COUNCIL QUESTIONS 
 
Council member Stolzmann asked what enforcements or assurances does the 
neighborhood have.  Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained it 
could be conditioned in the resolution.  City Attorney Light stated there is probably 
language in the plan, but confirmed it could be conditioned in the resolution.  Mr. 
McClure confirmed the Final Development Plan refers to the units as condominium 
units.   
 
Mayor Muckle asked if the Final Plan assured park spaces have permanent public 
access easements.  Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ confirmed it did. 
 
Council member Keany asked if the applicant accepted the six conditions.  Mr. McClure 
confirmed the applicant accepts all six conditions. 
 
Council member Maloney noted there were several emails from the public and 
addressed the concern for the Paschal median and the light requirement.  Interim 
Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained there have been neighborhood 
requests for direct left turn access off Paschal into the development.  The staff is 
working with applicant to make that entrance a right in/right out.  He stressed a left turn 
access is not an appropriate movement with a future signal light coming to this location.  
 
Council member Maloney inquired about reducing the lighting requirements along Kaylix 
sidewalks.  Principal Planner McCartney stated staff can look at the lighting for traffic 
and pedestrian safety. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Gary Larson, 2189 Park Lane, Louisville, CO stated he will be looking at the condos 
from his back porch.  He explained he is a member of the newly formed Steering 
Committee for the 95th Street Coalition.  They want to ensure any residential 
development is compatible with the existing community and any commercial 
development is economically viable.  At their first meeting, Mr. McClure presented the 
Foundry proposal.  After the meeting, the applicant made changes to incorporate the 
public concerns.  The Coalition feels this development is compatible with the 
community.  They propose a do not block box in the eastbound lane.  He addressed the 
street lights and noted the Steel Ranch patio homes are on timers.  He noted at the 
Planning Commission meeting, they discussed bringing back the water tower. 
 
Peter Wengert, 872 Meadow Lark Lane, Louisville, CO stated there is a very good 
positive feeling about this project.  The residents feel it is a people friendly project.   
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There are approximately 1,000 walkers in Steel Ranch who are looking forward to 
walking to the Foundry.  He felt this will be a beautiful entry way into the City and voiced 
his support for the project. 
 
Dave Ireland, 2358 Park Lane, Louisville, CO stated he is an enthusiastic supporter of 
the Foundry project. 
 
Sherry Sommers, 910 Palisade Court, Louisville, CO stated her understanding this 
project is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and has the support of the 
neighbors.  She inquired about the role of the small area plan in this development.  She 
noted last spring the City Council stated there would not be more rezoning and 
urbanization in this area until the impact of the development could be analyzed.  She 
also addressed the project’s height and stated her understanding the maximum height 
for most residential units is two stories. He noted these units will be 2-3 stories.  She 
stated a lot of people worked hard on the small area plan and the plan should be 
considered. 
 
Sandy Stewart, 649 August Drive, Louisville, CO voiced his support for the project.    
 
Alex Bradley, 1385 Caledonia Circle, Louisville, CO inquired why all the units are not 
age-restrictive.  She wanted confirmation all the age-restricted units will be universal in 
design.  She voiced her concern over the Foundry commercial component and noted 
the square footage was too small.  She voiced her concern over the school enrollment 
at Louisville Elementary.  She reported on meeting a local resident, who sends her 
children to school in Broomfield, because LES is too large.  She stressed the BVSD 
referrals are old and out dated and should be redone.  She requested all the age-
restricted units be universal in design and for an explanation on why all 32 units cannot 
be age-restricted to solve the school issue.    
 
COUNCIL COMMENT 
 
Council member Stolzmann was also interested in knowing why all the units could not 
be age restricted, the issue of the small area planning and how they are impactful. 
 
Mr. McClure stated there is a need for condo units for adults who are not 55 and do not 
wish to do yardwork anymore.  Condos are a product type, which can provide such for 
those individuals.     
 
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained the small area plan was 
not applicable to this application as the plan has not been adopted. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he struggled with balancing the enthusiasm for condos 
against some significant policy issues related to density, infill and the request for 
commercial property owners to stimulate their project, by including residential 
components, not included in the original zoning.  He voiced his concern for other 
commercial property owners who may request equity on how they are treated.  He 
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stressed the importance of being fair, equitable and consistent.  He did not believe the 
Council has finished its planning for potential growth. He noted there is citizen concern 
for the added stress on City services as new population is added. He did not believe the 
Council has discussed the broad principles and policy issues associated with this 
request. 
 
Council member Keany stated he understood Mayor Pro Tem Lipton’s concern.  He 
asked the City Attorney whether the City is creating precedence on the Council’s 
decision making in looking at this project and whether Council is following the City’s 
Code.  City Attorney Light explained this is a timing question.  A rezoning is evaluated in 
light of the objectives, purposes and provisions of the Comprehensive Plan.  If the small 
area plan is not adopted, it is not a part of the Comprehensive Plan.  There are legal 
methods to close the time gap, but they are not available at this time.  Action on one 
application does not have any bearing on another application being adjudicated under 
its own process, based on the law in effect at the time.  If Council desires to make future 
decisions after the additional Comprehensive Plan is completed there must be a 
mechanism to close the time gap.   
 
Council member Keany addressed the quasi-judicial process before the Council.  He 
asked whether the Council was required to approve or disapprove the application this 
evening.  City Attorney Light stated it is a matter of judgment and criteria for rezoning 
under common law and in the Louisville Municipal Code.  It is an evaluation of judgment  
of a broad criteria relating to the question of whether the request is consistent with the 
policies and goals of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  With respect to rezoning, Council 
must consider whether the rezoning change is in the public interest.  Another criterion is 
whether the rezoning would be to provide land for a community use.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked if there was a criteria related to a community benefit. City 
Attorney Light explained it is by referencing the desires of the community expressed in 
the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton voiced his concern for a consistent process.  He expressed his 
frustrations the small area plans have not been adopted.  He was concerned the 
development would begin before the small area plan is complete and there will not be 
any guidelines.  He noted if the small area plans are not adopted, the Council will not be 
able to use those tools in their decision making. 
 
Council member Loo stated she also struggled with this development, but after listening 
to the public input, she was convinced this is a great project.  She liked the design and 
the quality of the development.  She felt if the development is not approved today, the 
land may lay vacant.  With respect to the school issue, she did not feel this would add 
students to local schools.  She did not agree with the full movement entrance on 
Paschal Drive and stated the signage needs improvement.  She stated she was 
pleasantly surprised with the positive fiscal analysis. She noted many Louisville seniors 
are looking for this type of housing. 
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Council member Maloney stated when he first looked at this proposal he was opposed 
because of the erosion of the commercial space.  After staff’s presentation and the 
public input, he believed it was a quality proposal.  He agreed with Mayor Pro Tem 
Lipton with respect to being consistent and fair.  He also was concerned over the 
erosion of the City’s commercial base. 
 
Council member Leh supported the project because it would be a quality development.  
He agreed it is unfortunate the small area plans have not been adopted to provide 
guidance, but congratulated everyone on the process. He felt this would be a good 
project because of the age-restricted units, which would have less impact on traffic and 
the schools.  He was concerned about what may go into the property, if the proposal is 
denied. 
 
Council member Stolzmann commented she initially felt the development was not 
compatible with the surrounding homes, but after the neighborhood support, she has 
changed her mind.  She felt there should be some language added to ensure 
condominiums and not apartments are built. She felt all the units should be age-
restricted to satisfy the school and traffic issue and would be a valid reason for the 
rezoning.  She addressed the intersection at Paschal Drive and stressed the importance 
of not creating an unsafe intersection. She requested comments on age-restriction and 
condo language.  She stated the fiscal impacts are consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan.  She noted the $600,000 condo units will be well above the City’s median income 
level and those residents will be spending their dollars in Louisville.  She had no opinion 
on the water tower and confirmed it is still in the project.   
 
Mayor Muckle stated he was impressed by the comments, both from the public and 
from the Council.  He stated there are definitely reasons to deny the application based 
on the loss of commercial and the densification, but felt the reasons to approve far 
outweigh those concerns, especially when considering the age-restricted units.  He 
agreed it will be the northern gateway to the City.  He felt the fiscal outcomes are 
acceptable. He noted there is neighborhood support for the development.  He did not 
feel a decision on one project influences any other, as each project is judged on its own 
merits.  He supported the water tower and well-lit sidewalks for walkers. 
 
Council member Keany supported adding language stipulating condos only.  He was 
comfortable with the 24 age-restricted units and leaving the remaining 8 market rate. He 
also supported keeping in the water tower.    
 
Council member Maloney asked if there were five or six conditions.  City Attorney Light 
stated there are five conditions on the PUD ordinance and one condition for the zoning 
ordinance regarding use issue.  There is also a sixth condition for the PUD Resolution.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jeffrey Gass, 784 Meadow Lark Lane, Louisville, CO voiced his support for the project. 
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He stated the Steel Ranch community is in full support of the project.  He supported 
adding to the tax base instead of leaving the land vacant.  It will improve the north 
entrance into Louisville by adding unique steel buildings, which would be different from 
the south entrance into the City and seeing the empty Sam’s Club.  
 
Debbie Fahey, 1118 Enclave Circle, Louisville, CO supported the project because of the 
age-restricted units and was in favor of having all the units age-restricted. 
 
Mayor Muckle called for public comment and hearing none, closed the public hearing.  
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton stated he would vote in favor of the application although he had 
concerns over the loss of commercial. He voiced his frustration with not having the tools 
in the small area plan.  He voiced his hope guidelines could be accomplished after the 
Council Retreat.   
 
City Attorney Light reviewed the City Council’s requested revisions to Ordinance No. 
1712, Series 2016:  In the last WHEREAS:  WHEREAS, the PCZD-C/R zoning 
classification for the Property as further set forth on the Takoda GDP 6th Amendment, 
subject to the conditions herein, is consistent with the City of Louisville 2013 Citywide 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Section 1.  The City Council of the City of Louisville hereby approves the Takoda GDP 6th 
Amendment (the “Takoda GDP 6th Amendment”) for the property legally described in 
Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Property”) and, pursuant to the zoning ordinances of the 
City, such Property is zoned Planned Community Zone District Commercial/Residential 
(PCZD-C/R) for the uses permitted in the Takoda GDP for the Property, a copy of which 
Takoda GDP 6th Amendment is attached hereto as Exhibit A, subject to Section 2 hereof 
and subject further to the condition that a note shall be added to the GDP stating that 
drive-thru restaurants and automobile service stations are a prohibited use within the GDP 
and that single family attached dwelling uses are limited to duplex, townhouse and 
condominium uses, with apartments prohibited. 

 
ORDINANCE No. 1712, SERIES 2016 

 
MOTION:  Council member Keany moved to approve Ordinance No. 1712, Series 2016, 
as amended by the City Attorney, seconded by Mayor Muckle. Roll call vote was taken.  
The motion carried by a vote of 7-0. 
 

ORDINANCE No. 1713, SERIES 2016 
 

MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve Ordinance No. 1713, Series 2016, 
seconded by Council member Keany. Roll call vote was taken.  The motion carried by a  
vote of 7-0. 
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City Attorney Light reviewed the City Council’s requested revision to Resolution No. 3, 
Series 2016, which adds Condition 6.  Add a sentence to the PA-1B General Notes, 
item 1, stating “This PUD authorizes only condominium project type development.”  He 
asked Council for their preference in the number of age-restricted units.   
 
Council Discussion:  Mayor Muckle, Council member Loo, Leh, Keany and Maloney 
supported 24 age-restricted units.  Council member Stolzmann supported all 30 units.  
 
City Attorney Light added the following language to the revised condition:  Further, 
revise the phrase “a potential amount of units” to state instead “24 units.” 
 

RESOLUTION No. 3, SERIES 2016 
 

MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve Resolution No. 3, Series 2016 with the six 
conditions as cited by the City Attorney, seconded by Council member Loo.   
 
Council member Loo voiced her frustrations with signage and offered a friendly 
amendment to eliminate condition number 2.  Mayor Muckle did not accept the 
amendment. 
 
MOTION:  Council member Loo moved to strike condition 2 from the resolution, 
seconded by Council member Keany.   
 
Council member Stolzmann preferred to have public comment on the matter.   
 
Council member Leh did not support the amendment.  Council member Keany voiced 
his support for the amendment.   
 
VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT:  Roll call vote was taken.  The motion failed by a vote of 
5-2.  Mayor Muckle, Mayor Pro Tem Lipton and Council members Maloney, Leh and 
Stolzmann voted no.   
 
VOTE ON THE MAIN MOTION:  All were in favor.   

 
1125 PINE STREET MINOR REPLAT 
 

1. ORDINANCE No. 1711, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A 

REZONING OF A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED AT 1125 PINE STREET 

FROM CITY OF LOUISVILLE COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY (CC) TO MIXED-

USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R) AND RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY (R-M) 

AND AMENDING THE BOUNDARIES OF THE OLD TOWN OVERLAY 

DISTRICT IN CONNECTION THEREWITH – 2ND READING – PUBLIC 

HEARING  
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2. RESOLUTION No. 2, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING A 

REPLAT TO COMBINE THREE PARCELS AND SUBDIVIDE THE PROPERTY 

INTO TWO SEPARATE LOTS AT 1125 PINE STREET 

Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction. 
 
City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance No. 1711, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 2, 
Series 2016 and noted members of the public may speak on either of the agenda items.   
 
Mayor Muckle opened the public hearing and requested a staff presentation. 
 
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained the request for rezoning, 
replat to combine three parcels to subdivide the property into two separate lots, rezoned 
mixed use residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium Density (RM).  The subject 
property is located on the north side of Pine Street between the Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe Railroad and Highway 42.  It is currently zoned Commercial Community Zone 
(CC) and part of the Highway 42 Revitalization area.  The lot is 15,813 SF.  
 
Section 16.16.050 (C) of the Louisville Municipal Code requires the maximum depth of 
all residential lots not to exceed 2 ½ times the width of the lot.  For all other lots, the 
depth shall not exceed three times the width.  The dimensions for the proposed Lot 2 
are approximately 230’ X 55’ from the northernmost corner to the southernmost corner.  
The depth is 4.18 times the width.  Lot 2 does not comply with the Code.  Section 
16.24.010 of the Louisville Municipal Code grants the City Council, upon advice of the 
Planning Commission, to authorize modifications from the requirements in cases where 
there is exceptional topographical conditions or other conditions peculiar to the site.  
Staff believed the site is a “peculiar” shape due to the abandoned railroad right-of-way 
and existing depth of the lot.  The subdivider would not be able to provide two lots, 
which meet the depth to width ratio while providing the required lot frontage.  Staff 
recommended the City Council authorize the modification.  
 
Proposed Zoning:  The required rezoning of this property must be consistent with the 
framework provided Land Use Exhibit A in the MUDDSG. Lot 2 – Residential Medium 
Density:  10,502 SF allows up to three residential units.  Staff recommended the 
proposed Lot 2 be included with in the Old Town Overlay Zoning District.  If authorized, 
the Old Town Overlay will be amended to include the proposed Lot 2, which does not 
require a PUD.  Lot 1:  Mixed Use – Residential:  4,703 SF must comply with the 
MUDDSG and requires a PUD. The existing single-family dwelling is considered a legal, 
non-conforming use and can continue with its use as a single-family home.   
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the application on December 10, 
2015 and voted 6-0 to approve the replating as well as the rezoning and recommended 
City Council approval.  Staff recommended City Council approval of Ordinance 1711, 
Series 2016 and Resolution No. 2, Series 2016.  
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PPLICANT PRESENTATION 
 
Arn Rasker, 4782 Valhalla Drive, Boulder, CO explained he represents the owner, who 
lives out of state.  He explained this project began when the City requested a right-of-
way easement for the new drainage plan on the northern parcel.  He explained nothing 
could be done with the property until it conformed to the new zoning overlay.  Once the 
zoning is approved plans to develop the property can begin.  He noted this project will 
add commercial space, which is currently under design. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, Louisville, CO explained in the packet, sometimes 
the street is referred to as Lee Street and other times it is referred to as Lee Avenue.  
She requested it be referred to as Lee Avenue.  She addressed the Spruce side 
addition and asked if it would be compatible with the existing homes on Spruce Street. 
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ confirmed it would be compatible. 
 
Ms. Morgan addressed the 15% public land dedication and voiced her concern that 
parking for the units would impact the historic miner’s cabins.  She requested the 15% 
public land dedication be for land to separate the development from the miner’s cabins.  
She asked for confirmation there will be approval for 3-units.   Interim Planning and 
Building Safety Director Russ confirmed there could be up to 3-units.  She felt 
preserving the historic cabins was important. 
 
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ confirmed the subject property is 
south of the miner’s cabins.  He explained there is a drainage easement between the 
cabins and the subject property, which is part of the Flood Plan Improvement project.   
 
COUNCIL COMMENT 
 
Council member Stolzmann addressed the notion of hardship and lot layout and 
inquired about the long range layout for the area. She referred to the lot lines and 
completed calculations on the depth of the lot.  She calculated it would be 125.9’ deep 
from the property’s east property line.  The applicant calculated 137.2’ deep.  She 
understood why it should not apply to the whole property, but did not feel it would create 
a hardship to apply from the street and back (south of Spruce Street). She felt the 
applicant was trying to maximize the lot depth of Lot 2.   
 
Council member Keany asked for clarification it would add 12 feet to Lot 1 on Pine 
Street.  Council member Stolzmann confirmed it would add 12 feet. 
 
Mayor Muckle inquired how the angled portion of property would be used.  Interim 
Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained it is a land dedication for Spruce 
Street, which is not currently part of the City’s right-of-way, but has access from Spruce.  
 
Mayor Muckle asked if the public land dedication could be for a public park for the 
miner’s cabins. Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained the staff 
worked with the Parks Division and Historic Preservation and this land is not in any  
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adopted plans and therefore, payment in lieu is recommended.   
 
Mayor Muckle requested the measurement for public land dedication for the north lot. 
 
Council member Leh left the meeting at 10:05 p.m. 
 
Council member Maloney inquired about the zoning of adjacent lots.  Planning and 
Building Safety Director Russ explained the property is currently in the Highway 42 
Revitalization Plan, which extends to South Boulder.  Any request requires a mandatory 
rezoning.  A replat is an intent to redevelop the property and Council has the option to 
consider the waiver.   
 
Council member Keany inquired whether the odd depth of the property line is located on 
the north side.  Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained Council 
member Stolzmann is suggesting if the property line is moved 12’ north, that portion of 
the site where the development would likely be would be more consistent with the 
Louisville Municipal Code.     
 
Council member Keany asked if that would change the number of units allowed. The 
applicant, Mr. Rasker stated the recalculation would increase the square footage of the 
southern lot, which would increase the allowance for commercial and above residential.  
He felt the larger area on the back lot would be advantageous because it would 
minimize what is built and allow for parking.  The recalculation would also reduce the 
number of units on the northern lot from 3 units to 2 units. 
 
Council member Keany explained Council is asked to consider a waiver for this.  Mr. 
Rasker noted the owner has provided the easement and the triangular piece to the City.  
He noted it is not a minor thing to replat the entire area.  
   
Planning and Building Safety Director Russ stated, in response to Mayor Muckle’s 
question about the  measurement for public land dedication, a change in the calculation 
would reduce the square footage by approximately 6,000 square feet, which would 
reduce Lot 2 by 660 SF.    
 
Council member Keany inquired why the triangular piece of property is not acceptable 
as cash in-lieu.  Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained public 
land dedication is for public use.  Easements and streets are not eligible for public land 
dedication. 
 
Council member Keany asked if a two lot subdivision could be done without a PUD.  
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained a PUD is not required for 
a minor subdivision.   
 
Council member Keany asked what would prevent the applicant from subdividing the 
second lot. City Attorney Light explained if the applicant met the yard and bulk  
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requirements they could subdivide the lot, but would have to provide legal access to 
both lots and provide a new subdivision plat that meets and the requirements.        
 
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ recalculated the public land 
dedication to be 2,000 SF and the 15% requirement would be 1,575 SF. 
 
Mr. Rasker explained the lot is not wide enough to subdivide, and there would not be 
any access. 
 
Mayor Muckle inquired about the minimum lot in the RM zoning.  Principal Planner 
McCartney stated it is 7,000 SF, but in the MUR zoning there is no minimum lot size. 
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce Street, Louisville, CO noted the entire area will be 
developed eventually.  She suggested running Spruce Street to the west to access this 
development.  This would allow a border for the south side of the miner’s cabins.  She 
requested the Council provide a small park near the cabins.   
 
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained the minimum area per unit 
is 3,500 SF in the RM zone district.  Three units will fit into the 10,500 SF, but 10,049 
SF will not provide for the three units.   
  
Mayor Muckle called for public comment and hearing none, closed the public hearing.   
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council member Stolzmann proposed the lot line be moved to the right to 125.9.  This 
will take into account the odd angle of the lot and give the width to the applicant.  This 
also ensures the neighborhood can allow the density for the width of the lot.  She felt 
this would be reasonable and consistent with the Louisville Municipal Code.  
 
Mayor Muckle voiced his support and suggested the land dedication be close to the 
miner’s cabins to allow a pocket park.  Council member Loo requested a map be drawn 
to reflect the recalculations.   
 
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ explained if the calculations are 
changed the applicant must be allowed to respond.   
 
Council member Keany suggested continuing this matter to allow the applicant and staff 
time to discuss alternatives. There was Council consensus.   
 
Mr. Rasker explained he could not move the lot line without the consent of the owner.  
He stated the land is private property and if the City wanted the northern portion for a 
park, they could discuss purchasing it from the owner.  He explained the owner has 
already been delayed in developing his property when the City wanted it for a street.  
He would discuss moving the lot line with the owner and requested a continuance.    
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  ORDINANCE No. 1711, SERIES 2016 AND RESOLUTION No. 2 SERIES 2016 
 

MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to continue Ordinance No. 1711, Series 2016, and 
Resolution No. 2, Series 2016 to February 2, 2016, seconded by Council member       
Keany.  All were in favor.            

 
633 CTC BOULEVARD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

 
1. ORDINANCE No. 1714, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 

VACATION OF AN EASEMENT WITHIN LOT 5, COLORADO TECHNOLOGY 

CENTER FILING NO. 2 SUBDIVISION  – PUBLIC HEARING 

2. RESOLUTION No. 4, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION TO APPROVE A FINAL 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) PLAN TO CONSTRUCT A 153,018 

SF SINGLE STORY INDUSTRIAL/FLEX BUILDING WITH ASSOCIATED SITE 

IMPROVEMENTS FOR LOT 1, BLOCK 4, THE BUSINESS CENTER AT CTC 

Mayor Muckle requested a City Attorney introduction. 
 
City Attorney Light introduced Ordinance Nos. 1714, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 4, 
Series 2016.  Members of the public may speak on either agenda items.   
 
Mayor Muckle opened the public hearing requested a staff presentation. 
 
Principal Planner McCartney explained Ordinance No. 1714, Series 2016 is an 
ordinance approving the vacation of an easement within Lot 5, Colorado Technology 
Center Filing No. 2 Subdivision.  Resolution No. 4, Series 2016 is a request to approve a 
Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a 153,018 SF single story 
industrial/flex building with associated site improvements on Lots 3, 4, 5, and 16 of the 
CTC Filing 2 Subdivision.  The subject property is located in CTC and zoned Industrial 
(I).  It is required to follow the IDDSG.  The proposal is for a 153,018 SF general flex 
space with 72% hardscape; 28% soft scape; 5 access points:  two on CTC; two on 
Boxelder and one from East. 
 
Parking:  The “office without loading” amount of 3.7 spaces per 1,000 SF requires a 
waiver from the IDDSG.  Staff believed the waiver request is acceptable and 
recommended approval.  
 
Signs:  Monuments Signs:  IDDSG allows one freestanding sign for each access.  The 
applicant is requesting 4 monument signs.  Wall Signs Waiver:  IDDSG allows 15 SF all 
signs, not to total more than 80 SF.  The applicant is proposing 40 SF signs not to total 
more than 120 SF.    
 
Staff recommended approval of Ordinance No. 1714, Series 2016 and Resolution  
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No. 4, Series 2016 with the following condition:  1.) The applicant must comply with the 
October 22, 2015 Public Works memo prior to recordation.   

 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
 
Jim Vasbinder, Etkin Johnson Group, 1512 Larimer Street, Suite 100, Denver, CO, 
explained this is a proposal for the largest building to be constructed at the Colorado 
Technology Center.  They just broke ground of the property at 2000 Taylor and with 
Council consideration and approval of this proposal; the applicant will apply for a 
building permit within the next 30 days. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Mayor Muckle addressed the requested sign waiver.  Council member Stolzmann stated 
there is consistency as this request is similar to their last request relative to signage.   
 
Mayor Muckle called for public comment and hearing none, closed the public hearing.   

 
ORDINANCE No. 1714, SERIES 2016 

 
MOTION:  Council member Stolzmann moved to approve Ordinance No. 1714, Series 
2016, seconded by Mayor Muckle.  Roll call vote was taken.  The motion carried by a 
vote of 6-0.  Absent: Council member Leh. 

 
RESOLUTION No. 4, SERIES 2016 

 
MOTION:  Mayor Muckle moved to approve Resolution No. 4, Series 2016, seconded 
by Council member Keany. The vote was 6-0. Absent: Council member Leh. 
   

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION/ACTION – KESTREL HOUSING PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS 

 
Mayor Muckle requested a staff presentation. 
 
Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ reported on the final Subdivision 
Plat and Planned Unit Development (PUD), for Kestrel, the Boulder County Housing 
Authority’s (BCHA) affordable housing development located at 245 N.96th Street. BCHA 
has submitted building permits and construction plans for the required public 
improvements.   
 

Traditionally, a draft subdivision agreement is not shown to City Council because the 
agreement follows established forms and protocols which staff can negotiate and the 
mayor can execute once City Council approves a resolution allowing the development.  
However, in some cases, applicants request non-standard solutions which require 
Council discussion, direction, and action. Such is the case for the Kestrel Development. 
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BCHA has four unique requests within the subdivision agreement requiring City Council 
direction: 
 
 1) Improvement guarantee:  BCHA is requesting a hybrid improvement guarantee, 
which provides only a portion of the guarantee be in the form of a letter of credit to 
assure stabilization of site soils and construction of Hecla Drive and related 
underground utilities.  
 
2) Traffic Signal Funding:  BCHA, and it lenders, are requesting a modification to this 
requirement to establish at this time a cost for BCHA’s share of the signal improvement. 
With Council approval, staff would negotiate and set in the subdivision agreement an 
amount and time for payment based on a City cost estimate and an inflation factor 
recognizing the new Paschal and Highway 42 signal warrant is anticipated to occur in 
2018 (an estimated BCHA payment of $214,000). 
 
3) Impact fee deferral: BCHA is requesting their impact fee payment be deferred from 
the issuance of building permits, expected this month, to March/April when State of 
Colorado grant monies are available to pay these fees.  
 
4) Estoppel agreement:   City Attorney Light reviewed the request for an Estoppel 
Agreement.   Regarding the funding of the affordable housing project, the BCHA’s 
lender (Citibank N.A.) requests the City enter into a project-specific “estoppel 
agreement” intended to confirm certain obligations, such as the requirement to provide 
the warranty guarantee for completed public improvements, will remain with BCHA 
notwithstanding transfer of project land into the new, single-purpose entity that will own 
the property, build the improvements and operate the affordable housing project. This 
estoppel agreement will also include a subordination stating that the required 
affordability restrictions for BCHA’s affordable housing development are subordinate to 
the lender’s collateral interest under its loan. All of the other funding agencies are also 
being asked to subordinate, under their restrictive covenants, to the lender’s collateral 
interest under its loan.   
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommended the City Council adopt a motion to (1) 
approve the improvement guarantee, traffic signal funding and impact fee solutions as 
outlined above; (2) approve as to form the proposed estoppel and subordination 
agreement for the project; and (3) authorize the Mayor to execute the final versions of    
the estoppel and subordination agreement and other development agreements for the 
Kestrel development. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
 
Norrie Boyd, Boulder County Housing Authority, 2525 13th Street, Boulder, CO 
explained this has been a lengthy process and requested Council consideration. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENT 
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Council member Lipton addressed the “estoppel agreement” and asked what is 
backstopping this project, if it fails. City Attorney Light explained the only backstop is 
what has been approved on the property to date. In the event of foreclosure the lender 
does not have the right to develop whatever they choose.  The property would still be 
subject to general zoning laws. There are cases in Colorado between public entities and 
foreclosing lenders on what exactly survives on foreclosure.  In the interest of the City 
other land use provisions of the City would continue and the zoning would still be in 
place.  The property is in PCZD zoning, which is a negotiated zoning.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton voiced his concern over the probable worst case scenarios, 
which would be the loss of affordable housing restrictions.  He explained he was always 
leery of real estate matters.      
 
Mayor Muckle stated the worst case scenario would be the City would end up with a 
nice PUD and design that was not for affordable housing.  He supported the conditions 
as proposed.    
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ to 
address the potential risk for the public improvements not being made.  Interim Planning 
and Building Safety Director Russ explained the downside of this project not being 
complete is there would not be a financial guarantee to complete the public 
improvements.   The improvement guarantee provides the land can get to a point of 
development at Council’s discretion.   
 
City Attorney Light explained because it is not automatic, the City asks for letters of 
credit to have ready access to the funds to complete the public improvements.  If the 
public improvements are not completed and there is not a financial guarantee, there is 
still a contract, which stipulates they will complete the improvements.  The standard rule 
for letter of credits is 115% for all public improvements.  To date, the City has asked for 
a cash guarantee for the Hecla exchange and drainage improvements. 
 
MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved to (1) approve the improvement guarantee, traffic signal 
funding and impact fee solutions as outlined above; (2) approve as to form the proposed 
estoppel and subordination agreement for the project; and (3) authorize the Mayor to 
execute the final versions of the estoppel and subordination agreement and other 
development agreements for the Kestrel development.  Council member Keany 
seconded the motion.  The motion carried by a vote of 6-0.  Absent:  Council member 
Leh. 
 

CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 
 

No items to report. 
 

COUNCIL COMMENTS, COMMITTEE REPORTS, AND IDENTIFICATION OF 
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
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Council member Stolzmann reported the DRCOG’s representatives received a packet 
of information for tomorrow night’s meeting, which requests a legislation position on a 
number of bills.  She will use the City’s legislative policy to guide her decisions and look 
at the area of local controls.   DRCOG staff members have asked for Board direction on 
these items.   
  
City Manager Fleming noted this is Interim Planning and Building Safety Director Russ’ 
last meeting with the City.  He thanked Troy for his contributions to the City including the 
DDI, the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, and future items, including the South Street 
Underpass and a procedure issue - the electronic development review process. 
 
Mayor Muckle also expressed his thanks to Interim Planning and Building Safety 
Director Russ on behalf of the City Council.   
 
Planning and Building Safety Director Russ expressed his thanks to City Manager 
Fleming and the Mayor and City Council.  He stated it was a pleasure to plan a City he 
lives in and the City he loves.   
 

ADJOURN 
 

MOTION: Mayor Muckle moved for adjournment, seconded by Council member Keany. 
All were in favor.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:55 p.m.  Absent:  Council member 
Leh.   
   
 
       ________________________ 
            Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  
 
________________________   
 Nancy Varra, City Clerk  
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5C 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF 2016 ANNUAL FUEL PURCHASE 
 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 2, 2016 
 
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 45,000 gallons of unleaded gasoline and 11,000 
gallons of biodiesel fuel over the course of the last three years (2013 – 2015). The City 
has budgeted $168,870 for fuel purchase in 2016.  Budgeting for City fuel purchases is 
done by department and allocated across various cost centers in the operational 
budget.  Actual 2015 fuel costs were $109,223. City expenditures for fuel going back to 
2002 are illustrated below.  
 

 
 
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.      
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In addition to regular fleet fuel purchase, the Golf Course purchases fuel through the 
RFP-13-38-MAPO.  Staff projects the Golf Course operation will expend $22,400 for 
fuel in 2016.  Golf Course fuel purchases would be covered by the MAPO contract with 
Hill Petroleum. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The approved 2016 Operations Budget includes $168,870 for Citywide fleet fuel 
purchases and $22,400 for Golf Course fuel purchases. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve the Public Works Director to continue the existing practice of purchasing 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. Example Invoice with Fuel Cost 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8A 

SUBJECT: 1125 PINE STREET MINOR REPLAT 
 

1. ORDINANCE NO. 1711, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE 
APPROVING A REZONING OF A PARCEL OF LAND 
LOCATED AT 1125 PINE STREET FROM CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY (CC) TO 
MIXED-USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R) AND RESIDENTIAL 
MEDIUM DENSITY (R-M) AND AMENDING THE 
BOUNDARIES OF THE OLD TOWN OVERLAY DISTRICT 
IN CONNECTION THEREWITH – 2nd READING –PUBLIC 
HEARING – Advertised Daily Camera 1/10/16 – 
Continued from the January 19, 2016. 

 
2. RESOLUTION NO. 2, SERIES 2016 –A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING A REPLAT TO COMBINE THREE PARCELS 
AND SUBDIVIDE THE PROPERTY INTO TWO SEPARATE 
LOTS AT 1125 PINE STREET – Continued from the 
January 19, 2016. 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 2, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: LAUREN TRICE, PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY 

DEPARTMENT 
 
UPDATE: 
During the January 19, 2016 City Council meeting, Council directed staff to explore the 
following two alternative platting concepts for 1125 Pine Street with the applicant: 
 

1. Adjust the lot line between the proposed Lot 1 and Lot 2 approximately 12 feet to 
the north so the maximum depth of the “buildable” portions of Lot 2 is only 2.5 
times the width. 
 

2. Evaluate the requested plat with a Public Land Dedication (PLD) rather than a 
payment-in-lieu.  The dedicated land would be maintained by the City of 
Louisville and possibly used for the preservation of the adjacent miners’ cabins.  

 
Lot Line Adjustment  
City Council wanted to understand alternative lot layouts before considering the one 
requested by the applicant.  Specifically, Council wanted to look at an alternative lot 
layout that made the “buildable” portion of Lot 2 compliant with Section 16.16.050 (C) of 
the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC), where the length of the lot should be no more than 
2.5 times the width of the parcel. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1711, SERIES 2016 & RESOLUTION NO. 2, SERIES 2016 
 
DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2016 Page 2 of 15 

The peculiar layout of the property is compromised by several utility easements that 
render approximately 3,230 SF of the parcel in the northwestern portion of the property, 
with the exception of flatwork, unbuildable.  The following illustration shows easements 
for drainage (green), storm water and sanitary sewer (blue), and Public Service 
Company (PSCO) electric lines (red).   
 
 

 
Recognizing these development constraints, City Council requested staff evaluate a 
potential lot line shift of approximately 12-feet to the north between Lots 1 and 2 so the 
maximum depth of the “buildable” portions of Lot 2 is only 2.5 times the width. 
 
This lot line adjustment would decrease the size of the proposed Lot 2 from 10,502 SF 
(as currently proposed) to 9,929 SF (10,502 – 573 = 9,929).  Based on the Residential 
Medium (RM) zone district allowances, this shift would reduce the number of residential 
units allowed from three (as requested) to two units.  The RM district allows one unit for 
every 3500 SF in lot size. 
 
Conversely, the 12-foot lot line adjustment would increase the size of Lot 1 from 

Shift lot line north by 

approximately 12-

feet 
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SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1711, SERIES 2016 & RESOLUTION NO. 2, SERIES 2016 
 
DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2016 Page 3 of 15 

4,703 SF (as requested) to 5,276 SF (4,703 SF + 573 SF = 5,276 SF).  
 
Public Land Dedication 
Council also directed staff during the January 19th meeting to evaluate an alternative 
subdivision which accommodated the 15% required Public Land Dedication (PLD) 
rather than a payment-in- lieu as requested by the applicant.  The dedicated land would 
then be maintained by the City of Louisville and possibly used for the preservation of the 
potentially historic miners’ cabins located immediately north of Lot 2.  
 
Staff is using word “potential” because these cabins have never been evaluated for their 
historic qualities by the City’s Historic Preservation Commission (HPC).    
 
   

 
The 15% PLD requirement, outlined in Section to 16.16.050(B), applied to this 
subdivision request would yield a public land dedication of 2,372 (15,813 SF net 
property area X 15% = 2,372 SF).  Staff assumed Council wanted the most northerly 
portion of the Lot 2 evaluated for the PLD as discussed during the January 19th meeting. 

Miner’s Cabins 

Potential 15% PLD 
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The total area of the northern portion of the property is approximately 3,228 SF.  The 
PLD requirement of 15% is equal to 2,372 SF. The image below shows the approximate 
boundary of a 15% PLD (shown in green) with the existing utility easements. 
 

 
 

The 15% PLD as shown above would decrease the size of Lot 2 from 10,502 SF (as 
currently proposed) to 8,130 SF (10,502 – 2,372 = 8,130) and allow only two residential 
units where 3 would have been allowed with the original request.  Adjusting the lot line 
approximately 12-feet north between Lots 1 and 2, in combination with the 15% PLD, 
would further reduce Lot 2 by 573 SF to 7,557 SF.  This further reduced size would yield 
two residential units in the RM zone district. 
 
Section 16.16.060.B.3. states, “In determining which of the above policies to implement, 
the planning commission and the city council will consider the size of the development 
and its adequacy for accommodating a suitable public use site; the community facility 
aspects of the comprehensive development plan and the school district's master plan; 
existing parks and other public uses in the area; the topography, geology, and location 
of land in the subdivision available for dedication; the needs of the people in the area; 
and any other appropriate factors. If land is dedicated to the city, it shall be free of all 
liens and encumbrances.” 
 
The northern portion of Lot 2, as shown above, is not free of encumbrances and 
therefore does not qualify as land appropriate for a PLD.  Additionally, the presence of 
the easements restricts the possibility of placing the cabins in this location.  Further, this 
property is not shown as a recommended land acquisition in the adopted 2012 Parks, 
Recreation, Open Space and Trail Master Plan. Also, relocating these cabins—to this or 
other potential locations—has not been formally discussed by the HPC or City Council. 

2,372 SF 

48



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
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Finally, addressing all of these issues related to the PLD would further delay the 
applicant’s interest in rezoning the property as required by the Highway 42 
Revitalization Area Comprehensive Plan.  Accordingly, staff would appreciate City 
Council’s consideration of these issues, as well as the Applicant’s response addressed 
below, and give staff direction on whether to further explore requiring this land to be 
dedicated instead of accepting a payment-in-lieu of the PLD. 
 
Applicant’s Response 
Staff discussed these two alternatives and their impacts with the applicant.  The 
applicant discussed these alternatives with the property owner. In response, the 
applicant and owner requested to modify the application by shifting the lot line between 
Lots 1 and 2 approximately 58-feet to the north.  They also continue to request a 
payment-in-lieu of the PLD.   
 
Shifting the property line north and now proposed would maximize the allowed length of 
a non-residential lot (Lot 1) as provided by Section 16.16.050(c), which states, “The 
maximum depth of all non-residential lots shall not exceed three times the width.”  This 
proposed shift would also reduce the size of Lot 2 from 10,502 SF to 7,586 SF.  The RM 
zone district would allow two residential units on this lot.  Conversely, this request would 
increase the size of Lot 1 from 4,703 SF to 7,623 SF.   

 

Shift lot line 

north by 57.98-

feet 
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The applicant’s new request creates lots that conform to the City’s subdivision 
regulations in Title 16 of the LMC. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
If Council approves the applicant’s request to accept a payment in-lieu of the required 
15% public land dedication, staff calculates this would result in a one-time payment to 
the City’s Open Space and Parks Fund of $38,692 at the time of the recording.  This 
fee-in-lieu calculation is based on 15% of the value of the land based on a recent 
appraisal of the property (attached), which indicates the total value of the property to be 
$335,000, and then applying the ratio of the total property value relative to the value of 
improvements on the property (77%) as shown on the Boulder County Assessor’s tax 
records. Thus, the calculation is $335,000 X 0.15 = $50,250; $50,250 X 0.77 = $38,692.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends Council approve the applicant’s revised request because it does not 
require any waivers to the LMC. If Council agrees with this approach, Council should 
approve the updated Ordinance No. 1711, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 2, Series 
2016. If Council still wishes to pursue a public land dedication instead of a payment-in-
lieu, staff will prepare revised versions of the Ordinance and Resolution for 
consideration at a subsequent Council meeting.  
 
January 19th Council Communication  
 
SUMMARY: 
The site is located on the north side of Pine Street between the BNSF Railroad and 
Highway 42.  The property extends north to the corner of Spruce and Lee Streets. The 
applicant is proposing to create two lots on the property which triggers the rezoning of 
this property from Commercial Community (CC) to Residential Medium Density (RM) 
and Mixed Use – Residential (MU-R). 
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BACKGROUND: 
The site is located on the north side of Pine Street between the BNSF Railroad and 
Highway 42.  The property extends north to the corner of Spruce and Lee Streets. The 
single property owned by Patrick V. Dee has two descriptions recorded with Boulder 
County and includes three parcels. Parcel A, which abuts Pine Street, is 10,140 SF and 
has a 1,060 SF single-family home, tool shed, and chicken coop.  According to Boulder 
County, the existing home was constructed in 1930. Parcel B is 3,725 SF and Parcel C 
is 2,398 SF.  Both Parcel B and Parcel C do not have any improvements.  The property 
is within the Commercial Community Zone District (CC) and a part of the Highway 42 
Revitalization Area.  
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SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1711, SERIES 2016 & RESOLUTION NO. 2, SERIES 2016 
 
DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2016 Page 8 of 15 

 
1125 Pine Street – Improvement Survey Plat 
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A 
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1125 Pine – Existing Single-Family Home 

 
PROPOSAL: 
The minor subdivision request is to combine the existing three parcels and then divide 
the single 15,813 SF lot into two smaller lots.  The future lots, if approved, trigger the 
rezoning of the property as outlined in the Highway 42 Revitalization Area 
Comprehensive Plan.   The existing 1125 Pine Street, the proposed Lot 1, would be 
4,703 SF and rezoned to the Mixed Use Residential (MU-R) Zone District. The existing 
single-family dwelling is not an allowed use in the MU-R Zone District and would be 
considered a legal, non-conforming use.  Any new development on this lot would 
require a Planned Unit Development (PUD).  The northern Lot 2 would be 10,502 SF 
and rezoned to the Residential Medium Zone District (RM).  The corner of Lee Street 
and Spruce Street would be dedicated for right-of-way.  Residential development on the 
proposed Lot 2 would not require a PUD.   
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MINOR SUBDIVISION 
The subdivision of property in Louisville is regulated by Title 16 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code.  Section 16.12.110, of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC), 
establishes the review procedures for a Minor Subdivision.  The section states:  
 

“A subdivision application meeting one or more of the following criteria shall be 
eligible for review as a minor subdivision: 
 
1. The subdivision results in no more than two lots; each lot is adjacent  and has 

access to an accepted and maintained public street; the improvements required 
by chapter 16.20 (streets and utilities) are already in existence and available to 
serve each lot; each lot will meet the requirements of the city’s zoning regulations 

Lot 2 

Lot 1 
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without the necessity for a variance; no variance has been granted within the 
three previous years to any lot; and, no part of the subdivision has been 
approved within three years prior to the date of the submission of the minor 
subdivision plat; 
 

2. The subdivision is of a lot, previously created by an approved final subdivision 
plat, which is split or subdivided into not more than two lots and the lots created 
by the split comply with the applicable dimensional requirements of the city’s 
zoning regulations.” 

Staff believes this request complies with the above criteria and is therefore eligible for a 
minor subdivision review. 
 
Section 16.16.010 – General design and construction standards 
This section of the code applies seven general design criteria regarding the 
compatibility and functionality of the site, which staff has found the application meets.  
The proposed minor subdivision is in compliance with the 2013 Comprehensive Plan 
and the Highway 42 Revitalization Area Plan.   
 
The applicant has agreed to the addition of a sidewalk along Spruce Street adjacent to 
the property to create “safe and convenient movement” as stated in Section 
16.16.010(b) of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC).  
 
The design criteria in Section 16.16.10(c) of the Louisville Municipal Code states:  
 

“The layout of lots, blocks, and buildings and other structures must provide 
desirable settings for buildings and other structures, make appropriate use of 
natural contours, protect the view, provide for adequate light and air, and afford 
privacy and protection from adverse noise and traffic for the residents and 
neighbors.”  

 
The minimum lot size for the RM Zone District, which would be applied to Lot 2, is 7,000 
SF.  The proposed Lot 2 is 10,502 SF. The MU-R Zone District, which would be applied 
to Lot 1, does not have a minimum lot size requirement.  Staff discussed the small lot 
size of 4,705 SF with the applicant. The applicant stated they would develop the lot in 
the future and potentially share parking with Lot 2.  No conceptual site plans have been 
presented.  

 
Staff believes the application meets the standards laid out in Section 16.16.010.  
 
Section 16.16.030 – Streets, alleys, easements 
The proposal includes the dedication of the right-of-way at the Lee Avenue and Spruce 
Streets.  The proposal includes 5 foot easements for drainage and utilities along the 
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perimeter of both lots and a 20 foot dedicated sanitary sewer on the northern portion of 
the proposed Lot 2. The Public Works Department has reviewed the right-of-way 
dedication and easements. Staff believes that the application meets the standards laid 
out in Section 16.16.030. 
 
Section 16.16.050 - Lots 
Lot requirements are as follows: 
 

A. Lots shall meet all applicable zoning requirements. 
The proposed lots meet all applicable zoning requirements.  The existing 
structure on the proposed Lot 2 would be a legal, non-conforming use based on 
the proposed rezoning to MU-R.   
 

B. Each lot shall have vehicular access to a public street. 
The proposed Lot 1 would continue to have existing vehicular access off of Pine 
Street.  The proposed Lot 2 would have vehicular access off of Spruce Street.  
 

C. The maximum depth of all residential lots shall not exceed 2½ times the width 
thereof. For all other lots, the depth shall not exceed three times the width. 
The dimensions for proposed Lot 1 are 93’ x 50’. The depth is 1.86 times the 
width.  The dimensions for the proposed Lot 2 are approximately 230’x55’ from 
the northernmost corner to the southernmost corner. The depth is 4.18 times the 
width.  Lot 2 approaches the corner of Spruce Street and Lee Avenue creating a 
lot that feels divided and, therefore, minimizing the depth of the lot. Lot 2 
functions as two lots with the norther portion approximately 60x90 and the 
southern portion approximately 50x137. The southern portion does not comply 
with criterion C.    
 

D. The minimum lot frontage, as measured along the front lot lines shall be 50 feet, 
except for lots abutting a cul-de-sac, in which case such lot frontage may be 
reduced to 35 feet. 
The lot frontage for Lot 1 is 50.37 feet and the lot frontage for Lot 2 is 
approximately 100 feet. 
  

E. Double-frontage, reverse-frontage, and reverse-corner lots shall be prohibited 
except where essential to provide separation from arterial streets or from 
incompatible land uses. A planting screen easement of at least ten feet in width, 
across which there shall be no vehicular right of access, may be required along 
the lot line of lots abutting such traffic artery or other incompatible use. 
The minor subdivision eliminates an existing double-frontage lot.  
 

F. Side lot lines shall be substantially at right angles or radial to street lines. 
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The side lot lines of the proposed Lot 1 are at right angles to Pine Street.  The 
side lot lines of the proposed Lot 2 are not at right angles.  These side lot lines 
are already in place and not created by this subdivision.  
 

G. The minimum average lot area for subdivisions of land within an SF-R zone 
district shall be 2½ acres; the minimum average lot size for subdivisions of land 
within an R-RR zone district shall be five acres. 
This criterion does not apply to this request because it is not within the SF-R or 
R-RR Zone Districts.  

 
In summary, staff believes the application satisfies four of the seven criteria established 
in Section 16.16.050. Of the three remaining criteria, the requirement for minimum lot 
area does not apply; the existing lot already violates the requirement for right-angled 
side lot lines and thus that requirement cannot be met for this property; and staff 
believes the lot depth requirement in 16.16.50(C) can be addressed as provided in 
Section 16.24.010, which states:  
 

“The city council, upon advice of the planning commission, may authorize 
modifications from these regulations in cases where, due to exceptional 
topographical conditions or other conditions peculiar to the site, an unnecessary 
hardship would be placed on the subdivider. Such modifications shall not be 
granted if it would be detrimental to the public good or impair the basic intent and 
purposes of this title. Any modification granted shall be in keeping with the intent 
of the comprehensive development plan of the city.” 

 
Staff believes the site is a “peculiar” shape due to the abandoned railroad right-of-way 
and existing depth of the lot.  The subdivider would be unable to provide two lots which 
meet the depth to width ratio while providing the required lot frontage. Staff 
recommends City Council, upon the advice of Planning Commission; authorize the 
modification from depth to width ratio requirement.  
 
Section 16.16.060 – Public sites and dedications 
Staff reviewed the site with the Parks and Recreation Department and recommends the 
required public land dedication of 15% come in the form of cash-in-lieu.  If City Council 
agrees, the payment of the public land dedication would be based on the appraised 
value and would be collected at time of a building permit application.  
 
REZONING: 
The City developed the Highway 42 Framework Plan in 2003 to define a vision for the 
area compatible with Downtown Louisville, adjacent neighborhoods, and oriented 
toward the future RTD investment.  The Framework Plan included a requirement to 
continue Louisville’s interconnected traditional street network. 
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In 2007, the City of Louisville created the Mixed Use Overlay District (Sec. 17.14 of the 
LMC) and the Mixed Use Development Design Standards and Guidelines (MUDDSG) to 
provide the regulation tools necessary to guide the character of future development in 
the area. 
 
The required rezoning of this property must be consistent with the Land Use Exhibit A of 
the MUDDSG. The zone district boundaries shown in Exhibit A offer a framework in 
which specific lot boundaries are determined through each rezoning process. A side-to-
side comparison of the requested rezoning and the adopted Exhibit A of the MUDDSG 
are shown below.  
 
The applicant is seeking the following zone district classifications: 
 

 
 
 
 
Residential Medium Density Zone District (RM) – Section 17.12.010 of the LMC states 
“The residential medium density R-M district is comprised of areas which are primarily 
used for or permit multifamily development at duplex or townhouse densities.” Based on 
the proposed lot size of 10,502 SF, Lot 2 could be developed with up to three residential 
units.  Staff recommends proposed Lot 2 be included in the Old Town Overlay Zoning 
District and any development on the property must comply with those regulations.  If 
approved, the Old Town Overlay will be amended to include the proposed Lot 2.   
  
Mixed-Use Residential Zone District (MU-R) – Section 17.14.0303 of the MUDDSG 
states “The Residential Mixed Use (MU-R) District is intended to implement the 
residential mixed use land use and planning goals depicted and discussed in the 
Highway 42 Revitalization Area Plan.  Areas zoned MU-R should be used 

Proposed Zoning Exhibit A 

RM 

MU -R 
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predominantly for higher density multi-family residential, with subsidiary commercial 
uses and civic uses that cater to the needs of residents and transit commuters.”  Future 
development on the MU-R component, Lot 1, of the proposed subdivision will need to 
comply with the MUDDSG.  Any development on this lot would require a Planned Unit 
Development.  

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
If Council approves the applicant’s request to accept a payment in-lieu of the required 
15% public land dedication, staff calculates this would result in a one-time payment to 
the City’s Open Space and Parks Fund of $38,692 at the time of the recording.  This 
fee-in-lieu calculation is based on 15% of the value of the land based on a recent 
appraisal of the property (attached), which indicates the total value of the property to be 
$335,000, and then applying the ratio of the total property value relative to the value of 
improvements on the property (77%) as shown on the Boulder County Assessor’s tax 
records. Thus, the calculation is $335,000 X 0.15 = $50,250; $50,250 X 0.77 = $38,692.   
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the application on December 10, 
2015.  The Planning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend the City Council approve the 
application.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Ordinance No. 1711, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 2, 
Series 2016.  
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution No. 2, Series 2016 
2. Ordinance No. 1711, Series 2016 
3. Planning Commission Resolution No. 38, Series 2015 
4. Planning Commission Minutes 
5. Application materials 
6. Final ISP 
7. Final Plat 
8. Appraisal 
9. Presentation 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2 
 SERIES 2016 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING A REPLAT TO COMBINE THREE PARCELS AND 
SUBDIVIDE THE PROPERTY INTO TWO SEPARATE LOTS AT 1125 PINE STREET 
 
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville City Council an 
application for approval of a replat to combine three parcels and subdivide the property 
into two separate lots at 1125 Pine Street; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the subject property is zoned Commercial Community and is within 
the Highway 42 Revitalization Area; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found it to 
comply with Louisville Municipal Code Chapters 16.12.110 and 17.12.050; and 
 
  WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on December 10, 2015, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated December 10, 2015, the Planning 
Commission forwarded a recommendation of approval to the City Council for the replat, 
of 1125 Pine Street. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby approve a replat to combine three parcels and 
subdivide the property into two separate lots at 1125 Pine Street with the following 
condition: 

 
1) The plat will be revised so that Lot 1 has the following dimensions: 50.37’ wide; 

151.11’ long. The dimensions of  Lot 2 (the balance of the subdivision property) 
shall be revised accordingly prior to recording of the plat. 

  
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 2nd day of February, 2016  
 

By: ______________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1711 

SERIES 2016 

 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A REZONING OF A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED AT 

1125 PINE STREET FROM CITY OF LOUISVILLE COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY (CC) 

TO MIXED-USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R) AND RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY (R-

M) AND AMENDING THE BOUNDARIES OF THE OLD TOWN OVERLAY DISTRICT 

IN CONNECTION THEREWITH 

 
 WHEREAS, Patrick V. Dee is the owner of certain real property totaling approximately 
0.36 acres located at 1125 Pine Street within the Highway 42 Revitalization Area and the legal 
description of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A (the “Property”); and  
 
 WHEREAS, the landowner of said Property has submitted to the City Council of the City 
of Louisville a request to approve a rezoning of the Property from Commercial Community (CC) 
to Mixed-Use Residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium Density (R-M); and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Louisville Planning Commission has held a public hearing on the 
proposed rezoning and has forwarded a recommendation to the City Council, and the City 
Council has duly considered the Commission’s recommendation; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the proposed rezoning and found it to comply 
with comprehensive plan, Louisville zoning regulations and other applicable sections of the 
Louisville Municipal Code; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds the request complies with the Highway 42 
Revitalization Area Land Use Plan Exhibit referenced in Section 17.14.090 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has held a public hearing on the proposed rezoning and has 
provided notice of the public hearing as provided by law; and 
 
 WHEREAS, no protests were received by the City pursuant to C.R.S. § 31-23-305; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Mixed-Use Residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium Density (R-M) 
zoning classifications for the Property are consistent with the City of Louisville comprehensive 
plan, Louisville zoning regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal 
Code; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council previously adopted Ordinance No. 1195, Series 1995, 
which established the Old Town overlay zone district and adopted regulations pertaining to said 
area for the purpose of maintaining the existing character of Old Town; and  

 
WHEREAS, in connection with this rezoning request, the City Council desires to amend 

the current boundaries of the Old Town overlay district to include Lot 2 of the Property within 
such overlay district and to codify the legal description of the Old Town overlay district.   
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO, THAT: 
 

 Section 1.  Pursuant to the zoning ordinances of the City, that certain Property located at 
1125 Main Street within the Highway 42 Revitalization Area and legally described on Exhibit A, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, is hereby zoned from City of Louisville 
Commercial Community (CC) to City of Louisville Mixed-Use Residential (MU-R) and City of 
Louisville Residential Medium Density (R-M), and the City zoning map shall be amended 
accordingly. The portions of the Property rezoned to MU-R and R-M are as identified on Exhibit 
B.   

 

Section 2.  Chapter 17.08 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended by the 
addition of a new Section 17.08.352 to read as follows:  

 
Sec. 17.08.352.  Old Town overlay district.   

 
 Old Town overlay district shall mean and consist of the following legally 
described property:  
 
Beginning at the northeast corner of Block 15, Caledonia Place Subdivision, 
thence west along Lafayette Street to Jefferson Avenue; thence north on Jefferson 
Avenue to Griffith Street; thence west on Griffith Street to the west boundary of 
the Fischer Subdivision; thence south along the west boundary of the Fischer 
Subdivision, the west boundary of the Nicola DiGiacomo Subdivision, and the 
west boundary of the Capitol Hill subdivision to South Street; thence west along 
the north boundary of the Louisville Heights subdivision to the northwest corner 
of said Louisville Heights subdivision; thence south along the west boundary of 
the Louisville Heights subdivision to Pine Street; thence west along Pine Street to 
the west boundary of the Corrigan subdivision; thence south along the west 
boundary of the Corrigan subdivision to the southwest corner of said subdivision; 
thence east along the south boundary of the Corrigan subdivision and the south 
boundary of the Louisville Heights subdivision to the west boundary of the Acme 
Place Subdivision; thence south along said west boundary of the Acme Place 
Subdivision to Hutchinson Street; thence east along Hutchinson Street to the 
northeast corner of the Windsong Subdivision; thence south along the east 
boundary of the Windsong Subdivision to the north boundary of the Johnson’s 
Addition; thence west along the north boundary of Johnson’s Addition to the west 
boundary of Johnson’s Addition; thence south along the west boundary of 
Johnson’s Addition to the south boundary of Johnson’s Addition; thence east 
along the south boundary of Johnson’s Addition to Roosevelt Avenue; thence 
north along Roosevelt Avenue to the south boundary of Murphy Place 
subdivision; thence east along the south boundary of Murphy Place subdivision to 
County Road; thence north along County Road to Elm Street; thence west along 
Elm Street to the alley lying between Main Street and LaFarge Avenue;  thence 
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north along said alley to South Street; thence east along South Street to the 
Colorado and Southern Railroad tracks; thence north along said railroad tracks to 
Lafayette Street and the point of beginning;  
 
and 
All of East Louisville Subdivision;  
and 
 
Beginning at the northeast corner of the R. DiGiacomo Subdivision; thence west 
along the north boundary of the R. DiGiacomo Subdivision to the west boundary 
of the R. DiGiacomo Subdivision; thence south along the west boundary of the R. 
DiGiacomo Subdivision to Harper Street; thence west along the Harper Street 
right of way to the Colorado and Southern Railroad tracks; thence south along the 
Colorado and Southern Railroad tracks to Griffith Street; thence east along 
Griffith Street to Colorado State Highway 42; thence north along Colorado State 
Highway 42 to the northeast corner of the R. DiGiacomo Subdivision and the 
point of beginning.  
 
and  
All of Lot 2, 1125 Pine Street Minor Subdivision Plat, City of Louisville, County 
of Boulder, State of Colorado.   
 
Section 3.  Section 17.12.010.C of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to 

read as follows (words to be added are underlined):  
  

Sec. 17.12.010.  District categories. 

 
C. In addition to the basic zoning districts established by this section, 

there is established an overlay zone district designated as the Old Town overlay 
district as defined and described in Section 17.08.352 of this Code. This district is 
intended to encompass the historical Old Town residential area of the city in order 
to maintain its existing character. Regulations may be established for this district 
which shall apply in addition to, or as a modification of, the regulations 
established for any underlying basic zoning district encompassed within the Old 
Town overlay district. 
 

Section 4.  This ordinance shall become effective after the recording of the 1125 Pine 
Street Minor Subdivision Plat in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.  Upon 
such time, the City zoning map shall be amended accordingly. 

   
Section 5. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason such 

decisions shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance The City 
Council hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part hereof 
irrespective of the fact that any one part be declared invalid. 
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Section 6.  All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting with 
this ordinance or any portions hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or 
conflict. 

 
INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this ____ day of __________, 2016. 

 
 
 

______________________________ 
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 

_________, 2016. 

 
 
_____________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 

Legal Description of the Property 
 

TR 699-A & TR 2578 A 8-1S-69 PER REC 694422 06-17-85 BCR SEE ID 19570 

TR 2578 LESS A & B 8-1S-69 SEE ID 19801 & 19475 
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EXHIBIT B 

Depiction of Zoning 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To be updated prior to recording. 

Shift lot line 
north by 57.89’ 
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RESOLUTION NO. 38 

SERIES 2015 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A REPLAT TO COMBINE 
THREE PARCELS AND SUBDIVIDE THE PROPERTY INTO TWO SEPARATE LOTS, 
REZONED MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R) AND RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM 
DENSITY (RM), LOCATED AT 1125 PINE STREET.  
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for Approval of Resolution No.38, Series 2015, a resolution recommending 
approval of a replat to combine three parcels and subdivide the property into two 
separate lots, rezoned Mixed Use Residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium Density 
(RM), located at 1125 Pine Street; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the subject property is zoned Commercial Community and is within 
the Highway 42 Revitalization Area; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found it to 
comply with Louisville Municipal Code Title 16; and 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on December 10, 2015, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated December 10, 2015, the Planning 
Commission finds the replat and rezoning for the 1125 Pine Street, should be approved. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a a replat to combine three 
parcels and subdivide the property into two separate lots, rezoned Mixed Use 
Residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium Density (RM), located at 1125 Pine Street.  
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of December, 2015. 

 
By: ______________________________ 

Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
December 10, 2015 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
Call to Order:  Chairman Tengler called the meeting to order at 6:30 P.M.  

Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 

Commission Members Present: Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman 
     Ann O’Connell, Secretary 

Steve Brauneis 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
Scott Russell 

Commission Members Absent: Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
 Staff Members Present:  Troy Russ, Interim Planning Director 

Sean McCartney, Principal Planner 
Lauren Trice, Planner I 

 

 1125 Pine Street Final Plat: Resolution 38, Series 2015. A resolution recommending 
approval of a replat to combine three parcels and subdivide the property into two 
separate lots, rezoned Mixed Use Residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium Density 
(RM), located at 1125 Pine Street.  
• Applicant/Owner/Representative:  Arn Rasker  
• Staff member:  Lauren Trice, Planner I 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on November 22, 2015.  Posted in City Hall, Public 
Library, Recreation Center, the Courts and Police Building and mailed to surrounding property 
owners and property posted on November 20, 2015. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Trice presented from Power Point: 

• North side of Pine Street between BNSF Railroad & Highway 42.  
• Currently zoned Commercial Community Zone District (CC) & part of Highway 42 

Revitalization area. 
• 15,813 sf.  
• One property with two legal descriptions, and three parcels. 

 
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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• There is a 1060 sf home built in 1930, a tool shed, and a chicken coop.

 
 

 

 
 
 

• Proposal is to take the three parcels, combine them, and re-subdivide them into Lot 1 
and Lot 2.   

• Lot 1 will be 4,703 sf and Lot 2 will be 10,502 sf.   
• Eligible for minor subdivision review. 
• Complies with all design criteria except: 

o 16.16.050(C) 
• Staff recommends the public land dedication of 15% come in the form of cash-in-lieu. 

 

 

 
C 

B 

A 
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• 16.16.050 (C) deals with the dimensions of the lot so the proportion of depth to width.  
This subdivision does not comply with it. Lot 1 does but Lot 2 does not. Even if you look 
at the angle of Lot 2 but taking those as two separate lots with the street frontage on the 
corner, even the southern part of Lot 2 does not comply with the 2.5x width.   

• Staff has looked at: 
 
 
 

16.24.010 
“The city council, upon advice of the planning commission, may authorize modifications from 
these regulations in cases where, due to exceptional topographical conditions or other 
conditions peculiar to the site, an unnecessary hardship would be placed on the subdivider. 
Such modifications shall not be granted if it would be detrimental to the public good or impair the 
basic intent and purposes of this title. Any modification granted shall be in keeping with the 
intent of the comprehensive development plan of the city.” 
  

• Staff believes the site is a “peculiar” shape due to the abandoned railroad right-of-way 
and existing depth of the lot.  The subdivider would be unable to provide two lots which 
meet the depth to width ratio while providing the required lot frontage.  Staff 
recommends Planning Commission authorize this modification.   

• This subdivision is triggering the rezoning consistent with Highway 42 Plan.   

 

Lot 2 

Lot 1 
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Lot 2: Residential Medium Density 

• 10,502 sf 
• Up to three residential units 
• Staff recommends proposed Lot 2 would be included within the Old Town Overlay 

Zoning District  
• If approved, the Old Town Overlay will be amended to include the proposed Lot 2  
• Does not require a PUD   

Lot 1: Mixed Use – Residential 
• 4,703 sf 
• Development needs to comply with MUDDSG 
• Requires a PUD 
• Existing single-family dwelling would be considered a legal, non-conforming use 

 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission approve of  Resolution No. 38, Series 2015, a 
resolution recommending approval of a replat to combine three parcels and subdivide the 
property into two separate lots, rezoned Mixed Use Residential and Residential Medium 
Density, located at 1125 Pine Street.  
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Commission Questions of Staff:  
Russell asks what is the difference between a property and a lot? 
Trice says this is all triggered on Boulder County as one property that comes up under one 
address at 1125 Pine Street. It has the two legal descriptions on Boulder County so it is 
recorded in two separate incidences but when it goes to the actual plat that the surveyor was 
working with, it comes up as three different parcels.   
Moline asks what would the current residential zoning allow? Is it meaningless to ask how many 
residences could be developed on the property now?   
Trice says any development would trigger the rezoning based on the Highway 42 plan.  
Russ says there is a required rezoning.  
Brauneis says you undoubtedly uncovered some curious stories adjacent to this. I trust that 
what you are proposing at this point would be fit with what might happen to other lots nearby 
going forward?  
Trice says it is something that has been a concern of Staff as this area continues to redevelop 
and how it will all work. This application does fit. 
Rice says this is all a quirk of history, the way this land is shaped and how it came together. 
Unless we get creative here, there is not much you can do with this property, is that a fair 
statement? So that’s why staff is proposing we get creative in terms of interpretation of the 
rules? 
Trice says yes. The railroad spur is the real problem. If you want someone to blame, it is them.  
Tengler asks if Lot 2 in the reconfiguration would be eligible for three dwellings? 
Trice says based on the minimum square footage per dwelling unit, which is 3,500 sf in 
residential medium zone district, you could have three units. The applicant has discussed it and 
it would be tricky to fit the three units with parking and access.   
Brauneis asks about the public land dedication and cash-in-lieu. What is the formula for that? 
Russ says that will come in the description for CC that comes at issuance of building permit. 
We would require an appraisal. There were a number of appraisals done for this particular 
property and the City would be satisfied. It would not be an additional burden on the applicant.  
Based on the appraisal, it is 15% of the value for the cash-in-lieu or total land area. In reviewing 
this with the Parks Department, they did not see it as an appropriate land dedication. This is the 
property the City attempted to acquire as part of the extension of Lee Street, which CC directed 
to remove from the Highway 42 plan.  We believe there are current appraisals that we can work 
out with the applicant.   
 
Applicant Presentation:  
Arn Rasker, 4782 Valhalla Drive, Boulder, CO  80301 
I represent the owner.  This was triggered because the City came to the owner asking for an 
 
easement in the little triangular area for an underground drainage addition which would take the 
drainage from the west side of the railroad track over into the Spruce Street area underground. 
In the process of applying the new zoning overlay to Lot 1, it actually adds the commercial  
component to that. Right now, it is a residence and it is grandfathered in as a residence. It 
cannot be used as a commercial property although it has been in the past. Any redevelopment 
on Lot 1 would imply a mandatory commercial component. 
Russ says this is the rezoning. The applicant is correct. They would be required to have the 
ground floor of the building to be commercial.   
 
Commission Questions of Applicant: 
None.  

Public Comment: 
Randy Caranci, 441 Elk Trail, Lafayette, CO 80026 
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This is a tough property because I hate to see it go. Is it currently zoned CC? It is right on Pine 
Street and it is hard to access. I hate to see us continually give up more and more commercial.  
We need that tax base and we want that sales tax base. I am not opposed to this at all or 
anything like that. I think there is a little bit of creep. In the construction business, we call it 
scope creep. I hope we can be aware of that in moving forward with other projects. I agree with 
Troy regarding traffic and the stacking of Highway 42 because I drive it frequently. I want to 
make a point about the last one because of the U-turn situation. Up there at Steel Ranch going 
in off of South Boulder Road eastbound, I think we should put a No U-Turn sign up there. I get 
almost hit continually and it’s a bad situation. The traffic and the stacking all pertains to what we 
do and how we do it.  
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Staff supports it. 

Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
No PC comments.  

Motion made by Russell to approve 1125 Pine Street Final Plat: Resolution 38, Series 2015. 
A resolution recommending approval of a replat to combine three parcels and subdivide the 
property into two separate lots, rezoned Mixed Use Residential (MU-R) and Residential Medium 
Density (RM), located at 1125 Pine Street, seconded by Brauneis.  Roll call vote.   
 

Name  Vote 
  
Chris Pritchard N/A 
Jeff Moline  Yes 
Ann O’Connell Yes 
Cary Tengler   Yes 
Steve Brauneis Yes 
Scott Russell  Yes 
Tom Rice Yes 
Motion passed/failed: Pass 

 
Motion passes 6-0. 
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1

City Council– Public Hearing

1125 Pine Street – Minor Subdivision
Ordinance No. 1711, Series 2016
Resolution No. 2,  Series 2016

A REQUEST FOR REZONING AND REPLAT TO 
COMBINE THREE PARCELS AND SUBDIVIDE 
THE PROPERTY INTO TWO SEPARATE LOTS, 
REZONED MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL (MU-R) 
AND RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY (RM), 
LOCATED AT 1125 PINE STREET. 6.

1125 Pine Street

•North side of 
Pine St. between 
BNSF Railroad & 
HWY 42

•Commercial 
Community Zone 
District (CC) & 
part of HWY 42 
Revitalization 
area

•15,813 SF lot
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•1 property, 2 legal 
descriptions, 3 parcels

•1060 SF home ca. 1930, 
tool shed, chicken coop

1125 Pine Street

1125 Pine Street
Original Request 

•Lot 1 – 4,703 SF

•Lot 2 – 10,502 SF (3 units)

•Eligible for minor subdivision 
review

• Complies with all design 
criteria except: 

•16.16.050 (C)

•Staff recommends the public 
land dedication of 15% 
come in the form of cash-in-
lieu
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1125 Pine Street

Required rezoning of this property must be consistent with 
the framework provided Land Use Exhibit A in MUDDSG

Proposed Zoning Exhibit A

1125 Pine Street

Lot 2: Residential Medium Density
• 10,502 SF
• Up to three residential units
• Staff recommends proposed Lot 

2 would be included within the 
Old Town Overlay Zoning 
District 

• If approved, the Old Town 
Overlay will be amended to 
include the proposed Lot 2 

• Does not require a PUD  

Proposed Zoning

Current Old Town 
Overlay Boundary
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1125 Pine Street

Lot 1: Mixed Use - Residential
• 4,703 SF
• Development needs to comply 

with MUDDSG
• Requires a PUD
• Existing single-family dwelling 

would be considered a legal, 
non-conforming use

Proposed Zoning

Current Old Town 
Overlay Boundary

1125 Pine Street
City Council Direction

1) Adjust the lot line between the proposed Lot 1 
and Lot 2 approximately 12 feet to the north so the 
maximum depth of the “buildable” portions of Lot 2 
is only 2.5 times the width.

2) Evaluate the requested plat with a Public Land 
Dedication (PLD) rather than a payment-in-lieu.  
The dedicated land would be maintained by the City 
of Louisville and possibly used for the preservation 
of the adjacent miners’ cabins. 
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1125 Pine Street
Lot Line Adjustment

Shift lot line north by 
approximately 12-feet

Lot 1 – 5,276sf

Lot 2 – 9,929sf 

Unbuildable

1125 Pine Street
Public Land 
Dedication

Potential 15% 
PLD (2,372sf)

Miner’s Cabins

Lot 1 – 4,703sf

Lot 2 – 8,130sf 

(2 units)
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1125 Pine Street
Public Land Dedication

2,372sf

Xcel Easement

City Water/Sewer 
Easement

Drainage 
Easement

1125 Pine Street
Applicant Request

Shift lot line 
north by 58- feet

Lot 1 – 7,586sf

Lot 2 – 7,623sf 

(2 units)

Unbuildable
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1125 Pine Street
Recommendation

Staff recommends City Council approve of the updated 
Ordinance 1711, Series 2016 and Resolution No. 2, Series 
2016 with the following condition:

1) The plat will be revised so that Lot 1 has the following 
dimensions: 50.37’ wide; 151.11’ long. The dimensions of  
Lot 2 (the balance of the subdivision property) shall be 
revised accordingly prior to recording of the plat.
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8B 

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1715, SERIES 2016, AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING SECTION 17.64.050 OF THE LOUISVILLE 
MUNICIPAL CODE TO MODIFY THE MINIMUM REVIEW 
SCHEDULE FOR REVIEW AND UPDATING OF THE CITYWIDE 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – 2nd Reading - Public Hearing –       
Advertised 01/10/2016 

 
DATE:  FEBURARY 2, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: TROY RUSS, PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY  
 
SUMMARY: 
 
Based on previous City Council direction, staff is requesting to extend the minimum 
review schedule for the City’s Comprehensive Plan from four years to ten years.  This 
amendment to the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) simply establishes the minimum 
review schedule and would not preclude City Council from reviewing the 
Comprehensive Plan more frequently. 
 
The most recent 20-year vision document was adopted in May of 2013.  With the 
adoption of this Ordinance, City Council would be required to review the 
Comprehensive Plan again in 2023. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 
Planning Commission unanimously (6-0) recommended City Council approve 
Ordinance No. 1715, Series 2016. No one from the public spoke on this item. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The extension of the minimum review period of the Comprehensive Plan would have a 
positive fiscal impact by reducing staff time spent updating the comprehensive plan.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council approve Ordinance No. 1715 Series 2016. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Ordinance 1715, Series 2016 
2. Planning Commission Minutes – December 10, 2015 Hearing 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1715  
SERIES 2016 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 17.64.050 OF THE LOUISVILLE 
MUNICIPAL CODE TO MODIFY THE MINIMUM REVIEW SCHEDULE FOR 
REVIEW AND UPDATING OF THE CITYWIDE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a Colorado home rule municipal corporation duly 
organized and existing under laws of the State of Colorado and the Louisville Home Rule 
Charter; and 

 
WHEREAS, by virtue of such authority, and as further authorized by state statutes, 

including but not limited to C.R.S. § 31-23-206, the City has broad authority to make and adopt a 
comprehensive plan for the physical development of the municipality; and  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to such authorities, on May 7, 2013, the City passed Resolution 

No. 18, Series 2013 adopting the 2013 Update of the 2009 Citywide Comprehensive Plan 
(“Comprehensive Plan”), which serves as a guiding document containing the policy framework 
under which new development and redevelopment within the City will be evaluated; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend the City’s minimum requirement for the 

review of the Comprehensive Plan from four years to ten years to better meet community 
expectations; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to retain the authority to review the 

Comprehensive Plan often as necessary; and 
 
WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing held December 10, 2015, where evidence 

and testimony were entered into the record, including the Louisville Planning Commission Staff 
Report dated December 10, 2015, the Louisville Planning Commission has recommended the City 
Council adopt the amendments to the Louisville Municipal Code set forth in this ordinance; and 

 
WHEREAS, the 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; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend Section 17.64.050 of the Louisville 

Municipal Code to modify the minimum review schedule for review and updating of the 
Comprehensive Plan;   
 

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

 
Section 1.  Section 17.64.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to 

read as follows (words to be added are underlined; words deleted are stricken through):  
  

Ordinance No. 1715, Series 2016 
Page 1 of 3 
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Sec. 17.64.050. - Time for review. 
 
A review and updating of the comprehensive plan shall occur at least 
every four ten years. The first review of the comprehensive plan after passage of 
the 2013 Update of the 2009 Citywide Comprehensive Plan (Resolution No. 18, 
Series 2013) ordinance codified in this chapter (Ordinance No. 1546, Series 2009) 
shall be completed on or before December 31, 201223. Subsequent reviews shall 
be completed on or before December 31 in every fourth tenth year thereafter. 
Additional reviews of the comprehensive plan may occur more often as necessary. 
 
Section 2.  If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason such 

decisions shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance The City 
Council hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part hereof 
irrespective of the fact that any one part be declared invalid. 

 
Section 3. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code of the 

City of Louisville by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or change in 
whole or in part any penalty, forfeiture, or liability, either civil or criminal, which shall have 
been incurred under such provision, and each provision shall be treated and held as still 
remaining in force for the purpose of sustaining any and all proper actions, suits, proceedings, 
and prosecutions for the enforcement of the penalty, forfeiture, or liability, as well as for the 
purpose of sustaining any judgment, decree, or order which can or may be rendered, entered, or 
made in such actions, suits, proceedings, or prosecutions. 
 

Section 4.  All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting with 
this ordinance or any portions hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or 
conflict. 

 
INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this ____ day of __________, 2016. 
 
 
 

______________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 

Ordinance No. 1715, Series 2016 
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______________________________ 
Light Kelly, P.C. 
City Attorney 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING this ____  day of 
_________, 2016. 
 

 
_____________________________ 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Nancy Varra, City Clerk 

Ordinance No. 1715, Series 2016 
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
December 10, 2015 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
Call to Order:  Chairman Tengler called the meeting to order at 6:30 P.M.  

Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 

Commission Members Present: Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman 
     Ann O’Connell, Secretary 

Steve Brauneis 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
Scott Russell 

Commission Members Absent: Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
 Staff Members Present:  Troy Russ, Interim Planning Director 

Sean McCartney, Principal Planner 
Lauren Trice, Planner I 

 
 Comprehensive Plan Review Time–Code Amendment, Resolution 40, Series 2015: 

A resolution recommending approval of an ordinance amending Section 17.64.050 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code to modify the minimum review schedule for review and 
updating of the citywide Comprehensive Plan.  
• Staff member:  Troy Russ, Interim Planning Director 

Over the next four months, we are cleaning up the LMC while we have extra help in 
implementing our new building software. The current municipal code 17.64.050 requires that the 
Comp Plan be updated every four years. During the Comp Plan adoption of 2013, CC made it 
very clear that they wished it were longer from a requirement. This is an extension of the 
minimum review of the Comp Plan, extending it from four years to ten years. It does not 
preclude PC from recommending from recommending or CC from initiating an earlier review. If 
CC chooses to do an earlier review, this simply says that at a minimum, you are going to do it 
ten years from the adoption of the plan. The next one will be required to be 2023; they could 
certainly do it anytime earlier. That is responding to comments made during the Comp Plan and 
since, and trying to put breathing time as a minimum between it.   
 
Motion made by O’Connell to approve Comprehensive Plan Review Time–Code 
Amendment, Resolution 40, Series 2015: A resolution recommending approval of an 
ordinance amending Section 17.64.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code to modify the minimum 
review schedule for review and updating of the citywide Comprehensive Plan.  
Seconded by Brauneis, roll call 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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Name  Vote 
  
Chris Pritchard N/A 
Jeff Moline  Yes 
Ann O’Connell Yes 
Cary Tengler   Yes 
Steve Brauneis Yes 
Scott Russell  Yes 
Tom Rice Yes 
Motion passed/failed: Pass 

 
Staff Comments:  None.  
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8C 

SUBJECT: CORE AREA AND DOWNTOWN PROJECTS DISCUSSION 
 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 2, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, P.E., PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
The Public Works Department will provide an overview of significant projects within the 
Core Area Redevelopment and Downtown. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Core Area and Downtown Projects Map 
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Drainage Work 
West of Tracks 

(May Completion)

Phase I/II Drainage 
Coordination with  

Core Area Detention and  
New WWTP

DELO 
Coordination

TEBO 
Coordination

Booster Paving 
also in 18,19,20 

CIP

Booster Paving 
also in 18,19 

CIP

Drainage Work 
includes Spruce Recon

Flood Plain Phase II (Jan - Aug 16)1

Flood Plain Phase I (Jan - Aug 16)2

2017 Waterline (Spring 17/Spring 18)10

South St Plaza (Summer 16 - Spring 17)3

BNSF Bridge (Feb - Aug 16)4

Parking (Summer - Fall 16)5

Booster Paving (Spring - Summer 16)6

South St Recon (Spring - Fall 16)7

Hwy42/Short Signal (Fall - Summer 17)8

2016 Waterline (Summer/Fall 16)9

1

2

3 4
5

5
7

1

1010

10

10

10

9

9

6

6

8

2016 Sewer (Summer/Fall 16)11

11

1110

9

11

2017 Sewer (Spring 17/Spring 18)12

12

12

Projects (Schedules Subject to Change)
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8D 

SUBJECT: AWARD BID FOR THE 2016 ASPHALT RESURFACING AND 
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT, 2016 HOT CHIP SEAL 
PROJECT AND 2016 CONCRETE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 2, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: KURT KOWAR, PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
Recommended 2016 Paving Award 
The Public Works Department recommends City Council approve three contracts for paving and 
related concrete work in 2016: 
 

1. Aggregate Industries (Paving) - $551,992 

 McCaslin Blvd. - US 36 to Dillon 

 Jefferson Ave. – Lafayette Street to Short Street 

 Lafarge Ave. – South Street to Lafayette Street 

 Miscellaneous Large Area Patching 
2. APC Construction Company (Hot Chip Paving) - $2,015,492 

 McCaslin Blvd. – Via Appia to South Boulder Road 

 W. Cherry St. – McCaslin to Pedestrian Crossing 

 W. Cherry St. – Coal Creek Lane to Hoover Avenue 

 S. 88th St. – Dillon Road to Tape Drive 
3. Concrete Works (Concrete) – $683,794 

 Street Improvement Concrete 

 Front Street Pass Through Concrete 

 Miscellaneous Concrete Citywide for Trails and Sidewalks 
 
In addition, staff is requesting approval of contingency funds in the amount of $128,374 or 5% 
for paving and $68,379 or 10% for concrete. 
 
 
2015 IMS Pavement Survey Considerations 
The City hired IMS to perform a digital condition survey of the streets in late 2015.  This digital 
survey is intended to update the City’s previous data, which was based on staff’s subjective 
sampling survey information and which was in some cases 3-5 years old. The preliminary 
results of the IMS survey are summarized below. This information is a preliminary summary of 
results that are still being reviewed by staff.  After we receive additional information from IMS, 
staff will provide a more detailed review and discussion of the results on February 23, However, 
staff to provide the preliminary summary information below to facilitate City Council’s decision 
on this 2016 bid award. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: ASPHALT, HOT CHIP SEAL AND CONCRETE  BID AWARD  

 
DATE:        FEBRUARY 2, 2016 

PAGE 2 OF 7 
 

 
 
 
Overall at the highest level of early summarization: 
 

 City streets have an average Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of 63. In comparison, IMS 
annually surveys 40-50 clients around the country and IMS says the average PCI for 
clients is 60 – 65.  Scores of recent IMS Colorado surveys include: 

o Boulder County – 62 
o Longmont – 71 
o City of Boulder – 78 (2010 data) 
o Denver – 64 
o Littleton – 65 
o Centennial – 66 
o Firestone – 71 
o Eagle – 77 

 IMS considers streets to be in “Excellent” condition if they have a PCI of 85 or above.  
17% of Louisville’s streets have a PCI greater than 85.  IMS recommends cities keep 
this value at least 15%. 

 IMS considers as “Backlog” the percent of streets with a PCI less than 40.  10% of 
Louisville’s streets have a PCI less than 40.  IMS recommends keeping the Backlog at 
less than 12%.  

 
Options 
The APC Construction Company included an add alternate line item for Hot Chip Paving on W. 
Cherry St. from the Pedestrian Crossing to Coal Creek Lane. 
 
IMS’s Pavement Condition Index scores for this segment of W. Cherry are 66, 67, and 70.  In 
comparison, the portions of W. Cherry Street that staff recommends resurfacing as part of this 
contract scored from 32 – 53.  Staff is not recommending resurfacing the middle portion of W. 
Cherry at this time because it still has sufficient remaining pavement life. This portion will require 
some patching and crack sealing in the near future. Staff believes the most cost effective 
approach to maintain this middle section of w. Cherry at an acceptable level is to patch and 
crack seal and then resurface at a later date. However, if City Council desires to add this portion 
of W. Cherry Street to the current bid award, it will require an additional $278,124 in paving and 
approximately $30,000 in concrete or $308,124 total plus contingency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

143



 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
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2015 IMS Pavement Survey Overall Condition Map 

 
 
 
Other Large CIP Considerations 
Council should also consider other large projects in the CIP while determining the best course of 
action on the current Street and Concrete improvements. Key project implications are 
summarized below:  
 
South Street Underpass 
Staff has worked with Atkins, the South Street Underpass design consultant to update old 
project costs to current day costs. The current City approved budget provides for roughly $2.6 
million in project funding.  Updated project costs associated with the BNSF construction 
agreement and City project portions is $3.5 million.  This is a difference of $900,000. The 
increase reflects increased BNSF bridge costs, increases in construction costs, and roughly 
$400,000 in additional scope to reflect City Council water and pavement booster improvements 
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SUBJECT: ASPHALT, HOT CHIP SEAL AND CONCRETE  BID AWARD  
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adjacent to the project and necessary to do in coordination with the project.  Additional funding 
will need to come from the Capital Projects Fund, Water Fund, and Stormwater Fund to cover 
these costs.   
 
Highway 42 and Short Intersection Improvements 
The City has $1.5 million budgeted for intersection improvements at Highway 42 and Short 
Street to install geometric lane improvements and a traffic signal.  $500,000 is available from 
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and staff projects $500,000 will be available 
from Boulder County Transportation Sales Tax. 
 
The CDOT operations division has been very difficult to coordinate what improvements they will 
support.  In addition, improvements to South Street and drainage along Highway 42 in this area 
may require additional project transition length from Short Street to South Street.  It is too early 
to quantify the cost impacts.  However, staff wants to emphasize that this is a large project with 
many unknowns both in design and cost.  It will take several more months to provide a reliable 
project budget that can be used. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Sources of Funding 

2015 Budget Turnback  Amount 

Street Reconstruction  $296,376 

Parks Trails Replacement  $10,000 

Total 2015 Budget Turnback  $306,376 

 

2016 Budget Account Amount 

Street Reconstruction 042-499-55310-04 $1,950,000 
Pavement Booster 042-499-55310-74 $1,045,000 
Concrete Replacement 042-499-55310-03 $90,000 
Front St / Community Park 042-499-55310-79 $10,000 
Parks Concrete 028-799-55330-06 $10,000 

Total 2016 Funding  $3,105,000 

 

2016 Projected Expenses  Amount 

Aggregate Industries  ($551,992) 
APC Construction Co.  ($2,015,494) 
Concrete Works  ($683,794) 
Contingency  ($196,754) 
Inspection/Testing/Locates  ($139,727) 
Crack Seal  ($100,000) 

Total 2016 Expenses  ($3,687,761) 

 
 

Program Level Net  Amount 

2015 Budget Turnback  $306,376 

2016 Budget  $3,105,000 

2016 Projected Expenses  ($3,687,761) 

Total Program Level Net  (276,385) 
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Optional Addition: 

Net w/ Middle W. Cherry  Amount 

Recommended Program Net  ($276,385) 

Middle W. Cherry Costs  ($325,030) 

Total Net w/ Middle Cherry  ($601,415) 

 

 
The most recent forecast for the Capital Projects Fund is shown below. As the forecast 
indicates, based on current projections unless revenue is higher than projected, project 
costs are lower or we defer currently planned projects, the Fund will need transfers from 
the General Fund to cover the roughly $350,000 shortfall projected to occur in 2020. 
This reflects the significant planned CIP projects in the next 5 years, including over $18 
million for paving along (not including another $7 million for related utility work). Planned 
expenditures for paving 2016 to 2020 are shown in the next graph, and the General 
Fund Forecast for 2016-2020 is shown after that. The General fund forecast shows 
roughly $800,000 in General Fund reserves above the 20% target in 2020. 
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= $1.2 million
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RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council award the 2016 Asphalt Resurfacing and Reconstruction Project 
to Aggregate Industries per their total bid of $551,992, authorize staff to execute change orders 
up to $27,600 as a 5% project contingency, and authorize the Mayor, Public Works Director and 
City Clerk to sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 
 
Staff recommends City Council award the 2016 Hot Chip Seal Project to APC Construction Co., 
LLC per their total bid of $2,015,494, authorize staff to execute change orders up to $100,775 
as a 5% project contingency, and authorize the Mayor, Public Works Director and City Clerk to 
sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 
 
Staff recommends City Council award the 2016 Concrete Replacement Project to Concrete 
Works per their total bid of $683,794, authorize staff to execute change orders up to $68,379 as 
a 10% project contingency, and authorize the Mayor, Public Works Director and City Clerk to 
sign and execute contract documents on behalf of the City. 

 
Staff recommends using Capital Project Fund reserves to cover the anticipated 
$276,385 in unbudgeted funding needed to cover the recommended awards and all 
project contingencies. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Aggregate Industries Agreement 
2. Concrete Works of Colorado Agreement 
3. APC Construction Co. Agreement 
4. Project Bid and Controls 
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AGREEMENT 

 
 
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this ________day of ____________ in the year 2016 
by and between: 
 
 CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 
 (hereinafter called OWNER) 
 
 and 
 
 AGGREGATE INDUSTRIES 
 (hereinafter called CONTRACTOR) 
 
OWNES and CONTRACTOR, in consideration of the mutual covenants hereinafter set forth, agree 
as follows. 
 
ARTICLE 1.  WORK 
 
CONTRACTOR shall complete all Work as specified or indicated in the Contract Documents.  The 
Work is generally described as follows: 
 
PROJECT: 2016 ASPHALT RESRUFACING AND RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
PROJECT NUMBER:  042-499-55310-04 
 
ARTICLE 2.  CONTRACT TIMES 
 
2.1 The CONTRACTOR shall substantially complete all work by _________ and within 30 

Contract Days after the date when the Contract Time commences to run.  The Work shall 
be completed and ready for final payment in accordance with paragraph 14.13 of the 
General Conditions within 50 Contract Days after the date when the Contract Times 
commence to run.  The Contract Times shall commence to run on the day indicated in the 
Notice to Proceed. 

 
2.2 LIQUIDATED DAMAGES.  The OWNER and the CONTRACTOR agree and recognize that 

time is of the essence in this contract and that the OWNER will suffer financial loss if the 
Work is not substantially complete by the date specified in paragraph 2.1 above, plus any 
extensions thereof allowed in accordance with the Article 12 of the General Conditions.  
OWNER and CONTRACTOR also agree that such damages are uncertain in amount and 
difficult to measure accurately.  Accordingly, the OWNER and CONTRACTOR agree that as 
liquidated damages, and not as a penalty, for delay in performance the CONTRACTOR shall 
pay the OWNER ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,000) for each and every Contract Day 
and portion thereof that expires after the time specified above for substantial completion of 
the Work until the same is finally complete and ready for final payment.  The liquidated 
damages herein specified shall only apply to the CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance, 
and shall not include litigation or attorneys’ fees incurred by the OWNER, or other incidental 
or consequential damages suffered by the OWNER due to the CONTRACTOR’s 
performance.  If the OWNER charges liquidated damages to the CONTRACTOR, this shall 
not preclude the OWNER from commencing an action against the CONTRACTOR for other 
actual harm resulting from the CONTRACTOR’s performance, which is not due to the 
CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance. 
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ARTICLE 3.  CONTRACT PRICE 
 
3.1 The OWNER shall pay in current funds, and the CONTRACTOR agrees to accept in full 

payment for performance of the Work, subject to additions and deductions from extra and/or 
omitted work and determinations of actual quantities as provided in the Contract Documents, 
the Contract Price of five hundred fifty one thousand nine hundred ninety two dollars 
($551,992.00) as set forth in the Bid Form of the CONTRACTOR dated December 22, 2015. 

 
As provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions estimated quantities are not 
guaranteed, and determinations of actual quantities and classification are to be made by 
ENGINEER as provided in paragraph 9.10 of the General Conditions.  Unit prices have been 
computed as provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions. 

 
 
ARTICLE 4.  PAYMENT PROCEDURES 
 
CONTRACTOR shall submit Applications for Payment in accordance with Article 14 of the General 
Conditions.  Applications for Payment will be processed by OWNER as provided in the General 
Conditions. 
 
4.1 PROGRESS PAYMENTS.  OWNER shall make progress payments on the basis of 

CONTRACTOR's Applications for Payment as recommended by ENGINEER, on or about the 
third Wednesday of each month during construction as provided below.  All progress 
payments will be on the basis of the progress of the Unit Price Work based on the number of 
units completed as provided in the General Conditions. 

 
4.1.1.1 Prior to final completion and acceptance, progress payments will be made in the amount 

equal to 95 percent of the calculated value of completed Work, and/or 95 percent of 
materials and equipment not incorporated in the Work (but delivered, suitably stored 
and accompanied by documentation satisfactory to OWNER as provided in 14.2 of the 
General Conditions), but in each case, less the aggregate of payments previously made 
and such less amounts as ENGINEER shall determine, or OWNER may withhold, in 
accordance with paragraph 14.7 of the General Conditions.   

 
If OWNER finds that satisfactory progress is being made in any phase of the Work, it 
may, in its discretion and upon written request by the CONTRACTOR, authorize final 
payment from the withheld percentage to the CONTRACTOR or subcontractors who 
have completed their work in a manner finally acceptable to the OWNER. Before any 
such payment may be made, the OWNER must, in an exercise of its discretion, 
determine that satisfactory and substantial reasons exist for the payment and there 
must be provided to the OWNER written approval from any surety furnishing bonds for 
the Work.   
 

 
Nothing contained in this provision shall preclude the OWNER and CONTRACTOR from 
making other arrangements consistent with C.R.S. 24-91-105 prior to contract award.  

 
4.2 FINAL PAYMENT.  Upon final completion and acceptance of the Work in accordance with 

paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions, OWNER shall pay the remainder of the Contract 
Price as provided in said paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions. 

 
  

150



29 
2016 Asphalt Resurfacing and Reconstruction Project 
 

ARTICLE 5.  CONTRACTOR'S REPRESENTATIONS 
 
In order to induce OWNER to enter into this Agreement CONTRACTOR makes the following 
representations: 
 
5.1 CONTRACTOR has examined and carefully studied the Contract Documents, (including the 

Addenda listed in paragraph 6.10) and the other related data identified in the Bidding 
Documents including "technical".  

 
5.2 CONTRACTOR has inspected the site and become familiar with and is satisfied as to the 

general, local and site conditions that may affect cost, progress, performance or furnishing of 
the Work. 

 
5.3 CONTRACTOR is familiar with and is satisfied as to all federal, state and local Laws and 

Regulations that may affect cost, progress and furnishing of the Work. 
 
5.4 CONTRACTOR has carefully studied all reports of exploration and tests of subsurface 

conditions at or contiguous to the site and all drawings of physical conditions relating to 
surface or subsurface structures at or contiguous to the site (Except Underground facilities) 
which have been identified in the General Conditions as provided in paragraph 4.2.1 of the 
General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR accepts the determination set forth in paragraph 4.2 of 
the General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR acknowledges that such reports and drawings are 
not Contract Documents and may not be complete for CONTRACTOR's purposes.  
CONTRACTOR acknowledges that OWNER and ENGINEER do not assume responsibility 
for the accuracy or completeness of information and data shown or indicated in the Contract 
Documents with respect to such reports, drawings or to Underground Facilities at or 
contiguous to the site.  CONTRACTOR has conducted, obtained and carefully studied (or 
assume responsibility for having done so) all necessary examinations, investigations, 
explorations, tests, studies, and data concerning conditions (surface, subsurface and 
Underground Facilities) at or contiguous to the site or otherwise which may affect cost, 
progress, performance or furnishing of the Work or which relate to any aspect of the means, 
methods, techniques, sequences and procedures of construction to be employed by 
CONTRACTOR and safety precautions and programs incident thereto.  CONTRACTOR does 
not consider that any additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, studies or 
data are necessary for the performance and furnishing of the Work at the Contract Price, 
within the Contract Times and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the 
Contract Documents. 

 
5.5 CONTRACTOR has reviewed and checked all information and data shown or indicated on 

the Contract Documents with respect to existing Underground Facilities at or contiguous to 
the site and assumes responsibility for the accurate location of said Underground Facilities.  
No additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, reports, studies or similar 
information or data in respect of said Underground Facilities are or will be required by 
CONTRACTOR in order to perform and furnish the Work at the Contract Price, within the 
Contract Time and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the Contract 
Documents, including specifically the provisions of paragraph 4.3 of the General Conditions. 

 
5.6 CONTRACTOR is aware of the general nature of work to be performed by OWNER and 

others at the site that relates to the Work as indicated in the Contract Documents.  
 
5.7 CONTRACTOR has correlated the information known to CONTRACTOR, information and 

observations obtained from visits to the site, reports and drawings identified in the Contract 
Documents and all additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests studies and 
data with the Contract Documents.  
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5.8 CONTRACTOR has given ENGINEER written notice of all conflicts, errors, ambiguities or 

discrepancies that CONTRACTOR has discovered in the Contract Documents and the written 
resolution thereof by ENGINEER is acceptable to CONTRACTOR, and the Contract 
Documents are generally sufficient to indicate and convey understanding of all terms and 
conditions for performance and furnishing the Work.   

 
 
ARTICLE 6.  CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 
 
The Contract Documents, which constitute the entire agreement between OWNER and 
CONTRACTOR concerning the Work, are all written documents, which define the Work and the 
obligations of the Contractor in performing the Work and the OWNER in providing compensation for 
the Work.  The Contract Documents include the following: 
 
6.1 Invitation to Bid. 
 
6.2 Instruction to Bidders. 
 
6.3 Bid Form. 
 
6.4 This Agreement. 
 
6.5 General Conditions. 
 
6.6 Supplementary Conditions. 
 
6.7 General Requirements. 
 
6.8 Technical Specifications. 
 
6.9   Drawings with each sheet bearing the title: 2016 ASPHALT RESURFACING AND 

RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
 
6.10 Change Orders, Addenda and other documents which may be required or specified including: 

6.10.1 Addenda No.   0   to  1    exclusive 
6.10.2 Documentation submitted by CONTRACTOR prior to Notice of Award. 
6.10.3 Schedule of Subcontractors   
6.10.4 Anti-Collusion Affidavit 
6.10.5  Certification of EEO Compliance 
6.10.6 Notice of Award 
6.10.7 Performance Bond 
6.10.8 Labor and Material Payment Bond 
6.10.9 Certificates of Insurance 
6.10.10 Notice to Proceed 
6.10.11 Contractor’s Proposal Request 
6.10.12 Contractor’s Overtime Request 
6.10.13 Field Order 
6.10.14 Work Change Directive 
6.10.15 Change Order 
6.10.16 Application for Payment 
6.10.17 Certificate of Substantial Completion 
6.10.18 Claim Release      
6.10.19 Final Inspection Report 
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6.10.20 Certificate of Final Completion 
6.10.21 Guarantee Period Inspection Report 

 
6.11 The following which may be delivered or issued after the Effective Date of the Agreement and 

are attached hereto:  All Written Amendments and other documents amending, modifying, or 
supplementing the Contract Documents pursuant to paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 of the General 
Conditions. 

 
6.12 In the event of conflict between the above documents, the prevailing document shall be as 

follows: 
 

1. Permits from other agencies as may be required. 
 
2. Special Provisions and Detail Drawings.  
 
3. Technical Specifications and Drawings.  Drawings and Technical Specifications are 

intended to be complementary.  Anything shown or called for in one and omitted in 
another is binding as if called for or shown by both.   

 
4. Supplementary Conditions. 

 
5. General Conditions. 
 
6. City of Louisville Design and Construction Standards. 

 
7. Reference Specifications. 

 
 
In case of conflict between prevailing references above, the one having the more stringent 
requirements shall govern.  
 
There are no Contract Documents other than those listed above in this Article 6.  The Contract 
Documents may only be amended, modified or supplemented as provided in paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 
of the General Conditions. 
 
ARTICLE 7.  MISCELLANEOUS 
 
7.1 Terms used in this Agreement, which are defined in Article 1 of the General Conditions, shall 

have the meanings indicated in the General Conditions. 
 
7.2 No assignment by a party hereto of any rights under or interests in the Contract Documents 

will be binding on another party hereto without the written consent of the party sought to be 
bound; and specifically but without limitation, moneys that may become due and moneys that 
are due may not be assigned without such consent (except to the extent that the effect of this 
restriction may be limited by law), and unless specifically stated to the contrary in any written 
consent to an assignment no assignment will release or discharge that assignor from any 
duty or responsibility under the Contract Documents. 

 
7.3 OWNER and CONTRACTOR each binds itself, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 

representatives to the other party hereto, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 
representatives in respect to all covenants, agreements and obligations contained in the 
Contract Documents. 
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ARTICLE 8.  OTHER PROVISIONS 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, OWNER and CONTRACTOR have signed this Agreement in duplicate.  
One counterpart each has been delivered to OWNER and CONTRACTOR.  All portions of the 
Contract Documents have been signed, initialed or identified by OWNER and CONTRACTOR. 
 
This Agreement will be effective on _______________________, 2016. 
 
 
 
OWNER: CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CONTRACTOR:  _________________________ 
 COLORADO 
 
By:   ______________________________  By:  ____________________________________ 
  Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
 
 

(CORPORATE SEAL)   (CORPORATE SEAL)                        
 
 
 
Attest:  ____________________________  Attest:  _________________________________   
  Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 
 
Address for giving notices:    Address for giving notices: 
 
749 Main Street  _______________________________________  
Louisville, Colorado 
80027  _______________________________________  
 
Attention:  City Engineer  _______________________________________  
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AGREEMENT 
 
 
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this      day of        in the year 2016 by and between: 
 
 CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 
 (hereinafter called OWNER) 
 
 and 
 
 CONCRETE WORKS OF COLORADO  
 (hereinafter called CONTRACTOR) 
 
OWNER and CONTRACTOR, in consideration of the mutual covenants hereinafter set forth, agree 
as follows. 
 
ARTICLE 1.  WORK 
 
CONTRACTOR shall complete all Work as specified or indicated in the Contract Documents.  The 
Work is generally described as follows: 
 
PROJECT: 2016 CONCRETE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
PROJECT NUMBER:  042-499-55310-03 
 
ARTICLE 2.  CONTRACT TIMES 
 
2.1 The CONTRACTOR shall substantially complete all work by _________ and within  56 

Contract Days after the date when the Contract Time commences to run.  The Work shall 
be completed and ready for final payment in accordance with paragraph 14.13 of the 
General Conditions within 76 Contract Days after the date when the Contract Times 
commence to run.  The Contract Times shall commence to run on the day indicated in the 
Notice to Proceed. 

 
2.2 LIQUIDATED DAMAGES.  The OWNER and the CONTRACTOR agree and recognize that 

time is of the essence in this contract and that the OWNER will suffer financial loss if the 
Work is not substantially complete by the date specified in paragraph 2.1 above, plus any 
extensions thereof allowed in accordance with the Article 12 of the General Conditions.  
OWNER and CONTRACTOR also agree that such damages are uncertain in amount and 
difficult to measure accurately.  Accordingly, the OWNER and CONTRACTOR agree that as 
liquidated damages, and not as a penalty, for delay in performance the CONTRACTOR shall 
pay the OWNER FOUR HUNDRED DOLLARS ($400) for each and every Contract Day and 
portion thereof that expires after the time specified above for substantial completion of the 
Work until the same is finally complete and ready for final payment.  The liquidated damages 
herein specified shall only apply to the CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance, and shall not 
include litigation or attorneys’ fees incurred by the OWNER, or other incidental or 
consequential damages suffered by the OWNER due to the CONTRACTOR’s performance.  
If the OWNER charges liquidated damages to the CONTRACTOR, this shall not preclude the 
OWNER from commencing an action against the CONTRACTOR for other actual harm 
resulting from the CONTRACTOR’s performance, which is not due to the CONTRACTOR’s 
delay in performance. 
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ARTICLE 3.  CONTRACT PRICE 
 
3.1 The OWNER shall pay in current funds, and the CONTRACTOR agrees to accept in full 

payment for performance of the Work, subject to additions and deductions from extra and/or 
omitted work and determinations of actual quantities as provided in the Contract Documents, 
the Contract Price of six hundred eighty three thousand seven hundred ninety four dollars 
($683,794.00) as set forth in the Bid Form of the CONTRACTOR dated December 22, 2015. 

 
As provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions estimated quantities are not 
guaranteed, and determinations of actual quantities and classification are to be made by 
ENGINEER as provided in paragraph 9.10 of the General Conditions.  Unit prices have been 
computed as provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions. 

 
 
ARTICLE 4.  PAYMENT PROCEDURES 
 
CONTRACTOR shall submit Applications for Payment in accordance with Article 14 of the General 
Conditions.  Applications for Payment will be processed by OWNER as provided in the General 
Conditions. 
 
4.1 PROGRESS PAYMENTS.  OWNER shall make progress payments on the basis of 

CONTRACTOR's Applications for Payment as recommended by ENGINEER, on or about the 
third Wednesday of each month during construction as provided below.  All progress 
payments will be on the basis of the progress of the Unit Price Work based on the number of 
units completed as provided in the General Conditions. 

 
4.1.1.1 Prior to final completion and acceptance, progress payments will be made in the amount 

equal to 95 percent of the calculated value of completed Work, and/or 95 percent of 
materials and equipment not incorporated in the Work (but delivered, suitably stored 
and accompanied by documentation satisfactory to OWNER as provided in 14.2 of the 
General Conditions), but in each case, less the aggregate of payments previously made 
and such less amounts as ENGINEER shall determine, or OWNER may withhold, in 
accordance with paragraph 14.7 of the General Conditions.   

 
If OWNER finds that satisfactory progress is being made in any phase of the Work, it 
may, in its discretion and upon written request by the CONTRACTOR, authorize final 
payment from the withheld percentage to the CONTRACTOR or subcontractors who 
have completed their work in a manner finally acceptable to the OWNER. Before any 
such payment may be made, the OWNER must, in an exercise of its discretion, 
determine that satisfactory and substantial reasons exist for the payment and there 
must be provided to the OWNER written approval from any surety furnishing bonds for 
the Work.   
 

 
Nothing contained in this provision shall preclude the OWNER and CONTRACTOR from 
making other arrangements consistent with C.R.S. 24-91-105 prior to contract award.  

 
4.2 FINAL PAYMENT.  Upon final completion and acceptance of the Work in accordance with 

paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions, OWNER shall pay the remainder of the Contract 
Price as provided in said paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions. 

 
ARTICLE 5.  CONTRACTOR'S REPRESENTATIONS 
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In order to induce OWNER to enter into this Agreement CONTRACTOR makes the following 
representations: 
 
5.1 CONTRACTOR has examined and carefully studied the Contract Documents, (including the 

Addenda listed in paragraph 6.10) and the other related data identified in the Bidding 
Documents including "technical".  

 
5.2 CONTRACTOR has inspected the site and become familiar with and is satisfied as to the 

general, local and site conditions that may affect cost, progress, performance or furnishing of 
the Work. 

 
5.3 CONTRACTOR is familiar with and is satisfied as to all federal, state and local Laws and 

Regulations that may affect cost, progress and furnishing of the Work. 
 
5.4 CONTRACTOR has carefully studied all reports of exploration and tests of subsurface 

conditions at or contiguous to the site and all drawings of physical conditions relating to 
surface or subsurface structures at or contiguous to the site (Except Underground facilities) 
which have been identified in the General Conditions as provided in paragraph 4.2.1 of the 
General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR accepts the determination set forth in paragraph 4.2 of 
the General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR acknowledges that such reports and drawings are 
not Contract Documents and may not be complete for CONTRACTOR's purposes.  
CONTRACTOR acknowledges that OWNER and ENGINEER do not assume responsibility 
for the accuracy or completeness of information and data shown or indicated in the Contract 
Documents with respect to such reports, drawings or to Underground Facilities at or 
contiguous to the site.  CONTRACTOR has conducted, obtained and carefully studied (or 
assume responsibility for having done so) all necessary examinations, investigations, 
explorations, tests, studies, and data concerning conditions (surface, subsurface and 
Underground Facilities) at or contiguous to the site or otherwise which may affect cost, 
progress, performance or furnishing of the Work or which relate to any aspect of the means, 
methods, techniques, sequences and procedures of construction to be employed by 
CONTRACTOR and safety precautions and programs incident thereto.  CONTRACTOR does 
not consider that any additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, studies or 
data are necessary for the performance and furnishing of the Work at the Contract Price, 
within the Contract Times and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the 
Contract Documents. 

 
5.5 CONTRACTOR has reviewed and checked all information and data shown or indicated on 

the Contract Documents with respect to existing Underground Facilities at or contiguous to 
the site and assumes responsibility for the accurate location of said Underground Facilities.  
No additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, reports, studies or similar 
information or data in respect of said Underground Facilities are or will be required by 
CONTRACTOR in order to perform and furnish the Work at the Contract Price, within the 
Contract Time and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the Contract 
Documents, including specifically the provisions of paragraph 4.3 of the General Conditions. 

 
5.6 CONTRACTOR is aware of the general nature of work to be performed by OWNER and 

others at the site that relates to the Work as indicated in the Contract Documents.  
 
5.7 CONTRACTOR has correlated the information known to CONTRACTOR, information and 

observations obtained from visits to the site, reports and drawings identified in the Contract 
Documents and all additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests studies and 
data with the Contract Documents.  
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5.8 CONTRACTOR has given ENGINEER written notice of all conflicts, errors, ambiguities or 
discrepancies that CONTRACTOR has discovered in the Contract Documents and the written 
resolution thereof by ENGINEER is acceptable to CONTRACTOR, and the Contract 
Documents are generally sufficient to indicate and convey understanding of all terms and 
conditions for performance and furnishing the Work.   

 
 
ARTICLE 6.  CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 
 
The Contract Documents, which constitute the entire agreement between OWNER and 
CONTRACTOR concerning the Work, are all written documents, which define the Work and the 
obligations of the Contractor in performing the Work and the OWNER in providing compensation for 
the Work.  The Contract Documents include the following: 
 
6.1 Invitation to Bid. 
 
6.2 Instruction to Bidders. 
 
6.3 Bid Form. 
 
6.4 This Agreement. 
 
6.5 General Conditions. 
 
6.6 Supplementary Conditions. 
 
6.7 General Requirements. 
 
6.8 Technical Specifications. 
 
6.9   Drawings with each sheet bearing the title: 2016 Concrete Replacement Project. 
 
6.10 Change Orders, Addenda and other documents which may be required or specified including: 
 

6.10.1 Addenda No.   0   to   1   exclusive 
6.10.2 Documentation submitted by CONTRACTOR prior to Notice of Award. 
6.10.3 Schedule of Subcontractors   
6.10.4 Anti-Collusion Affidavit 
6.10.5  Certification of EEO Compliance 
6.10.6 Notice of Award 
6.10.7 Performance Bond 
6.10.8 Labor and Material Payment Bond 
6.10.9 Certificates of Insurance 
6.10.10 Notice to Proceed 
6.10.11 Contractor’s Proposal Request 
6.10.12 Contractor’s Overtime Request 
6.10.13 Field Order 
6.10.14 Work Change Directive 
6.10.15 Change Order 
6.10.16 Application for Payment 
6.10.17 Certificate of Substantial Completion 
6.10.18 Claim Release      
6.10.19 Final Inspection Report 
6.10.20 Certificate of Final Completion 
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6.10.21 Guarantee Period Inspection Report 
 
6.11 The following which may be delivered or issued after the Effective Date of the Agreement and 

are attached hereto:  All Written Amendments and other documents amending, modifying, or 
supplementing the Contract Documents pursuant to paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 of the General 
Conditions. 

 
6.12 In the event of conflict between the above documents, the prevailing document shall be as 

follows: 
 

1. Permits from other agencies as may be required. 
 
2. Special Provisions and Detail Drawings.  
 
3. Technical Specifications and Drawings.  Drawings and Technical Specifications are 

intended to be complementary.  Anything shown or called for in one and omitted in 
another is binding as if called for or shown by both.   

 
4. Supplementary Conditions. 

 
5. General Conditions. 
 
6. City of Louisville Design and Construction Standards. 

 
7. Reference Specifications. 

 
 
In case of conflict between prevailing references above, the one having the more stringent 
requirements shall govern.  
 
There are no Contract Documents other than those listed above in this Article 6.  The Contract 
Documents may only be amended, modified or supplemented as provided in paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 
of the General Conditions. 
 
ARTICLE 7.  MISCELLANEOUS 
 
7.1 Terms used in this Agreement, which are defined in Article 1 of the General Conditions, shall 

have the meanings indicated in the General Conditions. 
 
7.2 No assignment by a party hereto of any rights under or interests in the Contract Documents 

will be binding on another party hereto without the written consent of the party sought to be 
bound; and specifically but without limitation, moneys that may become due and moneys that 
are due may not be assigned without such consent (except to the extent that the effect of this 
restriction may be limited by law), and unless specifically stated to the contrary in any written 
consent to an assignment no assignment will release or discharge that assignor from any 
duty or responsibility under the Contract Documents. 

 
7.3 OWNER and CONTRACTOR each binds itself, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 

representatives to the other party hereto, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 
representatives in respect to all covenants, agreements and obligations contained in the 
Contract Documents. 
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ARTICLE 8.  OTHER PROVISIONS 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, OWNER and CONTRACTOR have signed this Agreement in duplicate.  
One counterpart each has been delivered to OWNER and CONTRACTOR.  All portions of the 
Contract Documents have been signed, initialed or identified by OWNER and CONTRACTOR. 
 
This Agreement will be effective on _______________________, 2016. 
 
 
 
OWNER: CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CONTRACTOR:  _________________________ 
 COLORADO 
 
By:   ______________________________  By:  ____________________________________ 
  Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
 
 

(CORPORATE SEAL)   (CORPORATE SEAL)                        
 
 
 
Attest:  ____________________________  Attest:  _________________________________   
  Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 
 
Address for giving notices:    Address for giving notices: 
 
749 Main Street  _______________________________________  
Louisville, Colorado 
80027  _______________________________________  
 
Attention:  City Engineer  _______________________________________  
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AGREEMENT 

 
 
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this ________day of ____________ in the year 2016 
by and between: 
 
 CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO 
 (hereinafter called OWNER) 
 
 and 
 
 APC CONSTRUCTION CO. 
 (hereinafter called CONTRACTOR) 
 
OWNES and CONTRACTOR, in consideration of the mutual covenants hereinafter set forth, agree 
as follows. 
 
ARTICLE 1.  WORK 
 
CONTRACTOR shall complete all Work as specified or indicated in the Contract Documents.  The 
Work is generally described as follows: 
 
PROJECT: 2016 HOT CHIP SEAL PROJECT 
PROJECT NUMBER:  042-499-55310-04 
 
ARTICLE 2.  CONTRACT TIMES 
 
2.1 The CONTRACTOR shall substantially complete all work by _________ and within 50 

Contract Days after the date when the Contract Time commences to run.  The Work shall 
be completed and ready for final payment in accordance with paragraph 14.13 of the 
General Conditions within 70 Contract Days after the date when the Contract Times 
commence to run.  The Contract Times shall commence to run on the day indicated in the 
Notice to Proceed. 

 
2.2 LIQUIDATED DAMAGES.  The OWNER and the CONTRACTOR agree and recognize that 

time is of the essence in this contract and that the OWNER will suffer financial loss if the 
Work is not substantially complete by the date specified in paragraph 2.1 above, plus any 
extensions thereof allowed in accordance with the Article 12 of the General Conditions.  
OWNER and CONTRACTOR also agree that such damages are uncertain in amount and 
difficult to measure accurately.  Accordingly, the OWNER and CONTRACTOR agree that as 
liquidated damages, and not as a penalty, for delay in performance the CONTRACTOR shall 
pay the OWNER ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,000) for each and every Contract Day 
and portion thereof that expires after the time specified above for substantial completion of 
the Work until the same is finally complete and ready for final payment.  The liquidated 
damages herein specified shall only apply to the CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance, 
and shall not include litigation or attorneys’ fees incurred by the OWNER, or other incidental 
or consequential damages suffered by the OWNER due to the CONTRACTOR’s 
performance.  If the OWNER charges liquidated damages to the CONTRACTOR, this shall 
not preclude the OWNER from commencing an action against the CONTRACTOR for other 
actual harm resulting from the CONTRACTOR’s performance, which is not due to the 
CONTRACTOR’s delay in performance. 
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ARTICLE 3.  CONTRACT PRICE 
 
3.1 The OWNER shall pay in current funds, and the CONTRACTOR agrees to accept in full 

payment for performance of the Work, subject to additions and deductions from extra and/or 
omitted work and determinations of actual quantities as provided in the Contract Documents, 
the Contract Price of two million fifteen thousand four hundred ninety three dollars and eleven 
cents ($2,015,493.11) as set forth in the Bid Form of the CONTRACTOR dated December 22, 
2015. 

 
As provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions estimated quantities are not 
guaranteed, and determinations of actual quantities and classification are to be made by 
ENGINEER as provided in paragraph 9.10 of the General Conditions.  Unit prices have been 
computed as provided in paragraph 11.9 of the General Conditions. 

 
 
ARTICLE 4.  PAYMENT PROCEDURES 
 
CONTRACTOR shall submit Applications for Payment in accordance with Article 14 of the General 
Conditions.  Applications for Payment will be processed by OWNER as provided in the General 
Conditions. 
 
4.1 PROGRESS PAYMENTS.  OWNER shall make progress payments on the basis of 

CONTRACTOR's Applications for Payment as recommended by ENGINEER, on or about the 
third Wednesday of each month during construction as provided below.  All progress 
payments will be on the basis of the progress of the Unit Price Work based on the number of 
units completed as provided in the General Conditions. 

 
4.1.1.1 Prior to final completion and acceptance, progress payments will be made in the amount 

equal to 95 percent of the calculated value of completed Work, and/or 95 percent of 
materials and equipment not incorporated in the Work (but delivered, suitably stored 
and accompanied by documentation satisfactory to OWNER as provided in 14.2 of the 
General Conditions), but in each case, less the aggregate of payments previously made 
and such less amounts as ENGINEER shall determine, or OWNER may withhold, in 
accordance with paragraph 14.7 of the General Conditions.   

 
If OWNER finds that satisfactory progress is being made in any phase of the Work, it 
may, in its discretion and upon written request by the CONTRACTOR, authorize final 
payment from the withheld percentage to the CONTRACTOR or subcontractors who 
have completed their work in a manner finally acceptable to the OWNER. Before any 
such payment may be made, the OWNER must, in an exercise of its discretion, 
determine that satisfactory and substantial reasons exist for the payment and there 
must be provided to the OWNER written approval from any surety furnishing bonds for 
the Work.   
 

 
Nothing contained in this provision shall preclude the OWNER and CONTRACTOR from 
making other arrangements consistent with C.R.S. 24-91-105 prior to contract award.  

 
4.2 FINAL PAYMENT.  Upon final completion and acceptance of the Work in accordance with 

paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions, OWNER shall pay the remainder of the Contract 
Price as provided in said paragraph 14.13 of the General Conditions. 
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ARTICLE 5.  CONTRACTOR'S REPRESENTATIONS 
 
In order to induce OWNER to enter into this Agreement CONTRACTOR makes the following 
representations: 
 
5.1 CONTRACTOR has examined and carefully studied the Contract Documents, (including the 

Addenda listed in paragraph 6.10) and the other related data identified in the Bidding 
Documents including "technical".  

 
5.2 CONTRACTOR has inspected the site and become familiar with and is satisfied as to the 

general, local and site conditions that may affect cost, progress, performance or furnishing of 
the Work. 

 
5.3 CONTRACTOR is familiar with and is satisfied as to all federal, state and local Laws and 

Regulations that may affect cost, progress and furnishing of the Work. 
 
5.4 CONTRACTOR has carefully studied all reports of exploration and tests of subsurface 

conditions at or contiguous to the site and all drawings of physical conditions relating to 
surface or subsurface structures at or contiguous to the site (Except Underground facilities) 
which have been identified in the General Conditions as provided in paragraph 4.2.1 of the 
General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR accepts the determination set forth in paragraph 4.2 of 
the General Conditions.  CONTRACTOR acknowledges that such reports and drawings are 
not Contract Documents and may not be complete for CONTRACTOR's purposes.  
CONTRACTOR acknowledges that OWNER and ENGINEER do not assume responsibility 
for the accuracy or completeness of information and data shown or indicated in the Contract 
Documents with respect to such reports, drawings or to Underground Facilities at or 
contiguous to the site.  CONTRACTOR has conducted, obtained and carefully studied (or 
assume responsibility for having done so) all necessary examinations, investigations, 
explorations, tests, studies, and data concerning conditions (surface, subsurface and 
Underground Facilities) at or contiguous to the site or otherwise which may affect cost, 
progress, performance or furnishing of the Work or which relate to any aspect of the means, 
methods, techniques, sequences and procedures of construction to be employed by 
CONTRACTOR and safety precautions and programs incident thereto.  CONTRACTOR does 
not consider that any additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, studies or 
data are necessary for the performance and furnishing of the Work at the Contract Price, 
within the Contract Times and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the 
Contract Documents. 

 
5.5 CONTRACTOR has reviewed and checked all information and data shown or indicated on 

the Contract Documents with respect to existing Underground Facilities at or contiguous to 
the site and assumes responsibility for the accurate location of said Underground Facilities.  
No additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests, reports, studies or similar 
information or data in respect of said Underground Facilities are or will be required by 
CONTRACTOR in order to perform and furnish the Work at the Contract Price, within the 
Contract Time and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of the Contract 
Documents, including specifically the provisions of paragraph 4.3 of the General Conditions. 

 
5.6 CONTRACTOR is aware of the general nature of work to be performed by OWNER and 

others at the site that relates to the Work as indicated in the Contract Documents.  
 
5.7 CONTRACTOR has correlated the information known to CONTRACTOR, information and 

observations obtained from visits to the site, reports and drawings identified in the Contract 
Documents and all additional examinations, investigations, explorations, tests studies and 
data with the Contract Documents.  
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5.8 CONTRACTOR has given ENGINEER written notice of all conflicts, errors, ambiguities or 

discrepancies that CONTRACTOR has discovered in the Contract Documents and the written 
resolution thereof by ENGINEER is acceptable to CONTRACTOR, and the Contract 
Documents are generally sufficient to indicate and convey understanding of all terms and 
conditions for performance and furnishing the Work.   

 
 
ARTICLE 6.  CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 
 
The Contract Documents, which constitute the entire agreement between OWNER and 
CONTRACTOR concerning the Work, are all written documents, which define the Work and the 
obligations of the Contractor in performing the Work and the OWNER in providing compensation for 
the Work.  The Contract Documents include the following: 
 
6.1 Invitation to Bid. 
 
6.2 Instruction to Bidders. 
 
6.3 Bid Form. 
 
6.4 This Agreement. 
 
6.5 General Conditions. 
 
6.6 Supplementary Conditions. 
 
6.7 General Requirements. 
 
6.8 Technical Specifications. 
 
6.9   Drawings with each sheet bearing the title: 2016 HOT CHIPSEAL PROJECT 
 
6.10 Change Orders, Addenda and other documents which may be required or specified including: 
 

6.10.1 Addenda No.   0   to  1    exclusive 
6.10.2 Documentation submitted by CONTRACTOR prior to Notice of Award. 
6.10.3 Schedule of Subcontractors   
6.10.4 Anti-Collusion Affidavit 
6.10.5  Certification of EEO Compliance 
6.10.6 Notice of Award 
6.10.7 Performance Bond 
6.10.8 Labor and Material Payment Bond 
6.10.9 Certificates of Insurance 
6.10.10 Notice to Proceed 
6.10.11 Contractor’s Proposal Request 
6.10.12 Contractor’s Overtime Request 
6.10.13 Field Order 
6.10.14 Work Change Directive 
6.10.15 Change Order 
6.10.16 Application for Payment 
6.10.17 Certificate of Substantial Completion 
6.10.18 Claim Release      
6.10.19 Final Inspection Report 
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6.10.20 Certificate of Final Completion 
6.10.21 Guarantee Period Inspection Report 

 
6.11 The following which may be delivered or issued after the Effective Date of the Agreement and 

are attached hereto:  All Written Amendments and other documents amending, modifying, or 
supplementing the Contract Documents pursuant to paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 of the General 
Conditions. 

 
6.12 In the event of conflict between the above documents, the prevailing document shall be as 

follows: 
 

1. Permits from other agencies as may be required. 
 
2. Special Provisions and Detail Drawings.  
 
3. Technical Specifications and Drawings.  Drawings and Technical Specifications are 

intended to be complementary.  Anything shown or called for in one and omitted in 
another is binding as if called for or shown by both.   

 
4. Supplementary Conditions. 

 
5. General Conditions. 
 
6. City of Louisville Design and Construction Standards. 

 
7. Reference Specifications. 

 
 
In case of conflict between prevailing references above, the one having the more stringent 
requirements shall govern.  
 
There are no Contract Documents other than those listed above in this Article 6.  The Contract 
Documents may only be amended, modified or supplemented as provided in paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 
of the General Conditions. 
 
ARTICLE 7.  MISCELLANEOUS 
 
7.1 Terms used in this Agreement, which are defined in Article 1 of the General Conditions, shall 

have the meanings indicated in the General Conditions. 
 
7.2 No assignment by a party hereto of any rights under or interests in the Contract Documents 

will be binding on another party hereto without the written consent of the party sought to be 
bound; and specifically but without limitation, moneys that may become due and moneys that 
are due may not be assigned without such consent (except to the extent that the effect of this 
restriction may be limited by law), and unless specifically stated to the contrary in any written 
consent to an assignment no assignment will release or discharge that assignor from any 
duty or responsibility under the Contract Documents. 

 
7.3 OWNER and CONTRACTOR each binds itself, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 

representatives to the other party hereto, its partners, successors, assigns and legal 
representatives in respect to all covenants, agreements and obligations contained in the 
Contract Documents. 
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ARTICLE 8.  OTHER PROVISIONS 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, OWNER and CONTRACTOR have signed this Agreement in duplicate.  
One counterpart each has been delivered to OWNER and CONTRACTOR.  All portions of the 
Contract Documents have been signed, initialed or identified by OWNER and CONTRACTOR. 
 
This Agreement will be effective on _______________________, 2016. 
 
 
 
OWNER: CITY OF LOUISVILLE, CONTRACTOR:  _________________________ 
 COLORADO 
 
By:   ______________________________  By:  ____________________________________ 
  Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 
 
 

(CORPORATE SEAL)   (CORPORATE SEAL)                        
 
 
 
Attest:  ____________________________  Attest:  _________________________________   
  Nancy Varra, City Clerk 
 
 
Address for giving notices:    Address for giving notices: 
 
749 Main Street  _______________________________________  
Louisville, Colorado 
80027  _______________________________________  
 
Attention:  City Engineer  _______________________________________  
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2016 Street Improvements Project Financial Data 
(Street Improvement, Booster, Concrete) 

1. Low Bid Sub Total Costs 

1A.  Paving 
Bid Open:   December 22, 2015 

Number of Bidders:  5 

Low Bidder:   Aggregate Industries 

McCaslin Blvd (US 36 to Dillon Rd)  $175,480.50 

Jefferson Ave (Lafayette St to Short St)  $142,212.75 

Lafarge Ave (Lafayette St to Caledonia St)  $60,008.50 

Lafarge Ave (Caledonia St to Short St)          $75,097.25 

Lafarge Ave (Short St to South St)  $77,387.00 

Miscellaneous Patching  $21,806.00 

1B.  Hot Chip Paving 
Bid Open:   December 22, 2015 

Number of Bidders:  1 

Low Bidder:   APC Construction Company 

McCaslin Blvd (SBR to Via Appia) $929,930.01 

W. Cherry St (McCaslin Blvd to Ped Crossing) $324,804.10 

W. Cherry St (Coal Creek Ln to S. Carter Ct) $258,417.20 

S. 88
th

 St (Dillon Rd. to Tape Dr.)        $457,341.80 

Bid Alt 1 – W. Cherry St (Ped Crossing to Coal Creek Ln) $278,123.60 

1C.  Concrete 
Bid Open:   December 22, 2015 

Number of Bidders:  2 

Low Bidder:   Concrete Works 

McCaslin Blvd (City Limits to Dillon Rd)   $16,290.00 

McCaslin Blvd (SBR to Via Appia)  $237,905.00 

W. Cherry St (McCaslin Blvd to Ped Crossing)  $28,501.00 

S. 88
th

 St (Dillon Rd to Tape Dr)  $78,082.00 

Miscellaneous Concrete  $23,058.00 

Parks Concrete  $17,464.00 

S. Front St Path  $19,128.00 

Jefferson Ave (Short St to Lafayette St)  $112,685.00 

Lafarge Ave (Lafayette St to South St)  $150,681.00 
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2. Project Accounting Controls and Components 
 

STREET RECONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Description Account No. Expenses Contractor 

Concrete Contract 042-499-55310-04 $360,778.00 
Concrete 

Works 

Asphalt Contract 042-499-55310-04 $197,286.50 Aggregate  

Hot Chip Contract 042-499-55310-04 $2,015,493.11 APC 

Soft Costs  042-499-55310-04 $84,727.00 Other 

10% Contingency  
Concrete  

042-499-55310-04 $36,077.80 Staff 

5% Contingency Asphalt 042-499-55310-04 $9,864.00 Staff 

5% Contingency Hot Chip 042-499-55310-04 $100,775.00 Staff 

Crack Seal 042-499-55310-04 $100,000.00 Other 

    

Total Expenditure 042-499-55310-04 $2,905,001.41  

Budget 042-499-55310-04 $1,950,000.00  

Net  ($955,001.41)  
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PAVEMENT BOOSTER PROGRAM 

Description Account No. Expenses Contractor 

Concrete Contract 042-499-55310-74 $263,366.00 
Concrete 

Works 

Asphalt Contract 042-499-55310-74 $354,705.50 Aggregate 

Soft Costs 042-499-55310-74 $48,500.00 Other 

5% Contingency  
Concrete  

042-499-55310-74 $13,168.30 Staff 

5% Contingency Asphalt 042-499-55310-74 $17,735.28 Staff 

    

Total Expenditure 042-499-55310-74 $697,475.08  

Budget 042-499-55310-74 $1,045,000.00  

Net  $347,524.92  

  

 

FRONT STREET PASS THROUGH TO COMMUNITY PARK 

Description Account No. Expenses Contractor 

Concrete Replacement 042-499-55310-79 $19,128.00 
Concrete 

Works 

Soft Costs 042-499-55310-79 $1,000.00 Other 

10% Contingency  
Concrete  

042-499-55310-79 $1,913.00 Staff 

    

Total Expenditure 042-499-55310-79 $22,041.00  

Budget 042-499-55310-79 $10,000.00  

Net  ($12,041.00)  
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PARKS CONCRETE 

Description Account No. Expenses Contractor 

Concrete Replacement 028-799-55330-06 $17,464.00 
Concrete 

Works 

Soft Costs 028-799-55330-06 $1,000.00 Other 

10% Contingency  
Concrete  

028-799-55330-06 $1,746.00 Staff 

    

Total Expenditure 028-799-55330-06 $20,210.00  

Budget 028-799-55330-06 $10,000.00  

Net  ($10,210.00)  

 

MISCELLANEOUS CONCRETE 

Description Account No. Expenses Contractor 

Concrete Replacement 042-499-55310-03 $23,058.00 
Concrete 

Works 

Soft Costs 042-499-55310-03 $4,500.00 Other 

10% Contingency  
Concrete  

042-499-55310-03 $2,306.00 Staff 

    

Total Expenditure 042-499-55310-03 $29,864.00  

Budget 042-499-55310-03 $90,000.00  

Net  $60,136.00  

 

170


	3
	5a
	0115 15 Handtype 93229 CDE
	0115 Handtype 93231 CDE
	0121 Handtype 93281 CDE
	0202 15 Warrant 93355 CDE
	0202 Warrant 93357 CDE

	5b
	5c
	8a
	ADP459A.tmp
	 North side of Pine Street between BNSF Railroad & Highway 42.
	 Currently zoned Commercial Community Zone District (CC) & part of Highway 42 Revitalization area.
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