
 

 
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, April 19, 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: April 5, 2016 
C. Approval of Executive Session at 6:00 p.m. on May 3, 2016 
D. Approval of Dell Procurement 

 
6. COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS 

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

7. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
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8. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 

A. RESOLUTION NO. 17, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING THE SOUTH BOULDER ROAD SMALL AREA 
PLAN 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action  

 
B. RESOLUTION NO. 18, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING A FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 
PLAN TO ALLOW FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A TWO-
STORY, 59,629 SF MULTI-TENANT OFFICE/FLEX TECH 
SPACE FOR LOTS 3 & 4, CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS 
PARK 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 Action  

 
C. DISCUSSION/DIRECTION – 2016 BALLOT QUESTION FOR 

EXTENSION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION TAX  
 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comments (Please limit to three minutes each) 

 Council Questions & Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8:15 – 9:15 pm 

9:00 – 9:15 pm 

7:15 – 8:15 pm 

8:15 – 9:00 pm 
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D. 3rd AMENDMENT TO NORTH END GENERAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) and NORTH END MARKET 
FINAL PLAT AND PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) – 
SOUTH BOULDER ROAD AND BLUE STAR LANE 

 
a. ORDINANCE NO. 1717, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE 

APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE NORTH END 
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) TO ALLOW 27 
ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND REDUCE THE 
COMMERCIAL SPACE TO 40,000 SQUARE FEET – 1ST 
READING – Set Public Hearing 05/17/2016 

 City Attorney Introduction 

 Action 

 
b. RESOLUTION NO. 19, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION 

APPROVING A FINAL PLAT AND FINAL PLANNED 
UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT A MULTI-
USE DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING OF 65 DWELLING 
UNITS AND 40,000 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL 
SPACE AT BLOCK 11, NORTH END PHASE II – 
CONTINUE TO 05/17/16 

 
E. ORDINANCE NO. 1718, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE 

AMENDING SECTIONS 5.10.140 AND 5.11.150 OF THE 
LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO EXPAND HOURS OF 
OPERATION FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA STORES – 1st Reading – Set Public 
Hearing 05/03/2016 

 City Attorney Introduction 

 Action 

 
9. CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

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

11. ADJOURNMENT 

9:15 – 9:45 pm 

9:45 – 10:00  pm 



Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville03/31/16 12:06

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 40693
Page 1 of 2
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 94237 Period: 03/31/16

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

14164-1 ALPINE BANK

032116 COMMUNITY SOLAR PANEL LEASE 03/21/16 04/20/16          757.47 

032116 COMMUNITY SOLAR PANEL LEASE 03/21/16 04/20/16        3,229.23        3,986.70  

10301-1 COLORADO COMMUNITY SHARES

033116 1ST QTR 2016 CONTRIBUTIONS 03/31/16 04/30/16          740.88          740.88  

5255-1 FAMILY SUPPORT REGISTRY

032516 EMPLOYEE GARNISHMENT PP#06 03/25/16 04/24/16          100.00          100.00  

655-1 FOOTHILLS UNITED WAY

033116 1ST QTR 2016 CONTRIBUTIONS 03/31/16 04/30/16          390.00          390.00  

14002-1 KANSAS PAYMENT CENTER

032516 EMPLOYEE GARNISHMENT PP#06 03/25/16 04/24/16          270.46          270.46  

13997-1 LAUREN TRICE

033116 TRAVEL ADVANCE 4/2-4/5/16 03/31/16 04/30/16          236.00          236.00  

9750-1 LEGALSHIELD

032516 #22554 MAR 16 EMPLOYEE PREMIUM 03/25/16 04/24/16          302.00          302.00  

7735-1 LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP

LIFE0416 000010008469 APR 16 LIFE/AD&D 04/01/16 05/01/16        6,022.07 

LTD0416 000010008470 APR 16 LTD PREM 04/01/16 05/01/16        3,288.46        9,310.53  

14246-1 MANAGER OF FINANCE

032516 EMPLOYEE GARNISHMENT PP#06 03/25/16 04/24/16           19.39           19.39  

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

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS       15,355.96       15,355.96 

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

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS       15,355.96       15,355.96 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
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ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 41259
Page 1 of 2
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 94338 Period: 04/07/16

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

13776-1 GRAHAM CLARK

033016 TRAVEL ADVANCE 5/22-5/25/16 03/30/16 04/29/16          500.00          500.00  

9813-1 HEATHER BALSER

033016 TRAVEL ADVANCE 4/13-4/15/16 03/30/16 04/29/16          194.64          194.64  

14154-1 INTEGRA TELECOM

13745109 APR 16 PHONE CIRCUITS 03/21/16 04/20/16          921.84 

13745109 APR 16 PHONE CIRCUITS 03/21/16 04/20/16           31.90 

13745109 APR 16 PHONE CIRCUITS 03/21/16 04/20/16           26.58 

13745109 APR 16 PHONE CIRCUITS 03/21/16 04/20/16           18.70          999.02  

14072-1 JESSICA ARVANITES

033116 TRAVEL RECON 3/20-3/24/16 03/31/16 04/30/16          663.98          663.98  

13274-1 ROBERT P MUCKLE

033016 TRAVEL ADVANCE 4/13-4/15/16 03/30/16 04/29/16          194.64          194.64  

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

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS        2,552.28        2,552.28 

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

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS        2,552.28        2,552.28 

5



Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville04/13/16 10:13

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 41612
Page 1 of 11
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 94387 Period: 04/19/16

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

12251-1 ACZ LABORATORIES INC

29419 LAB ANALYSIS FEES WWTP 04/05/16 05/05/16          160.00          160.00  

14231-1 ADVANCED CARE CPR TRAINING

803 CONTRACTOR FEES BABYSITTING 03/26/16 04/25/16          225.00          225.00  

14245-1 ALLIXA CONSULTING INC

A16002 MAR 16 CONTRACT AUDITOR 04/08/16 05/08/16        1,400.00        1,400.00  

9319-1 AMERICAN DATA GROUP INC

10230 NEW WEB SERVER SETUP 03/31/16 04/30/16          195.00          195.00  

13976-1 ARTCRAFT SIGN COMPANY

2500 SIGNAGE 02/26/16 03/27/16       12,652.00 

2500 SIGNAGE 02/26/16 03/27/16        5,640.00 

2500 SIGNAGE 02/26/16 03/27/16        5,640.00       23,932.00  

14199-1 ARTSMARKET INC

041116 MUSEUM BUSINESS PLAN FEDEX FEE 04/11/16 05/11/16           10.31           10.31  

480-1 AV-TECH ELECTRONICS INC

64518-IN HALOGEN BULB UNIT 3425 03/08/16 04/07/16           44.80 

64648-IN LIGHT BAR UNIT 5317 03/24/16 04/23/16          249.99          294.79  

5001-1 BACKFLOW TECH

84655 BACKFLOW REPAIR WWTP 03/28/16 04/27/16          189.30          189.30  

13855-1 BIG AIR JUMPERS INC

O19732 NITE AT REC INFLATABLES 04/01/16 05/01/16          619.00 

O19733 NITE AT REC INFLATABLES 04/08/16 05/08/16          544.00        1,163.00  

640-1 BOULDER COUNTY

033116 MAR 16 BOULDER COUNTY USE TAX 03/31/16 04/30/16       43,606.55 

12822 JAN 16 RECYCLING FEES 02/29/16 03/30/16          969.64 

12994 FEB 16 RECYCLING FEES 03/31/16 04/30/16          840.28       45,416.47  

7140-2 BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

3 KESTREL DEV PERMIT FEE REBATES 03/22/16 04/21/16      459,126.20 

3 KESTREL DEV PERMIT FEE REBATES 03/22/16 04/21/16      128,381.00      587,507.20  

12880-1 BOYAGIAN CONSULTING LLC

040116 MAR 16 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 04/01/16 05/01/16        2,500.00        2,500.00  

7706-1 BRANNAN SAND & GRAVEL CO LLC

160473 ASPHALT 03/28/16 04/27/16           86.51 

160572 ASPHALT 03/29/16 04/28/16           44.69 

160610 ASPHALT 03/30/16 04/29/16           41.00          172.20  

13994-1 BRYAN CONSTRUCTION INC

PP14021416 CITY SERVICES FACILITY 02/04/16 03/05/16      141,309.01 

PP14021416 CITY SERVICES FACILITY 02/04/16 03/05/16      141,309.01 

PP14021416 CITY SERVICES FACILITY 02/04/16 03/05/16      141,309.01 
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Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville04/13/16 10:13

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 41612
Page 2 of 11
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 94387 Period: 04/19/16

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

PP14021416 CITY SERVICES FACILITY 02/04/16 03/05/16      141,309.01      565,236.04  

248-1 CDW GOVERNMENT

CHX0291 ERP ZEBRA PRINTER LABELS 03/08/16 04/07/16           77.94 

CMM4902 MERAKI WIRELESS ACCESS SWTP 03/24/16 04/23/16          758.77          836.71  

935-1 CENTENNIAL PRINTING CO

58969 FLEET WORK ORDERS 03/25/16 04/24/16          164.87          164.87  

10773-1 CENTRIC ELEVATOR CORP

241777 APR 16 ELEVATOR MAINT PC 04/01/16 05/01/16          246.29 

241778 APR 16 ELEVATOR MAINT LIB 04/01/16 05/01/16          451.32 

241779 APR 16 ELEVATOR MAINT RSC 04/01/16 05/01/16          265.59 

241780 APR 16 ELEVATOR MAINT CH 04/01/16 05/01/16          269.65        1,232.85  

980-1 CENTURY CHEVROLET INC

45027359 CONNECTOR UNIT 3128 03/01/16 03/31/16           19.27           19.27  

13352-1 CGRS INC

2-489-54069 MAR 16 REMOTE POLLING 03/31/16 04/30/16           25.00           25.00  

4785-1 CINTAS CORPORATION #66

66473696 UNIFORM RENTAL WWTP 03/14/16 04/13/16          119.29 

66473697 UNIFORM RENTAL WTP 03/14/16 04/13/16          160.23 

66477204 UNIFORM RENTAL WWTP 03/21/16 04/20/16          119.29 

66477205 UNIFORM RENTAL WTP 03/21/16 04/20/16          160.23 

66480857 UNIFORM RENTAL WWTP 03/28/16 04/27/16          119.29 

66480858 UNIFORM RENTAL WTP 03/28/16 04/27/16          160.23 

66484387 UNIFORM RENTAL WWTP 04/04/16 05/04/16          119.29 

66484388 UNIFORM RENTAL WTP 04/04/16 05/04/16          166.24        1,124.09  

4025-1 CINTAS FIRST AID AND SAFETY

5004790388 FIRST AID SUPPLIES 04/04/16 05/04/16           49.10 

5004790388 FIRST AID SUPPLIES 04/04/16 05/04/16          206.23 

5004790388 FIRST AID SUPPLIES 04/04/16 05/04/16           28.21 

5004790388 FIRST AID SUPPLIES 04/04/16 05/04/16           50.16          333.70  

1070-1 CITY OF GREELEY

4050000039 2016 WINDY GAP DEBT SERVICE 03/31/16 04/30/16       74,473.44       74,473.44  

13820-1 COLORADO BARRICADE CO

65129959-001 CUSTOM STREET NAME SIGNS 03/21/16 04/20/16          794.00          794.00  

12923-1 COLORADO HOMETOWN WEEKLY

030716 SUBSCRIPTION CMO ACCT 09590068 03/07/16 04/06/16           28.00           28.00  

10164-1 COLORADO MOTOR VEHICLES

033116 DEFAULT JUDGMENT FEES 03/31/16 04/30/16           75.00           75.00  

1063-1 COLORADO SENIOR SOFTBALL ASSOC

033016 SR LEAGUE FEES/BALLS 3 TEAMS 03/30/16 04/29/16          646.50          646.50  

13897-1 COMPASS MINERALS AMERICA INC

7



Cash Disbursement Edit List
City of Louisville04/13/16 10:13

ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 41612
Page 3 of 11
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 94387 Period: 04/19/16

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

71471246 BULK QUIKSALT 03/28/16 04/27/16        8,258.84 

71472657 BULK QUIKSALT 03/31/16 04/30/16        4,218.34       12,477.18  

9973-1 CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC

2241452-00 PVC PIPE COUPLINGS 04/05/16 05/05/16          175.49          175.49  

14008-1 CUNINGHAM GROUP ARCHITECTURE INC

44999 SMALL AREA PLAN 03/29/16 04/28/16       12,500.00       12,500.00  

13685-1 DEWBERRY ENGINEERS INC

1285244 WWTP CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 03/15/16 04/14/16       45,098.00 

1285245 WASTEWATER INTEGRATION STUDY 03/15/16 04/14/16        4,500.00       49,598.00  

13929-1 DHE COMPUTER SYSTEMS LLC

93890 LENOVO E550 LAPTOPS OPS 03/01/16 03/31/16          429.34 

93890 LENOVO E550 LAPTOPS OPS 03/01/16 03/31/16          429.33 

93890 LENOVO E550 LAPTOPS OPS 03/01/16 03/31/16          429.33 

94004 LENOVO MONITORS 03/17/16 04/16/16        1,887.50        3,175.50  

10638-1 DLT SOLUTIONS LLC

4491144A AUTODESK SOFTWARE RENEWAL 04/11/16 05/11/16        4,185.48        4,185.48  

1520-1 DRCOG

SALES018918 2016 DRAPP PARTICIPATION 03/22/16 04/21/16          960.00          960.00  

13963-1 ENSCICON CORPORATION

90451 ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 03/16/16 04/15/16          740.00 

90451A ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 03/16/16 04/15/16          740.00 

90500 ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 03/23/16 04/22/16          370.00 

90500A ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 03/23/16 04/22/16        1,110.00 

90546 ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 03/30/16 04/29/16          370.00 

90546A ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 03/30/16 04/29/16        1,110.00 

90650 ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 04/06/16 05/06/16          925.00 

90650A ENGINEERING SERV SULLIVAN 04/06/16 05/06/16          555.00        5,920.00  

11299-1 FITNESS TECH

24662 MOVE TREADMILL TO PD 03/24/16 04/23/16          350.00          350.00  

2070-1 FLOOD & PETERSON INSURANCE INC

56470 GOLF COURSE POLICY REWRITE 04/12/16 05/12/16        1,170.00 

56471 AMEND GOLF COURSE EQUIP LIST 03/08/16 04/07/16          902.00-

56473 2016 GOLF COURSE POLICY 03/08/16 04/07/16       16,172.00 

57564 CREDIT 2015 GOLF COURSE POLICY 03/10/16 04/09/16          429.00-

57814 INLAND MARINE 2015 GENERAC 03/15/16 04/14/16           31.00       16,042.00  

13610-1 FOOTHILLS SECURITY SYSTEMS INC

75128 FIRE/SECURITY MONITORING GC 04/01/16 05/01/16          248.85          248.85  

14070-1 FORENSIC TRUTH GROUP LLC

033116 PRE-EMPLOYMENT POLYGRAPH 03/31/16 04/30/16          140.00          140.00  

10623-1 FRONT RANGE LANDFILL INC
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ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 41612
Page 4 of 11
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 94387 Period: 04/19/16

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

41000 LANDFILL FEES 03/15/16 04/14/16        2,714.04 

41136 LANDFILL FEES 03/31/16 04/30/16          777.66        3,491.70  

13098-1 G4S SECURE SOLUTIONS INC

7703252 BAILIFF SERVICES 3/21/16 03/27/16 04/26/16          110.00          110.00  

13069-1 GLACIER CONSTRUCTION CO INC

PP06022516 ELDORADO INTAKE CONSTRUCTION 02/25/16 03/26/16      314,538.92 

PP07032516 ELDORADO INTAKE CONSTRUCTION 03/25/16 04/24/16      220,840.37 

PP1033116 SCWTP CHLORINE CONTACT CHAMBER 04/06/16 05/06/16      126,339.30      661,718.59  

14123-1 GOLF SCORECARDS INC

41841 GOLF SCORECARDS 03/14/16 04/13/16        1,396.00        1,396.00  

2310-1 GRAINGER

9067483827 LED RETROFIT KIT LIB 03/30/16 04/29/16        7,058.88        7,058.88  

11214-1 GRAYLING

P009440 APR 16 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 04/08/16 05/08/16        2,500.00        2,500.00  

11361-1 HARMONY K LARKE

1612195-1 CONTRACTOR FEES STAR WARS 03/23/16 04/22/16          294.00 

1612195-2 CONTRACTOR FEES TEA PARTY 03/25/16 04/24/16           84.00          378.00  

13162-1 HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS LTD

F198810 FIRE HYDRANT 03/25/16 04/24/16        1,540.00 

F256791 HYDRANT SEAT WRENCH 03/17/16 04/16/16          548.07        2,088.07  

2475-1 HILL PETROLEUM

0547468-IN UNLEADED/DIESEL FUEL 03/11/16 04/10/16        9,344.66 

548311R-DM UNLEADED FUEL GC 03/17/16 04/16/16          142.19        9,486.85  

14176-1 IMS INFRASTRUCTURE MANAGEMENT SERVICES LLC

13715-6 PAVEMENT CONDITION SURVEY 03/15/16 04/14/16        8,125.00        8,125.00  

2615-1 INGRAM LIBRARY SERVICES INC

91980926 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 02/19/16 03/20/16          172.34 

92044756 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 02/24/16 03/25/16          493.09 

92063706 ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA 02/25/16 03/26/16           14.23 

92070332 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 02/26/16 03/27/16           92.00 

92113333 TEEN BOOKS (STATE GRANT) 03/01/16 03/31/16           10.19 

92116635 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/01/16 03/31/16           57.78 

92118000 TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/01/16 03/31/16          227.07 

92118863 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/01/16 03/31/16          538.11 

92158054 ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/03/16 04/02/16          103.90 

92159012 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/03/16 04/02/16          239.70 

92159013 CHILDRENS BOOKS (STATE GRANT) 03/03/16 04/02/16           96.67 

92179204 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/06/16 04/05/16           94.31 

92212941 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/08/16 04/07/16          198.38 

92248610 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/10/16 04/09/16           33.71 
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ap215_lv_pg.php/Job No: 41612
Page 5 of 11
USER: DIANEK

Batch: 94387 Period: 04/19/16

Vendor/

Remit#

Invoice

Number Description

Invoice

Date

Due

Date

Invoice

Amount

Check

Amount

92250668 TEEN/ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/10/16 04/09/16           53.20 

92251812 ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/10/16 04/09/16           12.39 

92259403 TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/11/16 04/10/16           74.37 

92260124 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/11/16 04/10/16          202.88 

92286529 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/14/16 04/13/16           62.58 

92302090 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/15/16 04/14/16           92.00 

92409685 TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/23/16 04/22/16          204.10 

92410586 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/23/16 04/22/16          333.88 

92410587 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/23/16 04/22/16          173.03 

92433916 TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/25/16 04/24/16           35.54 

92436828 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/25/16 04/24/16          121.32 

92438433 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/25/16 04/24/16          414.39 

92479828 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/29/16 04/28/16          130.46 

92482938 TEEN BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/29/16 04/28/16          153.28 

92484404 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/29/16 04/28/16          286.14 

92513090 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/31/16 04/30/16           45.58 

92513091 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/31/16 04/30/16          289.57 

92520916 CHILDRENS BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/31/16 04/30/16           53.09        5,109.28  

11267-1 INSIDE OUT HEALTH AND FITNESS

1610027-1 CONTRACTOR FEES PIYO 03/09/16 04/08/16           69.30           69.30  

13280-1 INSIGHT PUBLIC SECTOR INC

1100466030 ADOBE LICENSE PLANNING 03/16/16 04/15/16           67.11 

1100468386 ADOBE LICENSE WWTP 03/31/16 04/30/16          369.09          436.20  

8622-1 INTERMOUNTAIN SALES OF DENVER

23804 UTILITY LOCATOR 02/23/16 03/24/16        2,895.00        2,895.00  

9761-1 INTERMOUNTAIN SWEEPER CO

99175 ANGLE RAIL 02/25/16 03/26/16           97.68           97.68  

13778-1 INVISION GIS

1325 LUCITY SOFTWARE 04/01/16 05/01/16        1,264.38 

1325 LUCITY SOFTWARE 04/01/16 05/01/16        1,264.37 

1325 LUCITY SOFTWARE 04/01/16 05/01/16        1,264.37 

1325 LUCITY SOFTWARE 04/01/16 05/01/16        1,264.38        5,057.50  

13817-1 ISRAEL ALVARADO

2016-39 NITE AT REC DJ SERVICES 04/01/16 05/01/16          275.00 

2016-40 NITE AT REC DJ SERVICES 04/08/16 05/08/16          275.00          550.00  

13346-1 ISS FACILITY SERVICES DENVER

1009959 MAR 16 JANITORIAL SERVICES 03/18/16 04/17/16       18,285.10 

1009959 MAR 16 JANITORIAL SERVICES 03/18/16 04/17/16          621.21 

1009959 MAR 16 JANITORIAL SERVICES 03/18/16 04/17/16          147.01 

1009959 MAR 16 JANITORIAL SERVICES 03/18/16 04/17/16          532.37       19,585.69  
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2780-1 KAISER LOCK & KEY SERVICE INC

103868 REKEY LOCK CH 03/03/16 04/02/16           64.00           64.00  

14033-1 KDG ENGINEERING LLC

K14004-10 DILLON RD UNDERPASS REPAIRS 03/17/16 04/16/16       10,720.99 

K14004D-2 DILLON RD UNDERPASS REPAIRS 03/17/16 04/16/16        2,200.00 

K15011-1 SH42/SHORT ST CROSSING DESIGN 04/18/16 05/18/16        4,905.31       17,826.30  

14097-1 L.A.W.S.

11043 INSTALL BADGE PLACARDS 04/04/16 05/04/16          933.50          933.50  

2360-1 LIGHT KELLY, PC

040616 MAR 16 LEGAL SERVICES 04/06/16 05/06/16       24,595.70 

040616 MAR 16 LEGAL SERVICES 04/06/16 05/06/16          224.75       24,820.45  

5432-1 LOUISVILLE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

033116 MAR 16 FIRE PROTECT DIST FEES 03/31/16 04/30/16       31,110.00       31,110.00  

14071-1 MARY RITTER

5 CONTRACTOR FEES FLUID RUNNING 04/03/16 05/03/16          697.20 

6 CONTRACTOR FEES FLUID RUNNING 04/05/16 05/05/16          509.60        1,206.80  

11072-18 MERRICK AND COMPANY

148501 ELDORADO CONSTRUCTION MGMT 03/18/16 04/17/16       13,614.86       13,614.86  

5 LISA WALDO


040616 REIMBURSE RECORD FILING FEE 04/06/16 05/06/16          224.00          224.00  

6168-1 MOTION & FLOW CONTROL PRODUCTS INC

6302363 PARTS UNIT 5304 03/18/16 04/17/16           35.84           35.84  

14101-1 MWH CONSTRUCTORS INC

PP09033116 WWTP CONSTRUCTION 03/31/16 04/30/16      967,285.00      967,285.00  

6427-1 NORTHERN COLO WATER CONSERVANCY DIST

030116B 2016 WINDY GAP ASSESSMENT 03/01/16 03/31/16      143,911.23      143,911.23  

14090-1 OCX NETWORK CONSULTANTS LLC

7738 E911 SETUP CABLES 03/09/16 04/08/16          296.55 

7738-2 E911 SETUP CABLES 03/24/16 04/23/16            8.48          305.03  

5898-2 PIONEER  SAND COMPANY INC

T152000003966 COMMUNITY GARDENS 03/21/16 04/20/16           67.90 

T152000004167 COMMUNITY GARDENS 04/04/16 05/04/16        1,018.50 

T153000003654 COMMUNITY GARDENS 03/21/16 04/20/16          136.33 

T153000003682 COMMUNITY GARDENS 03/22/16 04/21/16          695.99        1,918.72  

14160-1 PRECISE MRM LLC

IN200-1008246 GPS SOFTWARE/POOLED DATA 03/30/16 04/29/16          153.08          153.08  

14200-1 RAMAKER & ASSOCIATES INC

40019 CEMETERY SOFTWARE 03/22/16 04/21/16        3,990.00        3,990.00  

6500-1 RECORDED BOOKS LLC

75308532 CHILDRENS BOOK AND MEDIA 03/22/16 04/21/16           97.18 
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75311775 ADULT BOOKS AND MEDIA 03/30/16 04/29/16          458.20 

75312735 CHILDRENS BOOK AND MEDIA 03/31/16 04/30/16           27.67          583.05  

13419-1 ROADSAFE TRAFFIC SYSTEMS CORP

42851 ARROW THERMO 03/15/16 04/14/16        1,264.97        1,264.97  

4125-1 ROCKY MOUNTAIN SPORTS

919175 TENNIS BALL MACHINE 04/05/16 05/05/16        6,895.00        6,895.00  

4160-1 SAFE SYSTEMS INC

429529 PANIC STROBE HARDWARE PD 04/06/16 05/06/16        1,075.00        1,075.00  

11306-1 SAFEWARE INC

3506389 GAS DETECTOR CALIBRATION WWTP 03/31/16 04/30/16          275.00 

3506390 GAS DETECTOR CALIBRATION SHOPS 03/31/16 04/30/16           95.00 

3506428 GAS DETECTOR CALIBRATION WTP 03/31/16 04/30/16          412.00          782.00  

5369-1 SGS ACCUTEST INC

D2-72105 LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP 02/16/16 03/17/16          200.50 

D2-72553 LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP 02/26/16 03/27/16          222.50 

D3-72870 LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP 03/09/16 04/08/16          189.50 

D3-73499 LAB ANALYSIS FEES WTP 03/28/16 04/27/16          222.50          835.00  

1201-1 SUPPLYWORKS

361907819 BREAK ROOM SUPPLIES CH 03/17/16 04/16/16           43.64 

362137382 BREAK ROOM SUPPLIES CH 03/21/16 04/20/16          165.89 

362818882 BREAK ROOM SUPPLIES PC 03/29/16 04/28/16          192.69 

363063181 JANITORIAL SUPPLIES CS 03/31/16 04/30/16          253.52          655.74  

13930-1 SUSANNAH M VANDYKE

1618070-2 CONTRACTOR FEES PAINTING 03/23/16 04/22/16          551.25 

1618071-1 CONTRACTOR FEES PAINTING 02/17/16 03/18/16           61.25          612.50  

13399-1 SUSTAINABLE TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS INC

031316 PASCHAL/PINE ST SIGNAL DESIGN 03/13/16 04/12/16        3,309.71        3,309.71  

1047-1 THE DAVEY TREE EXPERT COMPANY

909870763 STUMP GRINDING 03/24/16 04/23/16          180.00 

909891673 TREE PRUNING 03/31/16 04/30/16        1,200.00        1,380.00  

6644-1 THE EAST BOULDER DITCH CO

501 2016 ASSESSMENT 03/16/16 04/15/16          100.00          100.00  

11624-1 TOWN OF SUPERIOR

363 POTABLE WATER INTERCONNECTION 03/09/16 04/08/16        2,916.50        2,916.50  

6609-1 TRAVELERS

500092 WORKERS COMP DEDUCTIBLES 03/31/16 04/30/16          852.47 

500092 WORKERS COMP DEDUCTIBLES 03/31/16 04/30/16          474.72 

500092 WORKERS COMP DEDUCTIBLES 03/31/16 04/30/16           22.29 

500092 WORKERS COMP DEDUCTIBLES 03/31/16 04/30/16          861.78 

500093 INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLES 03/31/16 04/30/16        5,311.14        7,522.40  
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6609-2 TRAVELERS

032916 WORKERS COMP PREMIUM 03/29/16 04/28/16       25,039.04       25,039.04  

14065-1 TYLER TECHNOLOGIES INC

045-155409 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/09/16 04/08/16        4,539.85 

045-155409 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/09/16 04/08/16          972.83 

045-155409 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/09/16 04/08/16          972.82 

045-156283 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/24/16 04/23/16        2,898.87 

045-156283 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/24/16 04/23/16          621.19 

045-156283 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/24/16 04/23/16          621.18 

045-156685 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/31/16 04/30/16        4,190.54 

045-156685 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/31/16 04/30/16          897.98 

045-156685 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/31/16 04/30/16          897.97 

045-156824 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/31/16 04/30/16        6,834.58 

045-156824 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/31/16 04/30/16        1,464.56 

045-156824 TYLER SOFTWARE 03/31/16 04/30/16        1,464.55       26,376.92  

4765-1 UNCC

21603495 MAR 16 LOCATES #48760 03/31/16 04/30/16          730.73          730.73  

13241-1 UNITED REPROGRAPHIC SUPPLY INC

IN82674 OCE PRINTER QTR USAGE FEE 04/04/16 05/04/16          307.38          307.38  

11087-1 UNITED SITE SERVICES

114-3857576 TOILET RENTAL MINERS FIELD 03/18/16 04/17/16          211.60 

114-3860945 TOILET RENTAL SKATE PARK 03/21/16 04/20/16          204.65          416.25  

13891-1 VERIS ENVIRONMENTAL LLC

J002857 BIOSOLIDS HAULING 02/24/16 03/25/16        2,857.56 

J002901 BIOSOLIDS HAULING 02/29/16 03/30/16        2,423.07 

J002946 BIOSOLIDS HAULING 03/10/16 04/09/16        1,845.39 

J002980 BIOSOLIDS HAULING 03/16/16 04/15/16        1,819.53 

J003033 BIOSOLIDS HAULING 03/30/16 04/29/16        3,161.52       12,107.07  

8035-1 VSR CORPORATION

7061 SEWER LINE VIDEO INSPECTION 03/25/16 04/24/16          425.00          425.00  

14247-1 WEAVERS DIVE AND TRAVEL CENTER

113701 CONTRACTOR FEES DISCOVER SCUBA 01/10/16 02/09/16           70.00 

114411 CONTRACTOR FEES DISCOVER SCUBA 01/31/16 03/01/16          245.00 

114415 CONTRACTOR FEES DISCOVER SCUBA 02/21/16 03/22/16          210.00 

114491 CONTRACTOR FEES DISCOVER SCUBA 04/03/16 05/03/16          280.00          805.00  

14102-1 WELLS FARGO FINANCIAL LEASING INC

5002981291 MAY 16 GOLF EQUIPMENT LEASE 04/04/16 05/04/16        9,138.96        9,138.96  

5115-1 WL CONTRACTORS INC

27046 JAN 16 FIBER MAINTENANCE 02/13/16 03/14/16          100.00 

27203 FEB 16 FIBER MAINTENANCE 03/18/16 04/17/16          100.00          200.00  
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10884-1 WORD OF MOUTH CATERING INC

2016-06 SR MEAL PROGRAM 3/28-4/8/16 04/08/16 05/08/16        2,296.00        2,296.00  

3875-1 XCEL ENERGY

495936039 MAR 16 SPRINKLERS 04/01/16 05/01/16           96.80           96.80  

11081-1 XEROX FINANCIAL SERVICES LLC

503054 APR 16 COPIER LEASE 04/04/16 05/04/16          990.00          990.00  

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

BANK TOTAL PAYMENTS    3,458,340.81    3,458,340.81 

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

GRAND TOTAL PAYMENTS    3,458,340.81    3,458,340.81 
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SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
1000BULBS.COM 800-624-4488 PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/14/2016 67.24
1000BULBS.COM 800-624-4488 PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/29/2016 144.23
1STOPLIGHTING 866-2035392 DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/10/2016 129.60
4020 JNN NORTHFIELD DENVER THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 02/25/2016 45.50
4020 JNN NORTHFIELD DENVER DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 02/24/2016 39.25
4TE*BOULDER COUNTY CO BOULDER VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 90.71
99147 - 1801 CALIFORNI DENVER JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 03/08/2016 12.00
ACCUWEATHER INC 08142358540 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 03/01/2016 7.95
ACE EQUIPMENT AND SUPP 303-2882916 VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 622.20
AIRGAS CENTRAL 09185820885 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/26/2016 51.68
AIRGAS CENTRAL 09185820885 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/26/2016 51.68
ALBERTSONS #00812 LOUISVILLE LINDA PARKER REC CENTER 03/08/2016 33.86
ALBERTSONS #00812 LOUISVILLE LINDA PARKER REC CENTER 03/03/2016 25.59
ALBERTSONS #00812 LOUISVILLE LANA FAUVER REC CENTER 03/01/2016 31.33
ALBERTSONS #00812 LOUISVILLE KAYLA FEENEY REC CENTER 02/28/2016 89.97
ALBERTSONS STO00028126 LOUISVILLE JOANN MARQUES REC CENTER 03/12/2016 4.99
ALL WEST TROPHIES INC LAFAYETTE DEAN JOHNSON PARKS 02/19/2016 15.25
ALSCO INDUSTRIAL PRODU LITHIA SPRING DAVID ALDERS PARKS 02/23/2016 210.26
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/22/2016 41.95
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/22/2016 75.35
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 03/22/2016 4.38
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/19/2016 129.92
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL KATHLEEN HIX HUMAN RESOURCES 03/19/2016 -4.98
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/19/2016 31.98
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 03/19/2016 7.23
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/17/2016 62.05
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/17/2016 7.79
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL KATHLEEN HIX HUMAN RESOURCES 03/11/2016 32.32
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/13/2016 31.98
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL KATHLEEN HIX HUMAN RESOURCES 03/11/2016 13.88
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL KATHLEEN HIX HUMAN RESOURCES 03/10/2016 3.60
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL DAVE HINZ POLICE 03/10/2016 -4.11
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/09/2016 -1.12
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/09/2016 -1.30
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/09/2016 -5.48
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/09/2016 -6.06
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/09/2016 -2.78
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/09/2016 -.16

PURCHASING CARD SUMMARY 
STATEMENT PERIOD 02/20/16 - 03/22/16

CITY OF LOUISVILLE
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AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL DAVE HINZ POLICE 03/08/2016 314.48
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/05/2016 40.00
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/06/2016 29.98
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 03/06/2016 6.79
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/06/2016 33.88
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/07/2016 159.31
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/05/2016 157.31
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL MATTHEW BUSH IT 03/02/2016 899.99
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/02/2016 -3.00
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/01/2016 34.99
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL MATTHEW BUSH IT 03/02/2016 899.99
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/01/2016 40.11
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/29/2016 112.52
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/29/2016 90.84
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/29/2016 48.58
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/29/2016 464.17
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/29/2016 50.97
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/27/2016 39.99
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/27/2016 39.99
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/28/2016 150.65
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/25/2016 113.96
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/26/2016 91.30
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/24/2016 168.72
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS AMZN.COM/BILL KAREN FREITER LIBRARY 02/22/2016 395.00
AMERICAN AIRLINES DALLAS LAUREN TRICE PLANNING 03/09/2016 202.20
AMERICAN AIRLINES DALLAS LAUREN TRICE PLANNING 03/09/2016 12.71
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION F 615-3203203 BRIDGET BACON LIBRARY 03/15/2016 40.00
AMERICAN BACKFLOW PREV 09798467606 TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/08/2016 95.00
AMERICAN CAMPING ASSOC 765-3428456 AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 03/17/2016 32.50
AMERICAN PLANNING ASSO 312-431-9100 LAUREN TRICE PLANNING 02/24/2016 220.00
ARAMARK UNIFORM 800-504-0328 JULIE SEYDEL REC CENTER 03/12/2016 197.12
ARC*SERVICES/TRAINING 800-733-2767 KATIE MEYER REC CENTER 03/16/2016 54.00
ARC*SERVICES/TRAINING 800-733-2767 KAYLA FEENEY REC CENTER 03/06/2016 152.00
ARC*SERVICES/TRAINING 800-733-2767 KAYLA FEENEY REC CENTER 03/06/2016 54.00
ARC*SERVICES/TRAINING 800-733-2767 KAYLA FEENEY REC CENTER 02/28/2016 57.00
ARROWHEAD AWARDS BOULDER DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 03/02/2016 134.50
ASPEN MEADOWS RESORT ASPEN BRAD MCKENDRY IT 03/17/2016 397.35
ASPEN MEADOWS RESORT ASPEN CHRISTOPHER NEVES IT 03/17/2016 397.35
ASQ ECOMMERCE 414-272-8575 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/23/2016 359.00
ASQ ECOMMERCE 414-272-8575 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/23/2016 599.00
ASQ ECOMMERCE 414-272-8575 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/23/2016 159.00
AT&T DATA 08003310500 KURT KOWAR PUBLIC WORKS 03/16/2016 30.00
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AT&T DATA 08003310500 CRAIG DUFFIN PUBLIC WORKS 03/04/2016 30.00
AT&T SPRING MOBILE # 6 LAFAYETTE EMBER K BRIGNULL PARKS 03/14/2016 -32.53
AT&T SPRING MOBILE # 6 LAFAYETTE EMBER K BRIGNULL PARKS 03/14/2016 29.99
AT&T SPRING MOBILE # 6 LAFAYETTE EMBER K BRIGNULL PARKS 03/14/2016 32.53
AT&T*BILL PAYMENT 08003310500 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/06/2016 37.70
AV NOW INC 08314852500 PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 03/09/2016 189.00
AV NOW INC 08314852500 PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 02/26/2016 306.25
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/22/2016 14.54
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/19/2016 15.99
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/18/2016 379.00
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/14/2016 7.99
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/15/2016 4.99
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/12/2016 9.61
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/14/2016 29.99
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/12/2016 173.40
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/14/2016 76.27
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/09/2016 -.64
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/09/2016 -3.51
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/04/2016 53.60
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/06/2016 16.63
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 84.21
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/01/2016 -6.62
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/26/2016 96.01
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL PENNEY BOLTE SALES TAX 02/28/2016 69.99
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/25/2016 91.21
AMAZON.COM AMZN.COM/BILL BRIAN GARDUNO OPERATIONS 02/25/2016 124.65
BATTERIES PLUS 79 BOULDER DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/26/2016 31.99
BEAVER RUN RESERVATION BRECKENRIDGE LINDA LEBECK CITY CLERK 03/07/2016 228.00
BLACKJACK PIZZA LOUISVILLE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 03/18/2016 38.77
BLACKJACK PIZZA LOUISVILLE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 03/11/2016 38.77
BLACKJACK PIZZA LOUISVILLE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 03/04/2016 38.77
BLACKJACK PIZZA LOUISVILLE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 02/26/2016 38.77
BLACKJACK PIZZA LOUISVILLE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 02/19/2016 43.67
BOBCAT COMMERCE CITY COMMERCE CITY KERRY KRAMER PARKS 03/11/2016 251.96
BOBCAT COMMERCE CITY COMMERCE CITY RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 47.75
BOBCAT COMMERCE CITY COMMERCE CITY RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 76.86
BOBCAT COMMERCE CITY COMMERCE CITY RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 03/01/2016 91.44
BOULDER PUBLIC LIBRARY BOULDER CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 02/19/2016 79.00
BOXWOOD TECHNOLOGY LSACHSE@BOXWO RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/10/2016 50.00
BRIGHT SETTINGS 8003276025 PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/24/2016 743.33
BROOMFIELD RENTALS INC BROOMFIELD MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 03/21/2016 19.20
BROOMFIELD RENTALS INC BROOMFIELD DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 03/09/2016 18.40
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C AND M AIR COOLED ENG WACO KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/16/2016 79.08
C AND M AIR COOLED ENG WACO KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/29/2016 373.46
CABELAS RETAIL THORNTO THORNTON RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 03/08/2016 69.99
CARRABBAS 0608 LOUISVILLE CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/26/2016 -22.72
CARRIER WEST 03038254328 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/17/2016 96.13
CARRIER WEST 03038254328 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/15/2016 66.00
CBI IDENTIFICATION UNI 03032395728 CAROL HANSON CITY CLERK 03/17/2016 115.50
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 03/13/2016 6.85
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 SUZANNE JANSSEN CITY MANAGER 03/03/2016 6.85
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 SUZANNE JANSSEN CITY MANAGER 03/02/2016 6.85
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 SUZANNE JANSSEN CITY MANAGER 03/02/2016 6.85
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 03/02/2016 6.85
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 SUZANNE JANSSEN CITY MANAGER 02/24/2016 6.85
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 02/18/2016 6.85
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 02/18/2016 6.85
CBI ONLINE 08008820757 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 02/18/2016 6.85
CDW GOVERNMENT 800-750-4239 MATTHEW BUSH IT 03/21/2016 78.79
CDW GOVERNMENT 800-750-4239 MATTHEW BUSH IT 03/07/2016 78.16
CDW GOVERNMENT 800-750-4239 MATTHEW BUSH IT 03/01/2016 439.17
CDW GOVERNMENT 800-750-4239 MATTHEW BUSH IT 02/29/2016 144.45
CDW GOVERNMENT 800-750-4239 MATTHEW BUSH IT 02/24/2016 604.32
CDW GOVERNMENT 800-750-4239 MATTHEW BUSH IT 02/25/2016 -9.67
CDW GOVERNMENT 800-750-4239 MATTHEW BUSH IT 02/24/2016 581.04
CENTENNIAL PRINTING LOUISVILLE KATIE MEYER REC CENTER 02/29/2016 92.35
CENTURYLINK 877-726-6875 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/18/2016 1,777.62
CENTURYLINK 877-726-6875 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/18/2016 2.29
CLUB PROPHET SYSTEMS 724-2740380 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/10/2016 510.00
COAL CREEK COLLISION C 03036664100 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/04/2016 1,110.90
COAL CREEK GLASS 303-665-2968 PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/25/2016 734.00
COBITCO INC DENVER BRIAN GARDUNO OPERATIONS 03/18/2016 493.02
COLORADO BARRICADE DENVER NATHAN LANPHERE OPERATIONS 03/09/2016 283.75
COLORADO BARRICADE DENVER JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/29/2016 144.00
COLORADO MUNICIPAL LEA 303-8316411 MEREDYTH MUTH CITY MANAGER 03/09/2016 13.00
COLORADO MUNICIPAL LEA 303-8316411 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/17/2016 -13.00
COLORADO MUNICIPAL LEA 303-8316411 HEATHER BALSER CITY MANAGER 02/23/2016 13.00
COLORADO NURSERY & GRE LAKEWOOD KERRY KRAMER PARKS 03/14/2016 60.00
COLORADO PARKS AND REC WHEAT RIDGE AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 03/03/2016 400.00
COLORADO PARKS AND REC WHEAT RIDGE RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 02/29/2016 135.00
COLORADO PARKS AND REC WHEAT RIDGE RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 02/24/2016 135.00
COMCAST CABLE COMM 800-COMCAST POLLY A BOYD PARKS 03/13/2016 109.95
COMCAST CABLE COMM 800-COMCAST POLLY A BOYD PARKS 02/22/2016 254.79
COMCAST DENVER CS 1X 800-266-2278 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/15/2016 104.85
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COMCAST DENVER CS 1X 800-266-2278 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/15/2016 177.00
COMCAST DENVER CS 1X 800-266-2278 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/15/2016 109.90
COMCAST DENVER CS 1X 800-266-2278 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/04/2016 7.98
COMCAST DENVER CS 1X 800-266-2278 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/04/2016 7.98
COUNTY LINE LUMBER ERIE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/14/2016 211.54
COUNTY LINE LUMBER ERIE DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 03/09/2016 101.48
COUNTY LINE LUMBER ERIE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 02/25/2016 82.32
CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC B BOULDER STEVE HITE OPERATIONS 03/07/2016 12.17
CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC B BOULDER DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/04/2016 252.51
CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC B BOULDER DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/04/2016 836.90
CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC B BOULDER MATT LOOMIS PARKS 03/02/2016 63.45
CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC B BOULDER DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/26/2016 83.20
CPS DISTRIBUTORS INC B BOULDER DAVID ALDERS PARKS 02/25/2016 107.93
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 PAULA KNAPEK HUMAN RESOURCES 03/18/2016 15.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/16/2016 70.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/16/2016 60.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/16/2016 15.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/15/2016 35.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/15/2016 15.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/15/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/15/2016 35.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/11/2016 45.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/11/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/11/2016 70.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/11/2016 70.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/11/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/11/2016 35.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/10/2016 70.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/10/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/10/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/04/2016 15.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/04/2016 15.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/01/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/01/2016 70.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 PAULA KNAPEK HUMAN RESOURCES 03/01/2016 15.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 02/25/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 02/19/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 02/19/2016 70.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 02/19/2016 70.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 02/19/2016 30.00
CRAIGSLIST.ORG 04153995200 PAULA KNAPEK HUMAN RESOURCES 02/19/2016 15.00
CUSTOM FENCE & SUPPLY LONGMONT MATT LOOMIS PARKS 02/22/2016 6.12
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DAILY CAMERA BOULDER DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/11/2016 1,182.72
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/17/2016 68.00
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 03/16/2016 106.85
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/16/2016 64.68
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/15/2016 26.11
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/14/2016 178.08
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/07/2016 39.69
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/04/2016 540.58
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD MATT LOOMIS PARKS 03/03/2016 181.98
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD BRADLEY AUSTIN PARKS 03/01/2016 143.57
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD DAVID ALDERS PARKS 02/29/2016 15.69
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD MICHAEL TOWERS PARKS 02/24/2016 40.50
DBC IRRIGATION SUPPLY BROOMFIELD DAVID ALDERS PARKS 02/23/2016 369.59
DEMCO INC 800-9624463 JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 03/16/2016 499.44
DICK'S CLOTHING&SPORTI BROOMFIELD PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/21/2016 35.94
DISH NETWORK-ONE TIME 800-894-9131 FRANCIS H TRICKEL WATER 02/24/2016 38.35
DISPLAYS2GOCOM 401-247-0333 KAREN FREITER LIBRARY 03/11/2016 53.75
DISPLAYS2GOCOM 401-247-0333 PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 03/08/2016 93.59
DTV*DIRECTV SERVICE 800-347-3288 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/11/2016 130.97
E 470 EXPRESS TOLLS 303-5373470 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/03/2016 2.95
EARL'S SAW SHOP BOULDER KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/08/2016 106.90
EASY PICKER GOLF PRODU 2393686600 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/18/2016 314.65
EB 2016 BOULDER COUNT 8014137200 KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 02/27/2016 36.00
EB MAKER WORKSHOP 8014137200 REBECCA CAMPBELL LIBRARY 03/05/2016 185.62
FACEBOOK ACWZR8EQ72 650-6187714 DENISE WHITE GOLF COURSE 02/29/2016 79.80
FALCON ROAD MAINTENANC MIDLAND MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 03/17/2016 163.42
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 03/11/2016 8.03
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/08/2016 9.00
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 03/08/2016 24.17
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 44.05
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 02/29/2016 86.26
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 02/26/2016 6.57
FASTENAL COMPANY01 LOUISVILLE THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 02/26/2016 17.31
FEDEX 782449475938 MEMPHIS PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/25/2016 9.45
FEDEX 98306583 MEMPHIS DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/04/2016 8.33
FERGUSON ENT #1166 303-245-0456 MIKE THOMPSON FACILITIES 03/14/2016 539.40
FERGUSON ENT #1166 303-245-0456 MIKE THOMPSON FACILITIES 03/14/2016 -566.29
FERGUSON ENT #1166 303-245-0456 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/03/2016 81.46
FIRST CHOICE-BOYER'S C 303-9649400 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 03/04/2016 159.75
FIRST CHOICE-BOYER'S C 303-9649400 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 03/04/2016 421.85
FRESHCRAFT DENVER KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 02/19/2016 100.00
FRONTIER DENVER DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/25/2016 392.41

20



Page 7 of 16

SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
FRONTIER DENVER AARON DEJONG CITY MANAGER 02/25/2016 213.00
FRONTIER DENVER DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/22/2016 389.67
G & G EQUIPMENT INC FREDERICK KERRY KRAMER PARKS 03/07/2016 592.00
GARLAND DENVER 612-276-7228 VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/07/2016 74.87
GENERAL AIR SERVICE ZU 303-8927003 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/02/2016 52.55
GENERAL AIR SERVICE ZU 303-8927003 DENNIS COYNE PARKS 03/01/2016 7.98
GENERAL AIR SERVICE ZU 303-8927003 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/29/2016 107.73
GEORGE T SANDERS 09 LOUISVILLE BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 120.88
GOLD-N-DETECTORS GOLDEN RUSSELL K BROWN WATER 03/12/2016 388.90
GOLF ENVIRO SYSTEMS IN 719-5908884 DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/09/2016 299.00
GOTOCITRIX.COM 855-837-1750 JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 03/01/2016 49.00
GOVERNMENT FINANCE 312-977-9700 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/07/2016 170.00
GRIZZLY GAS BOULDER DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/26/2016 8.88
H.A.GUDEN CO, INC RONKONKOMA KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/04/2016 22.81
HACH COMPANY LOVELAND JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/04/2016 123.33
HACH COMPANY LOVELAND RUSSELL K BROWN WATER 02/17/2016 655.02
HARBOR FREIGHT TOOLS 4 THORNTON VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 49.98
HOBBY LOBBY #21 LOUISVILLE KRISTEN BODINE LIBRARY 03/17/2016 11.97
HOBBY LOBBY #21 LOUISVILLE CHERYL KELLER POLICE 03/17/2016 25.92
HOBBY LOBBY #21 LOUISVILLE KRISTEN BODINE LIBRARY 02/25/2016 21.95
HODGE PRODUCTS INC 06194443147 KAYLA FEENEY REC CENTER 02/24/2016 479.95
HOMEDEPOT.COM 800-430-3376 KATHY MARTIN REC CENTER 03/11/2016 1,449.00
HOMEDEPOT.COM 800-430-3376 HARLAN VITOFF PARKS 02/23/2016 23.95
HOTEL COLORADO GLENWOOD SPRI HEATHER BALSER CITY MANAGER 02/28/2016 238.00
HOTEL DENVER GLENWOOD SPRI MALCOLM H FLEMING CITY MANAGER 02/27/2016 287.30
HYATT DNVR TECH CNTR F DENVER RANDY DEWITZ BUILDING SAFETY 03/02/2016 43.00
IDEXX DISTRIBUTION INC 02075564294 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/02/2016 805.27
IN *ACTIVE MIND TECHNO 888-2453433 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/26/2016 522.95
IN *COURSETRENDS 800-9940661 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/15/2016 199.00
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUISVILLE RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/18/2016 165.81
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUISVILLE TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/16/2016 52.00
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUISVILLE RONDA ROMERO HUMAN RESOURCES 03/16/2016 181.07
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUISVILLE KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 03/04/2016 10.00
INSTANT IMPRINTS LOUISVILLE PAULA KNAPEK HUMAN RESOURCES 03/02/2016 150.00
INT'L CODE COUNCIL INC 888-422-7233 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 03/09/2016 552.76
INT*KRISHNA GROCERIES, LAFAYETTE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 02/24/2016 -23.88
J & M GOLF INC 2199221787 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/07/2016 171.62
JAX OUTDOOR GEAR LAFAYETTE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/19/2016 139.99
JAX RANCH & HOME LAFAYETTE GLEN SIEDENBURG WATER 03/18/2016 84.99
JAX RANCH & HOME LAFAYETTE MICHAEL TOWERS PARKS 03/15/2016 69.99
JAX RANCH & HOME LAFAYETTE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/14/2016 93.93
JOHN DEERE LANDSCAPES3 BROOMFIELD KERRY KRAMER PARKS 02/26/2016 192.48
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JOHNSTONE SUPPLY OF DE DENVER BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/15/2016 66.81
JOHNSTONE SUPPLY OF DE DENVER BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 545.94
JOHNSTONE SUPPLY OF DE DENVER BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 46.78
JOHNSTONE SUPPLY OF DE DENVER BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 02/24/2016 137.13
KAISER LOCK & KEY LOUISVILLE JILL SIEWERT LIBRARY 02/24/2016 10.50
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 03/18/2016 37.99
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE CHERYL KELLER POLICE 03/17/2016 22.74
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 03/16/2016 306.51
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE POLLY A BOYD PARKS 03/15/2016 29.98
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 03/14/2016 144.01
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 03/11/2016 160.28
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDYTH MUTH CITY MANAGER 03/13/2016 18.25
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE LANA FAUVER REC CENTER 03/10/2016 11.75
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 03/08/2016 43.89
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 03/04/2016 194.92
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PEGGY JONES REC CENTER 03/03/2016 11.97
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/29/2016 354.50
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE CAROL HANSON CITY CLERK 02/29/2016 315.97
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 02/26/2016 273.10
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/26/2016 13.67
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/24/2016 58.62
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE PAULA KNAPEK HUMAN RESOURCES 02/23/2016 30.44
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE CAROL HANSON CITY CLERK 02/22/2016 24.81
KING SOOPERS #0013 LOUISVILLE MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 02/19/2016 119.44
KING SOOPERS #0102 LONGMONT JEFFREY ROBISON OPERATIONS 02/25/2016 13.62
L.L. JOHNSON DIST 03033201270 RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 03/15/2016 154.02
L.L. JOHNSON DIST 03033201270 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/04/2016 21.55
L.L. JOHNSON DIST DENVER DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/03/2016 23.21
L.L. JOHNSON DIST DENVER KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/03/2016 849.17
L.L. JOHNSON DIST DENVER DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/03/2016 614.58
L.L. JOHNSON DIST DENVER DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/03/2016 141.91
L.L. JOHNSON DIST DENVER DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/03/2016 23.39
L.L. JOHNSON DIST 03033201270 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/03/2016 38.40
L.L. JOHNSON DIST 03033201270 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/25/2016 280.17
L.L. JOHNSON DIST 03033201270 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/25/2016 468.40
L.L. JOHNSON DIST 03033201270 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/25/2016 999.21
L.L. JOHNSON DIST 03033201270 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/25/2016 147.90
LAKE RESTORATION-INTER ROGERS FRANCIS H TRICKEL WATER 02/23/2016 374.00
LATHEM TIME CORP 404-6910400 DENNIS COYNE PARKS 03/18/2016 59.62
LEWAN & ASSOCIATES INC 303-759-5440 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/08/2016 435.97
LEWAN & ASSOCIATES INC 303-759-5440 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/08/2016 2,691.82
LITTLE VALLEY WHOLESAL BRIGHTON BOB BERNHARDT PARKS 03/03/2016 35.90
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LOCKSMITH CO. HURRICANE MIKE THOMPSON FACILITIES 03/18/2016 233.50
LOCKSMITH CO. HURRICANE MIKE THOMPSON FACILITIES 03/14/2016 266.00
LOUISVILLE CAR WASH LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/01/2016 5.00
LOUISVILLE CHAMBER OF LOUISVILLE DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/18/2016 339.00
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE TODD OSBORNE WATER 03/21/2016 95.85
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MATTHEW BUSH IT 03/17/2016 17.98
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 03/17/2016 158.43
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE GLEN SIEDENBURG WATER 03/16/2016 36.51
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 03/15/2016 101.78
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/15/2016 77.80
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/15/2016 -26.98
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/14/2016 28.96
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE HARLAN VITOFF PARKS 03/14/2016 23.02
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/11/2016 49.05
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE JOANN MARQUES REC CENTER 03/12/2016 66.36
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE JEFF LEBECK OPERATIONS 03/10/2016 29.88
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/10/2016 24.95
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 03/10/2016 47.40
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE CHERYL KELLER POLICE 03/09/2016 264.29
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MIKE MILLER POLICE 03/09/2016 122.33
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE HARLAN VITOFF PARKS 03/09/2016 44.57
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/09/2016 15.16
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/09/2016 49.56
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DENNIS COYNE PARKS 03/08/2016 20.83
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE STEVE HITE OPERATIONS 03/08/2016 17.81
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/08/2016 68.32
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/07/2016 73.39
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/07/2016 8.34
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE STEVE HITE OPERATIONS 03/07/2016 30.13
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE BRIAN GARDUNO OPERATIONS 03/04/2016 6.81
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE STEVE HITE OPERATIONS 03/04/2016 32.96
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 03/04/2016 53.94
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE LINDA PARKER REC CENTER 03/06/2016 1.79
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE STEVE HITE OPERATIONS 03/04/2016 54.96
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE STEVE HITE OPERATIONS 03/03/2016 40.21
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE CHERYL KELLER POLICE 03/03/2016 5.91
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE STEVE HITE OPERATIONS 03/03/2016 137.88
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/03/2016 20.36
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/03/2016 38.56
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/03/2016 19.33
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/02/2016 89.79
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE MIKE THOMPSON FACILITIES 03/01/2016 11.76
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LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 02/29/2016 8.98
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/29/2016 6.79
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE LINDA PARKER REC CENTER 02/28/2016 3.55
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/26/2016 37.09
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/28/2016 67.90
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 02/23/2016 47.84
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/23/2016 35.10
LOWES #00220* LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/23/2016 74.11
LULU`S BBQ LLC LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 03/11/2016 59.50
MAPO 3037397344 JEFF LEBECK OPERATIONS 03/21/2016 50.00
MARCOS PIZZA - 6005 LOUISVILLE DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 03/16/2016 104.81
MCCADDON CADILLAC BUIC BOULDER RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 02/26/2016 25.33
MCCADDON CADILLAC BUIC BOULDER MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/26/2016 324.81
MCCADDON CADILLAC BUIC BOULDER MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 02/23/2016 70.39
MCGUCKIN HARDWARE BOULDER JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/18/2016 8.99
MCGUCKIN HARDWARE BOULDER KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/08/2016 82.93
MCGUCKIN HARDWARE BOULDER KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/22/2016 186.30
MCGUCKIN HARDWARE BOULDER DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/22/2016 -119.98
MESSAGE MEDIA MELBOURNE MEREDYTH MUTH CITY MANAGER 03/04/2016 900.00
METROINSTITUTE CPPA 6024522900 KERRY KRAMER PARKS 03/01/2016 31.50
MICHAELS STORES 2059 SUPERIOR MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 03/10/2016 4.24
MINERS TAVERN ERIE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/17/2016 24.00
MISCOWATER 949-4585555 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/22/2016 1,000.00
MMM SPEC AGG ASPHALT GOLDEN NATHAN LANPHERE OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 117.50
MONOPRICE COM 9099896887 MATTHEW BUSH IT 03/09/2016 129.96
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE GLEN SIEDENBURG WATER 03/18/2016 25.95
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 03/16/2016 40.58
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/11/2016 232.88
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/11/2016 1,686.37
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE MICHAEL TOWERS PARKS 03/10/2016 3.59
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE TYLER DURLAND PARKS 03/04/2016 20.31
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/22/2016 -99.94
NAPA AUTO PART 0026903 LOUISVILLE THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 02/19/2016 13.90
NORTHWEST PARKWAY LLC 303-9262500 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/03/2016 6.35
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 DAVE NICHOLS OPERATIONS 03/21/2016 135.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/21/2016 85.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/21/2016 85.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 TODD OSBORNE WATER 03/16/2016 60.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 03/03/2016 60.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 JEFFREY ROBISON OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 60.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/01/2016 60.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 02/26/2016 60.00
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O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 02/26/2016 60.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 FRANCIS H TRICKEL WATER 02/23/2016 90.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 NATHAN LANPHERE OPERATIONS 02/22/2016 60.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 02/22/2016 60.00
O.C.P.O. /C.E.C.T.I. 303-3948994 THOMAS CZAJKA OPERATIONS 02/22/2016 60.00
OFFICE DEPOT #1080 800-463-3768 BRADY JONES GOLF COURSE 03/16/2016 65.67
OFFICE DEPOT #1080 800-463-3768 BRADY JONES GOLF COURSE 02/19/2016 27.38
OFFICEMAX CT*IN#265439 877-969-6629 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 02/19/2016 34.05
OFFICEMAX CT*IN#340163 877-969-6629 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 02/29/2016 104.66
OFFICEMAX CT*IN#431473 877-969-6629 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 03/08/2016 69.92
OFFICEMAX CT*IN#446942 877-969-6629 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 03/09/2016 50.31
OFFICEMAX CT*IN#540046 877-969-6629 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 02/29/2016 83.60
OFFICEMAX CT*IN#563886 877-969-6629 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 03/21/2016 28.01
OFFICEMAX CT*IN#707833 877-969-6629 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 03/09/2016 12.50
OFFICEMAX CT*IN#876640 877-969-6629 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 03/21/2016 41.80
OFFICEMAX/OFFICEDEPOT6 SUPERIOR TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/16/2016 9.99
OFFICEMAX/OFFICEDEPOT6 SUPERIOR ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 03/09/2016 30.89
OFFICEMAX/OFFICEDEPOT6 SUPERIOR CATHERINE JEPSON PARKS 03/04/2016 7.29
OFFICEMAX/OFFICEDEPOT6 SUPERIOR MATTHEW BUSH IT 02/24/2016 29.99
OFFICEMAX/OFFICEDEPOT6 SUPERIOR BRADY JONES GOLF COURSE 02/23/2016 17.99
OPENTIP.COM NEEDHAM HEIGH TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 03/10/2016 30.90
OPENYARDCOM 8006058944 JESSE DEGRAW REC CENTER 02/25/2016 169.73
ORIENTAL TRADING CO 800-228-0475 KRISTEN PORTER REC CENTER 02/24/2016 188.50
PARKER STORE LOUISVILL 303-762-6512 VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/14/2016 28.29
PARKER STORE LOUISVILL 303-762-6512 VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/07/2016 44.01
PARMA TRATTORIA MOZZAR LOUISVILLE POLLY A BOYD PARKS 03/16/2016 217.00
PAYFLOW/PAYPAL 08888839770 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/02/2016 19.95
PAYFLOW/PAYPAL 08888839770 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/02/2016 144.45
PAYPAL *CCCMA 4029357733 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 03/21/2016 95.00
PAYPAL *CCCMA 4029357733 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 03/21/2016 75.00
PAYPAL *COLORADOASS 4029357733 LAURA LOBATO POLICE 03/02/2016 175.00
PAYPAL *DOWNTOWNLSV 4029357733 MEREDYTH MUTH CITY MANAGER 03/15/2016 150.00
PAYPAL *ESSENTIALAR 4029357733 AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 03/10/2016 89.25
PAYPAL *INDIGOWATER 4029357733 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 02/29/2016 450.00
PAYPAL *LIN19881108 4029357733 KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 03/02/2016 131.58
PAYPAL *PRO CLUBS 4029357733 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/18/2016 100.98
PAYPAL *RIPPED GOLF 4029357733 DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/18/2016 105.98
PAYPAL *RMWEA 4029357733 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/02/2016 35.00
PAYPAL *RMWEA 4029357733 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/02/2016 35.00
PEPSI CENTER - AT - M 03034051181 PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 02/23/2016 114.00
PETSMART INC 1015 SUPERIOR ROBERT CARRA WATER 03/16/2016 39.96
PETSMART INC 1015 SUPERIOR TODD OSBORNE WATER 02/27/2016 21.47
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PICKLEBALLCENTRAL KENT KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 03/07/2016 68.99
PIONEER SAND CO 15 BROOMFIELD MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 03/21/2016 67.90
PIONEER SAND CO 15 BROOMFIELD HUGO ROMERO OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 211.72
PIONEER SAND CO HQ COLORADO SPRI ALLAN GILL PARKS 02/26/2016 -114.40
POLYDYNE INC 09128843366 FRANCIS H TRICKEL WATER 03/11/2016 540.00
POLYDYNE INC 09128843366 FRANCIS H TRICKEL WATER 02/24/2016 540.00
PREMIER CHARTERS 03032892222 KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 03/04/2016 405.00
PREMIER CHARTERS 03032892222 KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 02/25/2016 451.00
PREMIER CHARTERS 03032892222 KATIE BEASLEY REC CENTER 02/25/2016 405.00
PUSH PEDAL PULL-CORPOR 06055752136 KATHY MARTIN REC CENTER 03/09/2016 140.70
QUICK SAVE CONOCO WHEAT RIDGE RYAN MORRIS POLICE 03/02/2016 19.22
REDNECK TRAILER SUP 9 FREDERICK RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 02/24/2016 48.00
RMSWFP 3033476269 KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/29/2016 130.00
RMWEA 3033942022 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/02/2016 400.00
RMWEA 3033942022 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/02/2016 400.00
RMWEA 3033942022 TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/19/2016 99.00
ROADMASTERS AUTO & TIR BOULDER MASON THOMPSON OPERATIONS 03/02/2016 406.04
ROADSAFE 3101 401-2534600 MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 02/19/2016 682.40
ROBERTS FILTER GROUP 06105833131 GLEN SIEDENBURG WATER 03/15/2016 947.60
RVT*BVSD FACILITY USE 720-561-5202 KATHY MARTIN REC CENTER 03/04/2016 1,104.00
S&S WORLDWIDE-ONLINE COLCHESTER LANA FAUVER REC CENTER 02/24/2016 123.75
SAFELITE AUTOGLASS 06142109192 RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 03/15/2016 155.80
SHERWIN WILLIAMS #7565 FIRESTONE ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 03/14/2016 -3.98
SHERWIN WILLIAMS #7662 BOULDER JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/14/2016 28.90
SHRED-IT DENVER 03032939170 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/26/2016 30.00
SHRED-IT DENVER 03032939170 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/26/2016 36.80
SHRED-IT DENVER 03032939170 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/26/2016 30.00
SHRED-IT DENVER 03032939170 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/26/2016 30.00
SHRED-IT DENVER 03032939170 JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 02/25/2016 30.00
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 ANGELA NORENE OPERATIONS 03/21/2016 105.51
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 03/16/2016 119.45
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS GOLDEN KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 03/08/2016 -33.57
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS GOLDEN LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 03/03/2016 -20.26
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 LESLIE RINGER HUMAN RESOURCES 03/10/2016 28.23
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 03/07/2016 46.58
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 ANGELA NORENE OPERATIONS 03/03/2016 118.20
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 03/01/2016 78.08
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 PENNEY BOLTE SALES TAX 02/29/2016 420.00
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 ANGELA NORENE OPERATIONS 02/22/2016 93.83
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 POLLY A BOYD PARKS 02/22/2016 199.32
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/19/2016 26.43
SOURCE OFFICE PRODUCTS 303-9648100 POLLY A BOYD PARKS 02/19/2016 32.43
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SPEEDY SIGN WORKS INC 303-5302595 DAVE HINZ POLICE 03/10/2016 40.00
SPEEDY SIGN WORKS INC LAFAYETTE HARLAN VITOFF PARKS 03/09/2016 540.00
SPEEDY SIGN WORKS INC LAFAYETTE TODD OSBORNE WATER 03/03/2016 100.00
SPIRIT AIRLINES-SPIRIT MIRAMAR ROBERT P MUCKLE CITY MANAGER 02/22/2016 203.09
SQ *B.O.B.S. DINER LOUISVILLE MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 03/18/2016 38.93
STAPLS7151403169000001 877-8267755 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/26/2016 19.99
STAPLS7151403169000002 877-8267755 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/19/2016 17.32
STAPLS7151445030000001 877-8267755 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/19/2016 50.28
STAPLS7151445030000002 877-8267755 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/19/2016 24.19
STAPLS7151770854000001 877-8267755 CHERYL KELLER POLICE 02/25/2016 43.96
STAPLS7151812093000001 877-8267755 CAROL HANSON CITY CLERK 03/10/2016 22.53
STAPLS7151812093000002 877-8267755 CAROL HANSON CITY CLERK 02/26/2016 70.99
STAPLS7151914986000001 877-8267755 DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 02/27/2016 110.65
STAPLS7152310154000001 877-8267755 KAREN FREITER LIBRARY 03/05/2016 46.36
STAPLS7152310154000002 877-8267755 KAREN FREITER LIBRARY 03/15/2016 29.29
STAPLS7152310154001001 877-8267755 KAREN FREITER LIBRARY 03/17/2016 -29.29
STERICYCLE 08667837422 POLLY A BOYD PARKS 02/26/2016 367.74
STK*SHUTTERSTOCK, INC. 866-663-3954 DENISE WHITE GOLF COURSE 03/04/2016 152.08
SUPERIOR SIGNAL LLC 7322510800 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/14/2016 627.30
SUPPLYWORKS CORP 08565333261 HARLAN VITOFF PARKS 03/15/2016 155.04
SUPPLYWORKS CORP 08565333261 ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 03/04/2016 492.08
SUPPLYWORKS CORP 08565333261 PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 03/04/2016 137.08
SUPPLYWORKS CORP 08565333261 DENNIS COYNE PARKS 03/01/2016 262.96
SWEET SPOT CAFE LOUISVILLE DAWN BURGESS CITY MANAGER 02/29/2016 260.00
SWEET SPOT CAFE LOUISVILLE MEREDYTH MUTH CITY MANAGER 02/19/2016 130.00
SWEET SPOT CAFE LOUISVILLE DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 02/18/2016 3.71
TARGET 00017699 SUPERIOR MEREDITH KRAUTLER-KLEMMREC CENTER 03/10/2016 33.00
TATTOO MFG 5205840001 DENISE WHITE GOLF COURSE 03/16/2016 159.91
TBS WESTERN REGION 9492674200 AMANDA PERERA REC CENTER 03/04/2016 513.57
TECHSMITH CORPORATION 08005173001 CHRISTOPHER NEVES IT 02/20/2016 249.00
TGI FRIDAYS 62616 DENVER NATHAN LANPHERE OPERATIONS 02/26/2016 42.17
THE DARK HORSE BOULDER VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/21/2016 21.48
THE HOME DEPOT #1546 BOULDER ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 03/17/2016 81.34
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE NATHAN LANPHERE OPERATIONS 03/17/2016 41.88
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE TYLER DURLAND PARKS 03/16/2016 56.37
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE ERIK SWIATEK PARKS 03/15/2016 162.68
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/15/2016 108.35
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE THOMPSON FACILITIES 03/14/2016 4.94
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/14/2016 23.76
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MATT LOOMIS PARKS 03/10/2016 29.97
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOANN MARQUES REC CENTER 03/12/2016 16.95
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MIKE THOMPSON FACILITIES 03/11/2016 19.97
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THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 03/11/2016 5.96
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/09/2016 130.63
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 03/09/2016 104.92
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MATT LOOMIS PARKS 03/09/2016 108.07
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/09/2016 1,429.01
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE BOB BERNHARDT PARKS 03/09/2016 49.97
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MATT LOOMIS PARKS 03/08/2016 4.72
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE BRADLEY AUSTIN PARKS 03/08/2016 300.00
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/08/2016 12.94
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE BRADLEY AUSTIN PARKS 03/08/2016 -81.10
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KERRY KRAMER PARKS 03/07/2016 300.00
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/07/2016 17.06
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KERRY KRAMER PARKS 03/07/2016 -15.38
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KERRY KRAMER PARKS 03/07/2016 -134.20
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MARYANN DORNFELD PARKS 03/04/2016 223.48
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 03/03/2016 49.44
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE DAVID ALDERS PARKS 03/03/2016 4.96
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 03/04/2016 90.79
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MICHAEL TOWERS PARKS 03/03/2016 14.98
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/03/2016 -2.04
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE BRADLEY AUSTIN PARKS 03/03/2016 45.91
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KERRY KRAMER PARKS 03/03/2016 22.94
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 03/03/2016 10.98
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE STEVE HITE OPERATIONS 03/04/2016 142.55
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE TODD OSBORNE WATER 03/03/2016 17.31
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/03/2016 51.69
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MATT LOOMIS PARKS 03/02/2016 .95
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE TYLER DURLAND PARKS 03/02/2016 89.39
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 160.69
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 11.34
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/01/2016 138.28
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 03/01/2016 26.73
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE RUSSELL K BROWN WATER 02/29/2016 48.92
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 02/29/2016 477.00
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KERRY KRAMER PARKS 02/29/2016 23.80
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 02/25/2016 63.39
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 02/26/2016 39.95
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/25/2016 22.12
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE JOE FERRERA PARKS 02/26/2016 78.92
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE DAVID ALDERS PARKS 02/24/2016 22.92
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/24/2016 85.89
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE KRISTOPHER JAGGERS GOLF COURSE 02/24/2016 7.48
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THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE CHRISTOPHER NEVES IT 02/23/2016 47.01
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE PHIL LIND FACILITIES 02/23/2016 5.32
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MATT LOOMIS PARKS 02/19/2016 7.87
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MICHAEL TOWERS PARKS 02/19/2016 4.97
THE HOME DEPOT 1506 LOUISVILLE MICHAEL CLEVELAND OPERATIONS 02/19/2016 61.91
THE UPS STORE #5183 SUPERIOR JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/14/2016 30.18
THE UPS STORE #5183 SUPERIOR DAVE HINZ POLICE 02/19/2016 28.92
TIFCO INDUSTRIES INC 02815716000 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/14/2016 468.34
TIFCO INDUSTRIES INC 02815716000 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 02/25/2016 404.52
TUNDRA SPECIALTIES INC 03034404142 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/03/2016 142.29
TUNDRA SPECIALTIES INC 03034404142 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 02/23/2016 131.76
THE HUCKLEBERRY LOUISVILLE PATRICIA MORGAN REC CENTER 03/17/2016 100.00
ULINE *SHIP SUPPLIES 800-295-5510 JEFF LEBECK OPERATIONS 03/04/2016 160.71
ULINE *SHIP SUPPLIES 800-295-5510 VICKIE ILKO OPERATIONS 03/03/2016 33.00
UNITED AIRLINES 800-932-2732 MONICA GARLAND BUILDING SAFETY 02/18/2016 595.70
UPS*1ZD1T79J0390029410 800-811-1648 MATTHEW BUSH IT 03/20/2016 9.53
USA BLUE BOOK 08004939876 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/04/2016 66.69
USPS 07567095520303376 LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 02/26/2016 6.05
USPS.COM CLICK66100611 WASHINGTON DAVID BARIL GOLF COURSE 03/07/2016 7.05
VALLEY CHRYSLER DODGE BOULDER RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 03/08/2016 -70.20
VALLEY CHRYSLER DODGE BOULDER RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 02/23/2016 70.20
VALLEY CHRYSLER DODGE BOULDER RON CHOATE OPERATIONS 02/23/2016 57.00
VANCE BROTHERS COLORAD DENVER BRIAN GARDUNO OPERATIONS 03/18/2016 98.00
VOC*ICONTACTEMAIL MKT 877-9683996 SUZANNE JANSSEN CITY MANAGER 03/01/2016 15.20
VSN*DOTGOVREGISTRATION 877-734-4688 BRAD MCKENDRY IT 03/21/2016 125.00
VZWRLSS*MY VZ VB P ALPHARETTA DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/10/2016 101.34
VZWRLSS*MY VZ VB P ALPHARETTA DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/10/2016 673.77
VZWRLSS*MY VZ VB P ALPHARETTA DIANE M KREAGER FINANCE 03/03/2016 1,804.82
VZWRLSS*PRPAY AUTOPAY 888-294-6804 CRAIG DUFFIN PUBLIC WORKS 03/05/2016 20.00
WAL-MART #1045 LAFAYETTE MIKE THOMPSON FACILITIES 03/02/2016 4.88
WALGREENS #7006 LOUISVILLE JULIAN CLARK POLICE 03/16/2016 17.99
WATERLOO ICEHOUSE LOUISVILLE DAVE HINZ POLICE 03/09/2016 45.20
WATERLOO ICEHOUSE LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 03/03/2016 123.50
WATERLOO ICEHOUSE LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 02/19/2016 66.00
WAYFAIR*WAYFAIR WAYFAIR.COM DAVE HINZ POLICE 03/11/2016 104.99
WEF WYTHE 800-6660206 TERRELL PHILLIPS WATER 02/20/2016 106.00
WW GRAINGER PITTSBURGH DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/11/2016 -102.06
WW GRAINGER 877-2022594 DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/15/2016 73.98
WW GRAINGER 877-2022594 BRETT TUBBS FACILITIES 03/15/2016 54.44
WW GRAINGER 877-2022594 DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/11/2016 102.06
WW GRAINGER 877-2022594 DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/09/2016 5.76
WW GRAINGER 877-2022594 DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 9.95
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SUPPLIER SUPPLIER LOCATION CARDHOLDER DEPARTMENT TRANS DATE AMOUNT
WW GRAINGER 877-2022594 JUSTIN ELKINS WASTEWATER 03/02/2016 193.36
WW GRAINGER 877-2022594 DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 306.18
WW GRAINGER 877-2022594 DAVID DEAN GOLF COURSE 02/25/2016 59.00
WWW.NORTHERNSAFETY.COM 800-625-1591 KERRY HOLLE PUBLIC WORKS 02/24/2016 130.19
ZUCCA RISTORANTE LOUISVILLE JEFFREY FISHER POLICE 02/18/2016 58.75

ALLAN GILL PARKS 02/29/2016 114.40
RANDY DEWITZ BUILDING SAFETY 03/02/2016 -43.00
DAVID SZABADOS FACILITIES 03/02/2016 -409.11

TOTAL 87,817.16$      
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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 

April 5, 2016  
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
7:00 PM 

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

City Council: Mayor Pro Tem Lipton, City Council members:  Ashley 
Stolzmann, Dennis Maloney, Chris Leh, Susan Loo and 
Jay Keany (arrives 9:00 pm) 

 
Absent: Mayor Muckle 
 
Staff Present: Malcolm Fleming, City Manager 
 Heather Balser, Deputy City Manager  

    Kevin Watson, Finance Director 
    Aaron DeJong, Director of Economic Development 
        and Interim Planning & Building Safety Director 
    Scott Robinson, Planner II 
    Kurt Kowar, Public Works Director 
    Joe Stevens, Parks and Recreation Director 
    Kathy Martin, Recreation Superintendent 
    Alan Gill, Projects Manager 
    Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk  
         
 Others Present: Sam Light, City Attorney  
       

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
All rose for the pledge of allegiance. 

 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for changes to the agenda and hearing none, Council 
member Stolzmann moved to approve the agenda, seconded by Council member 
Maloney.  All were in favor.  Absent:  Mayor Muckle and Council member Keany 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

No comments. 
 

APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for changes to the consent agenda.  Council member Loo 
asked for a phrase in the minutes on page 10 to be re-worded to not sound like she saw 
an upside to project cost increases.  She will work with Acting City Clerk Hanson to 
make the correction.  Council member Leh moved to approve the consent agenda with 
the change to the minutes, seconded by Council member Maloney.  All in favor.  
Absent: Mayor Muckle and Council member Keany 
 

A. Approval of the Bills 
B. Approval of Minutes: March 15, 2016 
C. Approval of 2016 Humane Society Animal Impoundment Agreement 
D. Approve Arbor Day Proclamation 
E. Approve Resolution No. 16, Series 2016 – A Resolution Approving an 

Agreement for Delegation of Activities for a Boulder County 
Collaborative CDBG-DR Sub-Allocation for the City of Louisville Raw 
Water Diversion improvements Project 

 
COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS ON PERTINENT ITEMS NOT ON THE 

AGENDA 
 
No comments. 

 
CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
City Manager Fleming thanked everyone for their patience with all the construction 
around town.  He noted County Road Bridge construction is underway.  He realized 
parking in downtown is difficult and noted paving of the parking lot near Lucky Pie will 
proceed when the area dries out.    
 

REGULAR BUSINESS 

 
PRESENTATION – CITIZENS FOR FINISHING FASTRACKS 

 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for the presentation.  
 
Council member Stolzmann introduced Karen Benker and Joan Peck, members of 
Citizens for Finishing FasTracks.  Ms. Peck is currently on the Longmont City Council 
and Ms. Benker previously served on the Longmont City Council and the RTD Board of 
Directors.   
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Joan Peck, 1935 Spruce Avenue, Longmont, CO discussed FasTracks lack of progress 
in the Northwest Corridor and felt since the taxpayers are paying for a rail line, it needs 
to be built.  Ms. Peck noted Longmont passed a resolution to encourage RTD to finish 
the northwest corridor.   
 
Ms. Peck addressed the Northwest Area Mobility Study (NAMS) and some of the myths 
surrounding the build out of the corridor including;  
1. Ridership numbers are not there to warrant building the northwest corridor – there are 
questions around how those numbers were calculated,  
2. BNSF railroad will not work with us, - BNSF was frustrated with FasTracks and RTD 
not having a solid plan,  
3. There is no money – RTD budget is flexible and dollars could be moved into the 
FasTracks budget.   
She asked Louisville City Council to come up with a resolution and a letter to ask 
Boulder County to put the northwest corridor ahead of any busses planned.       
 
Karen Benker, 1919 Andrew Alden St., Longmont, CO noted her familiarity with 
government budgeting.  Eleven years of sales tax dollars have gone into the fund 
without any benefit of rail. Citizen’s for Finishing FasTracks started going over the 
financial assumptions.  The NAMS study suggested to Boulder County there was no 
money for the rail line until 2040.  Tax collection has gone up since the study was done 
and projections now show a surplus starting in 2020.  She wanted to remind citizens of 
Boulder County they are paying the tax and should be getting a rail line.  Federal 
funding could be sought through the Small Starts program.  RTD reports they are 
paying off the bonds for the other rail lines faster than projected and still have $150 
million of bonding authority.   She wants to start a conversation to form a coalition to be 
heard by RTD.  She asked Louisville City Council to pass a resolution, talk to the 
Chamber of Commerce, prompt DRCOG awareness and talk to the Boulder County 
Commissioners.  She described the contact information for the Citizens for Finishing 
FasTracks Coalition. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton thanked the representatives for the presentation.   
 
Council member Stolzmann thanked Ms. Peck and Ms. Benker and noted the voters 
have made it clear they want FasTracks.  She asked to direct staff to come back with a 
resolution and letter to the County Commissioners.   
 
City Attorney Light suggested staff direction could be done under item 10 to identify 
future agenda items. 
 
RECREATION CENTER/SENIOR CENTER AND AQUATIC CENTER EXPANSION –  

SURVEY RESULTS 
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Mayor Pro Tem Lipton noted the Task force has been working hard along with the 
consultant team.  The Task Force wants to provide periodic updates to City Council 
beginning with this presentation. 
 
Parks and Recreation Director Stevens outlined the three parts of the Council 
Communication; the review of the survey results, the programmatic element derived 
with the help of the citizen task force and the tax implications.  He introduced two 
members of the consulting team from Sink Comb Dethlefs (SCD), Hillary Andren-Wise 
and Chris Kastelic.  He noted members of the Task Force were in attendance.  
 
Chris Kastelic noted he would be presenting survey results for Council consideration.   
 
Introduction - The purpose of this study was to gather statistically valid public feedback 
on the Louisville Recreation/Senior Center and Memory Square swimming pool.  This 
survey research effort and subsequent analysis were designed to assist the City of 
Louisville and Sink Combs Dethlefs in creating an architectural plan to renovate, 
improve, and expand existing recreational facilities and services.   
 
Methodology – 3 primary methods used to conduct survey; 

1. Online, invitation only web survey 
2. Online, open-link public survey 
3. Online, open link survey emailed to the rec center’s member contact list 

Paper surveys were also available upon request. 
List purchased for invitation sample mailing and 4000 surveys mailed out to a random 
sample of Louisville residents in February 2016.   

- 690 responses – 15% (up from the projected 10%) – with about 3.7% margin of 
error. 

Demographic Profile – closely resembles the make-up of the City 
- Relatively even gender split 
- Fairly affluent (66% earn $100,000 per year) 

Household Profile – Half of the respondents live in households with children (51%) and 
roughly ¼ are empty nesters (27%) 
 
Weekly Usage of Facilities  

- Only 19% of respondents do not use the rec center at all, but there are major 
differences in the reported use of facilities (i.e., weights/cardio vs. Senior Center) 

- Top amenities used: weights/cardio, indoor track, lap swimming 

Rec Center Usage Preferences – Crowding, lack of facilities, amenities, and poor 
equipment topped the list of reasons why people aren’t using the rec center. 
 

34



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

April 5, 2016: 
Page 5 of 18 

 
Memory Square usage preferences – Crowding, hours of operation, and lack of 
facilities, amenities topped the list of reasons why people aren’t using Memory Square. 
 
Importance of Rec Center Facilities- New fitness areas, Fitzone group areas, lap 
swimming, exercise/lesson pool, leisure/water park and locker room facilities topped the 
list of importance. Racquetball and wood floor gymnasium were at the bottom of the list 
while a multi-activity center gym was near the middle of the list. 
 
Allocation of $100 – if you had $100 to spend on recreation facilities how would you 
spend it? 

- Respondents allocate most to weights/cardio ($13), seasonal outdoor aquatics 
($12), and group exercise room ($11) 

Importance of Rec Center Facilities – Aquatics 
- Importance ratings for aquatic facilities very similar 

Importance of Rec Center Facilities – Aquatics by respondent age 
- Younger respondents rate indoor leisure pool, new seasonal outdoor aquatics 

facility as more important 
- Older respondents prefer warm water aquatic exercise/lesson pool 

Importance of Rec Center Facilities – Gym 
- Fitness areas, Exercise rooms, running track, multi-activity gym  rose to higher 

priority 

Importance of Rec Center Facilities – Youth 
- Youth amenities rated as somewhat less important 

Importance of Senior Center Facilities 
- Seniors’ priorities match up with overall priorities 

Importance of Memory Square Facilities 
- Many improvements to memory Square were identified as relatively important 

No Additional Facilities Needed – 91% of respondents felt some improvement is needed 
 
Opinion on Increasing Taxes – A majority of respondents (83%) support a city tax 
increase for recreation improvements 

- by age, gender and presence of children in household; middle aged respondents, 
females, and respondents with kids are more likely to support an increased tax 

Tax amount willing to Pay – About half of respondents (48%) would support an increase 
of $100 per year or less 
 

35



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

April 5, 2016:   
Page 6 of 18 

Impact of Fees on Participation – A majority (64%) said fee increases would not affect 
their ability to participate 
 
Follow-up Survey –  

- The City will issue a follow up telephone survey in summer 2016 to registered 
voters with further financial analysis 

- Open Houses will also occur as the design is developed 

COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council member Maloney asked about the second survey questions.  Deputy City 
Manager Balser noted the second survey would address the financial piece once the 
cost is better identified and what people would support for the dollar value. 
 
Council member Leh asked about the timeline.  Deputy City Manager Balser said there 
would be two ballot questions, one for the capital bonding and one for the operation and 
maintenance.  Ballot language would have to be ready for approval mid-July, so 
everything would have to be completed before then.   
 
Council member Stolzmann noted she had asked for a cross tabulation for the 20% of 
people who didn’t use the rec center and there were no significant differences.   
 
PRESENTATION CONTINUES 
 
When the Task Force was presented with the survey and findings, they formed a list of 
recommendations.  Trends included improving crowded fitness areas with exercise 
areas, expanding the track,  multi-activity gym, finding ways to improve the aquatics 
amenities, expanding youth, child sitting and preschool and a better senior center 
environment.   
 
Preliminary Conceptual Program/Cost Summary was presented totaling $25,162,156.  
The Task Force will now look at each amenity and try to determine which are the most 
viable and have the most benefit, and meet the program expectations according to the 
survey. 
 
Council will continue to be periodically updated as all of the pieces of the project come 
together in anticipation of potentially placing a tax issue on the 2016 ballot. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENT  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton understood the interest from the public meetings in outdoor 
aquatic facilities.  That infrastructure is expensive so the design team has been asked to 
provide designs to tie an indoor pool to outdoor space.  This combination would provide 
use of the pool for 12 months.  He felt the proposed changes work well within the 
budget constraints and provide much of what the survey showed as desired amenities.  
 

36



City Council 
Meeting Minutes 

April 5, 2016: 
Page 7 of 18 

 
Chris Kastelic noted this proposes to take the 57,000 square foot facility and add 40,000 
square feet of improvements.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked Finance Director Watson to describe the estimated debt 
service and tax impacts for the proposed bond issue chart included in the packet.  
Finance Director Watson noted a range of project funding requirements was taken from 
$25 million to $37 million, conservative bond issuance costs of 1.5% to get a total debt 
amount.  The sales tax rate to support the annual debt service was looked at as well as 
the property tax mill levy to support the debt service. A calculation of what the net mill 
levy would be was made, which was the new levy less the library levy which expires in 
2018. The $25 million dollar project, results in about a 2.941 mill levy, which is about 
$120 on a $500,000 residence and $425 on a business valued at $500,000.   He 
wanted it understood these are very rough estimates.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton noted there is work being done with the City’s financial advisor to 
examine all the factors to get a clearer vision of the impact on residents.  There will also 
be analysis if the project could be started in 2017 to avoid some of the inflation for 
construction costs.   
 
Council member Maloney asked about the two year overlap of the Library and proposed 
Rec Center loans.   
 
Deputy City Manager Balser emphasized the question in November would be for a new 
tax at the full amount regardless of what is happening with the Library.  Finance Director 
Watson noted the financing may include a wraparound structure. 
 
Council member Loo cautioned against using an exact $25 million number; it is a 
preliminary figure. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for public comment. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Mike Frontczak, 643 Fairfield Lane, Louisville, CO asked if there was a tie between the 
arboretum and what is being done at the rec center.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton said it had not, but could be looked at to include the arboretum in 
the campus. 
 
Michael Perkins, 229 Vulcan St, Louisville, CO asked about the tax structure for high 
density residential.  Mayor Pro Tem Lipton noted it would be on assessed value. 
 
Scott Beard, 512 Buckthorn Lane, Louisville, CO asked if the rec center operates with a 
revenue stream that creates profit or was it cost center; would it support itself.  
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Mayor Pro Tem Lipton noted it was supported both from the general fund and user fees.  
Parks and Recreation Director Stevens noted in 2015 the Recreation Center generated 
approximately 2 million dollars in the recreation division and the operating was 
approximately 2.7 million dollars.  Determining what to ask for in fees and what to ask 
for in additional taxes is part of the process.  
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Ave., Louisville, CO cautioned separating registered voters 
and taxpayers when conducting the second survey and not using it for election strategy. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENT 
 
Council member Stolzmann thanked the Task Force members and public for their 
participation.  She asked for a history of the preschool at the rec center. 
 
Kathy Martin, Superintendent of Recreation and Senior Services, stated about 18 years 
ago the rec center had an early learning center not required to have a State license.  
Shortly after the program began notification from the State alerted them they needed to 
be licensed, so they began the process and have been licensed as a preschool for 
about 16 years.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton met with the school district concerning preschool.  Boulder Valley 
indicated they plan to expand pre-school offerings.  So the question becomes, what 
does that mean for the City’s facility.  The facility could be re-designed if the pre-school 
becomes no longer feasible.   
 
Council member Stolzmann asked about preserving the historic structure at Memory 
Square, if public art was included to enhance the recreation experience, and 
sustainability.  Chris Kastelic noted public art is integral to the design and usually 1% is 
dedicated. Sustainability was not called out because it is integral to the building.  In 
looking at the existing building versus the new, the net result could be the new 
construction could offset the old for a no net energy use. 
 
Council member Stolzmann asked if incorporating a disguised cell tower could be 
included.  It was noted it could be investigated.     
 
Council member Stolzmann asked about including the Arboretum in the plan, especially 
when looking at parking, to make it look like one facility 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton thanked the members of the Task Force and noted the work will 
continue.  

 
RESOLUTION NO. 17, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE SOUTH 

BOULDER ROAD SMALL AREA PLAN 
 

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for a staff presentation. 
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Planner II Robinson presented the draft South Boulder Road small area plan. The 
Comprehensive Plan approved in 2013 calls for development of guidelines of areas in 
the city. The South Boulder Road small area plan is one of those areas to be translated 
into zoning and design guidelines to control what is built in the corridor. 
 
The small area plan: 

1. Defines land uses for the corridor 
2. Establishes preferred physical character (design guidelines) 
3. Outlines public infrastructure priorities. 

The Project started with a kick-off meeting in October of 2014, then 3 public workshops 
and the draft plan was reviewed by City Council in a recent study session. 
 
Project Principles were based on public input and endorsed by Planning Commission 
and City Council last year.  
 
Community Design was based on input heard, desire for places to go and places to 
stay, the desire to get around and get to, creating a sense of community across the 
major corridors and getting development that contributes.  Place-making concepts were 
looked at; design issues to incorporate into the design guidelines after the plan is 
adopted.  Transitional streets, pedestrian refuges to make it more pleasant and safer to 
walk along major corridors, views into the community, creating parking easy to traverse 
and not unsightly.   
 
Allowed land uses will be maintained.  The focus will be on design to make it compatible 
with the community.  A few street improvements are recommended, some new streets, 
some new private connections to create connections in developments or across 
developments, and a few new intersections including a potential one at South Boulder 
Road and Kaylix or Cannon Circle.   
 
To make it easier to walk along South Boulder Road where there is additional right of 
way, the recommendation is to expand the sidewalk and enhance the landscaping.  
Where that is not possible the plan looks at having parallel connections.  To cross South 
Boulder Road, underpasses were talked about. The plan calls for an underpass near 
Via Appia at Cottonwood Park and a desire for an underpass at Main Street was heard.  
Between the right of way constraints and utilities, staff does not believe it is feasible with 
the direction received from Council not to pursue the re-alignment of Main Street.  Two 
underpasses are in the works, under the railroad track near Steel Ranch and under 
Highway 42 near the new Kestrel development.  Roadway improvements are being 
looked at to make it more pedestrian friendly.   
 
The location of allowed heights:  Buildings along South Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th 
Street should be primarily one story with a second story allowed under specific 
conditions.  Further back from the corridor buildings should be a maximum of two 
stories with a third story allowed conditionally. 
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Urban design elements address if the property was to be redeveloped; what it could 
look like.  Elements include 10-20 foot setbacks, variety of building styles, creating 
views in the corridor without a consistent street wall, active pedestrian plazas, creating 
connections into and through the development for both pedestrians and traffic, varied 
building designs and heights.  
  
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan update calls for positive fiscal impacts from the South 
Boulder Road area.  A broad net total fiscal impact projects over a twenty year 
cumulative, a net positive fiscal impact of about 12 million dollars. 
Implementation includes drafting and adopting the design standards and guidelines to 
control development.  Public improvements include some City responsibility, some that 
private property owners or developers would be primarily responsible for and some that 
would be a partnership.  There is a projected timeline and rough cost ranges and 
estimates.    
 
Rezonings should only be considered if:  
• The land to be rezoned was zoned in error and is inconsistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan  
• The area is changing and it is in the public interest to encourage redevelopment  
• Necessary to provide land for a community-related use  
 
Special Review Use  
• Consistent with spirit and intent of the Comp Plan, not contrary to general welfare of 
City and neighborhood  
• Lend economic stability compatible with character of surrounding area  
• Internal efficiency for residents, recreation, public access, safety, utilities, and other 
factors related to public health and convenience  
• External effects including traffic, nuisances, litter, and other effects on public health, 
welfare, safety and convenience  
• Adequate pedestrian facilities to prevent use of vehicular ways 
 
Proposed Height Criteria  
• Overall design  
• Enhancements to public realm  
• Limited impacts on views from surrounding properties  
• Limited impacts of shadows on surrounding properties 
 
The small area plan if adopted as written, reduces the amount of development that 
could occur in the corridor in comparison to what existing zoning currently allows at 
maximum buildout.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked about what was meant by development potential.  Planner 
Robinson noted it was based on existing zoning, not assuming waivers for additional 
height or additional density.  Where special review use may be allowed, it looked at 
areas where it is already approved and would maintain existing use; areas where 
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special review use could be approved but has not, would maintain uses compatible with 
uses allowed by right. It does not anticipate any new Special Review Use approvals. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for Council Comment. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENT 
 
Council member Maloney asked of the proposed allowed; how many are unconstructed 
with entitlements.  Planner Robinson did not have a specific list.  Council member Leh 
suggested the answer be included in the next presentation.  Planner Robinson agreed.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for public comment. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
John Leary, 1116 LaFarge Avenue, Louisville, CO outlined five premises for a 
recommendation. When Council first saw this small area plan, the decision was made 
for no additional high density housing.  Comp Plan and small area plan create the vision 
for the corridor.   Louisville Municipal Code makes it clear the use of Special Review 
Use (SRU) has to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  If you can’t deny the 
SRU process, the next phase of the process is zoning.  Zoning can be changed and 
vision can be changed.  It was important to understand nothing was irreversible.  
Certainty needs to come from the Comp Plan for residents along the corridor.  He 
recommended removing residential/SRU designation from the Comp Plan and insert 
language to clearly indicate the vision for the corridor.  This doesn’t interfere with the 
beneficial use of SRU elsewhere in the corridor. 
 
Sid Vinall, 544 Leader Circle, Louisville, CO has followed the small area plan and noted 
it is an important plan along South Boulder Road.  The area needs to look like a corridor 
that is welcoming to people who pass through.  He felt the plan has some attractive 
elements.  The north part of Louisville has had residential development; he would like to 
see more retail.  He supported the Via Appia underpass and would like to see one at 
Main Street or at least enhancements to the crossing.  He stated the Baptist Church 
area could be a nice open area. He liked the design for Village Square although heights 
seem to overpower.  North Main gateway could be an open and grassy area.   Improve 
the connectivity; do not divide areas of town. 
 
Alice Srinivasan, 565 Fireside Street, Louisville, CO stated it is difficult to cross South 
Boulder Road at Main Street and wanted to see it more pedestrian friendly.  She was 
concerned about the high density housing and wondered if there was infrastructure to 
support it.   
 
James Williams, 1889 Garfield Ave., Louisville, CO wanted to speak about the trail 
improvements, specifically underpasses.  He felt the theme in this process was 
connectivity across South Boulder Road.  The project’s first principle speaks to safe and 
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convenient crossing of South Boulder Road.  He asked what funding was allocated to 
the two underpasses already in the works.   
 
City Manager Fleming noted for the Steel Ranch underpass, Takoda development 
contributed $200,000 dollars with an estimated $500,000 cost at the time, now with 
design additions to accommodate stormwater, it is estimated at more than $1 million 
dollars.  He did not recall the Kestrel contribution to the Hwy. 42 underpass. 
 
Mr. Williams asked why the timeline for the Via Appia underpass had been pushed out.  
The answer was fiscal constraints.   
 
Mr. Williams suggested building out from the core of the area to create the connectivity 
planned.  Traffic along South Boulder Road is only increasing and he encouraged 
additional consideration to move the Via Appia underpass up in the timeline.  He noted 
there was a petition signed by Louisville residents expressing a preference to include 
the underpass at Via Appia in the 1-5 year planning. 
 

 Keany arrives 9:00 PM 

Mayor Pro Tem Lipton noted the Capital Improvement Plan is reviewed every year and 
if the opportunity arises Council could move the timeline up. 
 
Sherry Sommer, 910 S. Palisade Ct., Louisville, CO heard two goals of the plan she 
thought sounded very good. First, it is meant to control development according to 
community desires and second, it is intended to maintain existing zoning.  She felt the 
allowance for third story and provision for the SRU did not contribute to these goals.   
 
Jean Morgan, 1131 Spruce St., Louisville, CO felt if a change was as large as the 
residential buildings north of Alfalfa’s, it should go through re-zoning not SRU.  She 
asked for more study of the feasibility for a safer crossing in the Main Street area.  She 
felt the area at Main and Centennial on the south side of South Boulder Road would be 
a nice place for a pioneer park. 
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 W. Willow St., Louisville, CO noted South Boulder Road is a traffic 
mess and is only going to get worse with what is approved and already under 
construction.  She wanted to mitigate traffic impact by not allowing any high density 
housing through SRU and limiting office density and keeping them to one story.    
Bringing buildings out to South Boulder Road has blocked ability to widen the road.  She 
asked Council to keep quality of life of residents in mind when considering the vision for 
the area.  
 
Janet Stonington, 1101 Grant Ave., Louisville, CO echoed Jean Morgan’s comments.  
She handed out flyers to get folks interested in this meeting and noted all of the people 
she contacted were concerned about crowding in Louisville.   
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Peter Stewart, 1132 Jefferson Ave., Louisville, CO said this discussion reminded him of 
the first Safeway re-development proposal to change to all residential which surprised 
neighbors.  He noted the opportunity of the small area plan to define community 
desires.  He supported further definition of those community desires.  
 
Darlene Nahodyl, 2333 Dogwood Circle, Louisville, CO asked why most of the plans 
presented from the Planning Commission seem to contain an escape clause around the 
issue at hand.  She felt the Special Review Use provided a way to get around what the 
community wants and or said they did not want.  The public wants to have their voice 
heard about what is to be built. 
 
Michael Perkins, 229 Vulcan St., Louisville, CO considered the Village Square area vital 
to North Louisville.  He was disconcerted by the high density development.  He didn’t 
consider Louisville an urban area.  He cautioned against losing parking in Village 
Square as parking is already difficult.   
 
Alex Bradley, 1385 Caledonia Circle, Louisville, CO felt the SRU process was a 
loophole.  She didn’t understand why it was allowed.  She was concerned about the 
lack of safe crossings for the children who attend Louisville Middle School.  She was 
perplexed why the light at Kaylix was being considered.  She asked for clarification on 
how the currently allowed residential was more than the small area plan proposes.  
 
John Nahodyl,, 2333 Dogwood Circle, Louisville, CO noted he has involved in 
transportation and architecture all his life.  He felt citizens don’t have a chance to 
present other ideas when developers present theirs.  He didn’t want the SRU’s to be a 
runaround to the zoning process. He encouraged Council to pursue the Northwest 
Corridor Rail.  
 
Carlos Hernandez, 279 Chestnut Street, Louisville, CO noted he lived in high density 
housing when he first moved to Louisville and was thankful it was available at the time 
so he could be part of this community.  
 
Debby Fahey, 1118 W. Enclave Circle, Louisville, CO agreed with much of what was 
said.  She saw connectivity as what citizens wanted on South Boulder Road and having 
an underpass ten years out was not sufficient.  She encouraged putting in a safe way to 
cross soon.  She felt the property rights of the people who already live here, based on 
zoning that was already there, should be maintained. 
 
Beth Kearns, 371 Eisenhower Drive, Louisville, CO wanted to keep the quality of life 
and difference Louisville provides. She was not in favor of a blinking light at crossings. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for Council questions of staff. 
 
COUNCIL QUESTIONS 
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Council member Loo asked if Centennial and Main had been approved to be connected, 
would there be room for an underpass.   
 
Planner Robinson noted it would depend on what land was acquired and how it was 
realigned.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked to show on the map the Main Street underpass constraint. 
 
Planner Robinson noted the main issue was providing accessibility; slopes, ramp 
access, getting back up to grade with limited space.  Safety concerns include sight lines 
and if dark, people won’t use it and end up with the same concerns.    
 
Council member Loo asked about other alternatives including an overpass; do you end 
up with accessibility issues there as well.  Planner Robinson responded, yes, there 
would have to be elevators or ramps and the limited space would be an issue.  The City 
would have to acquire land to put in the underpass.  The proposal in the plan is to make 
intersection improvements, roadway improvements and signal improvements, to make it 
safer to cross at grade.  The dollar projection for the Main Street crossing is between 
$100 – 500 thousand dollars. 
 
Council member Stolzmann wanted to further investigate a crossing at Main Street.   
 
Council member Leh asked about discussion with the property owners at Main and 
South Boulder Road.  Planner Robinson said during preliminary discussions concerning 
the realignment of Main Street those homeowners spoke strongly against it and were 
not interested in any sort of land negotiations.   
 
Council member Leh thought citizen desire exists for a crossing with safety and 
connectivity.  He encouraged more study.   
 
Council member Loo asked for a brief history on the Loftus/Safeway project and 
whether it was a SRU process.  Planner Robinson noted the property was zoned 
Commercial Community (CC) which allows multi-family residential as a special review 
use.  The residential got scaled down after the first proposal and more commercial was 
added before final approval. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked about the light between the railroad tracks and Hwy 42. 
 
Planner Robinson noted it was to provide a way to cross South Boulder Road without 
going out to Hwy 42.  He stated there are drawbacks and advantages, allows citizens 
and businesses to cross but can add additional delay.  It was left in the plan for 
consideration in the future. 
 
Council member Stolzmann noted the crosswalk at Griffith and Hwy. 42 and suggested 
the signal go there as well.  Planner Robinson noted the light at Cannon Circle and the 
crosswalk at Griffith are part of Hwy 42 plan and could be looked at again. 
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Council member Stolzmann noted the plan closed off many left turns crossing South 
Boulder Road and asked about Blue Star Lane and the call for taking the median out.  
Planner Robinson said the left turn at Blue Star was determined to have better traffic 
flow and visibility was better.  He noted the changing of the median was 11-20 years 
out.  
 
Council member Stolzmann asked why the plan calls out residential SRU on the 
commercial properties, but no other type of SRU.  Planner Robinson noted this plan 
tries to keep the uses in broad categories.  The zoning code will be specified later.   
 
Council member Stolzmann asked City Attorney Light if commercial uses were what 
was wanted, would this be the place to list that. 
 
City Attorney Light stated the primary purpose of this document is to list the vision 
desired.  To implement it in a regulatory way, that mandates only certain uses be 
allowed in a different way than the current zoning is able, then a subsequent legislative 
process to amend the zoning ordinance would need to take place.  For the 
Comprehensive Plan to carry regulatory weight if you don’t adopt subsequent 
ordinances, then the Comp Plan needs to be specific so people understand what is 
expected. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton called for public comment and hearing none, closed public 
comments and asked for Council comments. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council member Maloney thanked staff for their work on the plan.  As he looked at this 
draft small area plan, he found some of the designs attractive and liked the idea of the 
area being multi-modal.  Traffic is busy and needs to be addressed now and for the 
future.  Density in the area doesn’t make a lot of sense.  Community desire is not for 
housing density in the area.  The SRU areas should support retail and commercial.  
Fiscal model is solid, but the assumptions for the amount of spending on taxable goods 
across income brackets didn’t make sense.  Cost assumptions on the underpass need 
to be more specific. An underpass at Via Appia is a good idea, but at Main St. seems to 
make more sense.   
 
Council member Stolzmann supported Council member Maloney’s comments.  She 
wanted to add the Main street underpass. She referred to page 174 showing two-way 
traffic to the Main Street apartments, but the community was told that would not be two- 
way traffic.  A better solution would be when Christopher Plaza redevelops, look at a 
way to combine the driveways.  Blue Star Lane should stay the same.  Remove lights 
on Cannon Circle, too close together; explore traffic signal at Griffith.   Keep one 
entrance at Cottonwood Park and move to east.  She thanked staff for their work on the 
plan. 
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Mayor Pro Tem Lipton commended staff and the public for the work on this plan.  He felt 
it is important to embrace the plan and bring this to some level of closure soon.  Realize 
this evolves over the years and is fine-tuned as time passes.  He wanted to give 
property owners assurance of where the City is headed.  Have to recognize existing 
property rights and entitlements.  High density residential is not desired in this area or 
even retail and commercial not already planned.  Safe connectivity needs to be 
explored.   
 
Council member Keany apologized for being late to the meeting. He expressed concern 
over some of the traffic signals and wanted to see better pedestrian access at Main 
Street.   He didn’t want the SRU process to become a wholesale zoning tool. When 
looking at entitlements or existing zoning should be looking at what is already there and 
not zoning or allowing more growth in the future, especially residential. 
 
Council member Loo thanked Planning staff and realized it is tough to balance all the 
voices heard.  The political climate in Louisville seems to be trending toward slow or no 
growth.  The SRU process worked in the Safeway re-development, the community was 
heard and the project approved was very different than the one originally proposed.  
The fear of the SRU process is unfounded.  Not doing the realignment at Main Street 
and South Boulder Road was a process of Council listening to citizens.  That closed 
some of the options for an underpass and overpass.  She was not in favor of so many 
stoplights.  The stoplight on Highway 42 at Griffith or Cannon was a CDOT issue.  
Funding the underpass at Via Appia was moved out to use the funds for paving the 
roads.  She reassured the public, staff and Council are always looking for outside 
funding.  She was not in favor of adding height in the South Boulder Road area.   
 
Council member Leh thanked the public for attending and providing comments.  He 
thanked staff and Council for their work.  He noted most of his concerns had already 
been mentioned.  He wanted to explore the underpass and see if there weren’t ways to 
move it forward in the plan.  He appreciated the positive comment about high density 
housing.  He noted the SRU process is a land use tool and provides for changes of land 
use with requirements.  Staff, Planning Commission and Council reviews the 
requirements before a decision is made.  The process is a tool and is beneficial when 
used properly. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton gave staff direction:  

 Additional study and review on connectivity, crossings, and safety   
 Residential land use – interest in regulating any additional high density  
 Height – density for retail and commercial limit to 1-2 story or is there some 

latitude for three – if three watch visual impact, set back from roadways and 
residential buffer.  Refine map 

 Limit Special Review Use (SRU)  
 Bring back rationale on the traffic signals 
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Council members discussed whether the small area plan needed to be more specific in 
these areas before approval.   
 
City Attorney Light noted if Council includes no more multi-family dwellings as a vision 
in the Comp Plan, the Code still says those dwellings are an SRU in those zone 
districts.  Options for some Code changes would be brought to Council.   
 
City Manager Fleming noted the concern over the SRU process.  He asked Planner 
Robinson to address the concern over the number of stories allowed. Planner Robinson 
noted three stories are allowed in most of the corridor now, this small area plan would 
allow one story by right along South Boulder Road and Highway 42, and through an 
additional design review process (not SRU), potential for a second story and further 
back allow for the potential of a third story.  The amount of development along the 
corridor is reduced by reducing the amount of height. 
 
MOTION 
 
Lipton moved to continue consideration of Resolution No. 17, Series 2016 to the next 
meeting on April 19, 2016. Council member Maloney seconded.  All in favor.   

 
BIENNIAL BUDGET PROCESS AND FIRST REVIEW/DIRECTION ON 2017/2018 

CONTRIBUTING PROJECTS 
 
City Manager Fleming noted there had been some question if staff was doing a biennial 
budget and said each Director has put together a list of contributing projects that cover 
both years.  This concept list is designed to solicit feedback from City Council primarily if 
there is something Council would like to see on the list and it is not currently there.  If 
there is something on the list Council does not want time spent on, let staff know and 
they can remove it.  Some items will drop off since it is likely there will not be financial or 
staff resources for everything.  
 
City Manager Fleming asked this be discussed at a future meeting. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked staff to schedule time for Council discussion of the 
biennial budget process.   
 

CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 
 

No report. 
 

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

 
Council member Stolzmann asked staff be directed to bring back a resolution to RTD 
similar to Longmont’s in support of finishing Fastracks and draft a letter to the Boulder 
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County Commissioners saying Louisville thinks completing the Northwest Corridor Rail 
line is a priority for the area.  Mayor Pro Tem Lipton asked staff to bring those back. 
Council member Loo asked for some background, history and analysis by staff. 
 
Deputy City Manager noted the Mayors and Commissioners Coalition has done some 
analysis within the last six to twelve months and staff could gather what is available for 
Council review.   
 
Council member Loo wanted background so there was no conflict with what had been 
done in the past.  Mayor Pro Tem Lipton agreed there should be an alignment as to 
what has been done in the past. 

 
ADJOURN 

 
MOTION: Mayor Pro Tem Lipton moved for adjournment, seconded by Council member 
Leh . All were in favor.    The meeting was adjourned at 11:17 p.m.   
   
 
       ________________________ 
            Jeffrey Lipton, Mayor Pro Tem  
 
________________________   
 Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk  
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5C 

SUBJECT: APPROVE SPECIAL MEETING FOR 6:00 PM ON MAY 3, 2016 
 
DATE:  APRIL 19, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: MALCOLM FLEMING, CITY MANAGER 
 
 
SUMMARY:  
Staff requests approval to schedule a Special Meeting at 6:00 PM on May 3, 2016 for 
purpose of an Executive session for consideration of real property acquisitions 
dispositions and pending litigation.  The meeting will be held in the City Manager’s office 
at 749 Main Street, Louisville. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:   
N/A 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
Approve Special Meeting 
 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
N/A 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 5D 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF DELL PROCUREMENT   
 
DATE:  APRIL 19, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: CHRIS J NEVES, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY  
 
 
SUMMARY: 
The Information Technology (IT) Department is requesting authorization to purchase the 
required computer hardware and associated software to upgrade and implement a 
business continuity and disaster recovery solution for the City’s current DELL VRTX 
server and Appassure backup environments. This capital initiative is the second phase 
of the IT Strategic Plan’s R1 initiative “Implement Server Virtualization Technology” 
performed in 2014. Upon completion, this capital project creates a redundant and 
separate geographic server site at the Louisville Police Department that can support all 
the City’s mission critical IT applications in the event the City Hall location is offline due 
to disaster.    
 
The procurement is a sole source with DELL under the State of Colorado’s WSCA 
(Western States Contracting Alliance) contract #99AGZ. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The total cost of the Dell solution is $61,696.45. The 2016 approved capital funding 
associated with this project is $80,000.  
      
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that City Council approve the purchase of the Dell solution in the 
amount of $61,696.45. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Quote (DELL) 
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QUOTATION

Quote #: 727264443
Customer #: 2051384
Contract #: 99AGZ 
CustomerAgreement #: MHEC-07012015 
Quote Date: 04/11/2016

Date:  4/11/2016 Customer Name: CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

Thanks for choosing Dell! Your quote is detailed below; please review the quote for product and 
informational accuracy. If you find errors or desire certain changes please contact your sales 
professional as soon as possible. 

Sales Professional Information 

SALES REP: FABY STRUCHEN PHONE: 1800 - 4563355

Email Address: Faby_Struchen@Dell.com Phone Ext: 80000

GROUP: 1 QUANTITY: 1 SYSTEM PRICE: $16,301.05 GROUP TOTAL: $16,301.05

Description Quantity

PowerEdge VRTX Rack (225-4380) 1

PowerEdge VRTX Chassis Configure to Order (468-0891) 1

Thank you for choosing Dell ProSupport Plus. For tech support, visit 
http://www.dell.com/contactdell (951-2015) 

1

Dell Hardware Limited Warranty Plus On Site Service Extended Year (954-7528) 1

Dell Hardware Limited Warranty Plus On Site Service Initial Year (954-7531) 1

ProSupport Plus: Mission Critical 4-Hour 7x24 On-Site Service with Emergency Dispatch, 
2 Year Extended (954-7615) 

1

ProSupport Plus: Mission Critical 4-Hour 7x24 On-Site Service with Emergency Dispatch, 
Initial Year (954-7623) 

1

ProSupport Plus: 7x24 HW/SW Tech Support and Assistance, 3 Year (954-7637) 1

Dell Proactive Systems Management - visit www.dell.com/Proactive to configure your 
service (909-0269) 

1

On-Site Installation Declined (900-9997) 1

PowerEdge VRTX Shipping (332-0798) 1

Shipping Materials, VRTX Rack Chassis with up to Four Half-Height Server Nodes (340-
AAWC) 

1

PowerEdge VRTX 1Gb Switch Module, Internal 16 ports to External 8 ports (332-0876) 1

Intel Ethernet I350 QP 1Gb Server Adapter, Low Profile (430-4442) 3

PowerEdge VRTX Rack Configuration for 2.5 inch Hard Drives (max 25) (319-2038) 1

PowerEdge VRTX Locking Security Bezel (318-2754) 1

Chassis Management Controller Card for PowerEdge VRTX Chassis (332-0877) 1

Chassis Management Controller Card for PowerEdge VRTX Chassis (332-0877) 1

CMC Extended Storage Card (342-2666) 1

SD Storage for Chassis Management Controller (403-BBEQ) 1

PowerEdge VRTX 2.5 HDD Single Expander for Single Controller (319-1975) 1
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PowerEdge VRTX 2.5 HDD HotPlug Backplane with Single Controller and Expander 
(332-0794) 

1

PERC H710P Internal RAID Controller, 1GB NVRAM, for PowerEdge VRTX (342-5756) 1

1.2TB 10K RPM SAS 12Gbps 2.5in Hot-plug Hard Drive (400-AJPX) 25

Dell OpenManage CD Kit for PowerEdge M630 Blade Server (631-AAJU) 1

DVD+/-RW, SATA, Internal (318-1391) 1

PowerEdge VRTX Rack Installation Rails, No Cable Management Arm (770-BBCO) 1

PowerEdge VRTX Redundant Power Supply, 4 x 1600W, (2+2) (450-AEJX) 1

Power Cord, C13 to C14, PDU Style, 12 Amps, 2 foot, Qty 1 (330-3150) 4

Power Cord, NEMA 5-15P to C13, 15 amp, wall plug, 10 feet / 3 meter (310-8509) 4

No Media Required (421-5736) 1

PowerEdge VRTX Enterprise Management License Upgrade, with FlexAddress for CMC 
(421-9814) 

1

(* ) 1

vSphere Ess Plus Kit 6CPU License, 3yr Subscription w/Dwngrd Rights (421-7743) 1

GROUP: 2 QUANTITY: 3 SYSTEM PRICE: $6,363.94 GROUP TOTAL: $19,091.82

Description Quantity

PowerEdge M630 Blade Server (210-ACZY) 3

PowerEdge M630 Motherboard (329-BCLU) 3

VRTX PCIE Pass-Through Mezzanine Adapter Qty-2 (330-BBBG) 3

PowerEdge VRTX Server Node Insertion Instruction Label for Handle (340-AFBP) 3

PowerEdge M630 Regulatory Label, DAO (389-BESH) 3

VRTX Software Drivers for Add-in Exmulex PCI NICs (634-BBLZ) 3

VRTX Software Drivers for Add-in Broadcom PCI NICs (750-AACQ) 3

VRTX Software Driver for Shared PERC Controller (750-AACR) 3

VRTX Software Drivers for Add-in Intel PCI NICs (750-AACS) 3

VRTX Software Drivers for Add-in Qlogic PCI NICs (750-AACT) 3

VRTX Software Drivers for Add-In AMD GPGPU (750-AACU) 3

Thank you for choosing Dell ProSupport Plus. For tech support, visit 
http://www.dell.com/contactdell (951-2015) 

3

Dell Hardware Limited Warranty Plus On Site Service (997-0181) 3

ProSupport Plus: 7x24 Next Business Day Onsite Service, 3 Year (997-0209) 3

ProSupport Plus: 7x24 HW/SW Tech Support and Assistance,3 Year (997-0218) 3

On-Site Installation Declined (900-9997) 3

US Order (332-1286) 3

On-Site Installation Declined (900-9997) 3

No System Documentation, No OpenManage DVD Kit (343-BBDG) 3

DSS7500 Consolidiated Shipping (750-AADI) 3

Intel i350 Quad Port 1 Gigabit, KR Blade Network Daughter Card (542-BBCE) 3

iDRAC8 Enterprise, integrated Dell Remote Access Controller, Enterprise (385-BBHO) 3

OpenManage Essentials, Server Configuration Management (634-BBWU) 3

2.5" Backplane with up to 2 Hard Drives and PERC RAID Controller (406-BBEO) 3

Standard Cooling,M630 (384-BBDP) 3

Performance BIOS Settings (384-BBBL) 3
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Diskless Configuration, PERC Controller (780-BBMB) 3

H330 Controller (405-AAED) 3

Intel Xeon E5-2650 v3 2.3GHz,25M Cache,9.60GT/s QPI,Turbo,HT,10C/20T (105W) 
Max Mem 2133MHz (338-BFFF) 

3

Upgrade to Two Intel Xeon E5-2650 v3 2.3GHz,25M Cache,9.60GT/s 
QPI,Turbo,HT,10C/20T (105W) (374-BBGM) 

3

32GB RDIMM, 2133 MT/s, Dual Rank, x4 Data Width (370-ABVW) 24

2133MT/s RDIMMs (370-ABUF) 3

Performance Optimized (370-AAIP) 3

No Hard Drive (400-ABHL) 3

No Systems Documentation, No OpenManage DVD Kit (631-AACK) 3

Internal Dual SD Module (330-BBCV) 3

Redundant SD Cards Enabled (385-BBCF) 3

16GB SD Card For IDSDM (385-BBII) 3

16GB SD Card For IDSDM (385-BBII) 3

No Operating System, No Utility Partition (611-BBBG) 3

No Operating System Media Kit (420-1908) 3

30 days Trial License for Vmware Enterprise Plus (600-BBBC) 3

VMware ESXi 5.5 U3 Embedded Image on Flash Media (600-BBQB) 3

DIMM Blanks for System with 2 Processors (374-BBHL) 3

68MM Heatsink for PowerEdge M630 Processor 1 (412-AADY) 3

68MM Heatsink for PowerEdge M630 Processor 2 (412-AADZ) 3

68MM Processor Heatsink Shroud for PowerEdge M630 (750-AAFD) 3

(* ) 1

SOFTWARE & ACCESSORIES GROUP TOTAL: $0.00

Product ¯ Κ۷nǑiǑȑ UniǑҟ
ẇ₢i ٞ ɍ ToǑ۷l

Dell Education Services-No PowerEdge VRTX Training Selected 
(973-5355) 

1 $0.00 $0.00

COMMENT 

P908848215 

P908848215 

*Total Purchase Price: $35,449.87

Product Subtotal: ¯Κ۷,ΚǑ2ȑ8ҟ
Tax: ¯ẇȑẇẇ
Shipping & Handling: ¯۷ҟȑẇẇ
State Environmental Fee: ¯ẇȑẇẇ
Shipping Method: ₢ٞ ɍ T DAY 

(* Amount denoted in $) 
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Order this quote easily online through your Premier page, or if you do not have Premier, using Quote 
to Order

Statement of Conditions

The information in this document is believed to be accurate. However, Dell assumes no responsibility 
for inaccuracies, errors, or omissions, and shall not be liable for direct, indirect, special, incidental, or 
consequential damages resulting from any such error or omission. Dell is not responsible for pricing 
or other errors, and reserves the right to cancel orders arising from such errors. 

Dell may make changes to this proposal including changes or updates to the products and services 
described, including pricing, without notice or obligation. 

Terms of Sale 

This quote is valid for 30 days unless otherwise stated. Unless you have a separate written agreement 
that specifically applies to this order, your order will be subject to and governed by the following 
agreements, each of which are incorporated herein by reference and available in hardcopy from Dell 
at your request: 

If this purchase is for your internal use only: Dell's Commercial Terms of Sale (www.dell.com/CTS), 
which incorporate Dell's U.S. Return Policy (www.dell.com/returnpolicy) and Warranty 
(www.dell.com/warrantyterms). 

If this purchase is intended for resale: Dell's Reseller Terms of Sale (www.dell.com/resellerterms). 

If this purchase includes services: in addition to the foregoing applicable terms, Dell's Service Terms 
(www.dell.com/servicecontracts/global). 

If this purchase includes software: in addition to the foregoing applicable terms, your use of the 
software is subject to the license terms accompanying the software, and in the absence of such terms, 
then use of the Dell-branded application software is subject to the Dell End User License Agreement - 
Type A (www.dell.com/AEULA) and use of the Dell-branded system software is subject to the Dell 
End User License Agreement - Type S (www.dell.com/SEULA). 

You acknowledge having read and agree to be bound by the foregoing applicable terms in their 
entirety. Any terms and conditions set forth in your purchase order or any other correspondence that 
are in addition to, inconsistent or in conflict with, the foregoing applicable online terms will be of no 
force or effect unless specifically agreed to in a writing signed by Dell that expressly references such 
terms. 

Additional Terms for Public Customers 

If you are a department, agency, division, or office of any district, state, county or municipal 
government within the United States ("Public Customer"), the following terms ("Public Customer 
Terms") apply in addition to the foregoing terms: A. If any portion of the foregoing terms and 
conditions (or any terms referenced therein) is prohibited by law, such portion shall not apply to you. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the End User License Agreements shall take precedence in 
all conflicts relevant to your use of any software. B. By placing your order, you confirm that (1) you 
are a contracting officer or other authorized representative of Public Customer with authority to bind 
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the Public Customer to these terms and conditions, and (2) you have read and agree to be bound by 
these terms and conditions. 

Pricing, Taxes, and Additional Information 

All product, pricing, and other information is valid for U.S. customers and U.S. addresses only, and is 
based on the latest information available and may be subject to change. Dell reserves the right to 
cancel quotes and orders arising from pricing or other errors. Sales tax on products shipped is based 
on your "Ship To" address, and for software downloads is based on your "Bill To" address. Please 
indicate any tax-exempt status on your PO, and fax your exemption certificate, including your 
Customer Number, to the Dell Tax Department at 800-433-9023. Please ensure that your tax-
exemption certificate reflects the correct Dell entity name: Dell Marketing L.P. Note: All tax quoted 
above is an estimate; final taxes will be listed on the invoice. If you have any questions regarding tax 
please send an e-mail to Tax_Department@dell.com.

For certain products shipped to end-users in California, a State Environmental Fee will be applied to 
your invoice. Dell encourages customers to dispose of electronic equipment properly. 

All information supplied to CITY OF LOUISVILLE for the purpose of this proposal is to be 
considered confidential information belonging to Dell. 

About Dell

Dell Inc. listens to customers and delivers innovative technology and services they trust and value. 
Uniquely enabled by its direct business model, Dell is a leading global systems and services company 
and No. 34 on the Fortune 500. For more information, visit www.dell.com. 

Privacy Policy

Dell respects your privacy. Across our business, around the world, Dell will collect, store, and use 
customer information only to support and enhance our relationship with your organization, for 
example, to process your purchase, provide service and support, and share product, service, and 
company news and offerings with you. Dell does not sell your personal information. For a complete 
statement of our Global Privacy Policy, please visit dell.com/privacy. 
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QUOTATION

Quote #: 726604823
Customer #: 2051384
Contract #: 
CustomerAgreement #: 
Quote Date: 03/28/2016

Date:  3/28/2016 Customer Name: CITY OF LOUISVILLE

Thanks for choosing Dell! Your quote is detailed below; please review the quote for product and 
informational accuracy. If you find errors or desire certain changes please contact your sales 
professional as soon as possible. 

Sales Professional Information 

SALES REP: FABY STRUCHEN PHONE: 1800 - 4563355

Email Address: Faby_Struchen@Dell.com Phone Ext: 80000

SOFTWARE & ACCESSORIES GROUP TOTAL: $2,700.00

Product ¯ Κ۷nǑiǑȑ UniǑҟ
ẇ₢i ٞ ɍ ToǑ۷l

1.2TB 10K RPM SAS 6Gbps 2.5in Hot-plug Hard Drive,Cus 
Kit (400-ABPU) 

9 $300.00 $2,700.00

*Total Purchase Price: $2,700.00

Product Subtotal: ¯Κ۷7ǑǑ.ǑǑ
Tax: ¯Ǒ.ǑǑ
Shipping & Handling: ¯Ǒ.ǑǑ
State Environmental Fee: ¯Ǒ.ǑǑ
Shipping Method: ȑ Tȑ ҟẇҟ₢ٞ ɍ ҟORҟȑ ESS

(* Amount denoted in $) 

Order this quote easily online through your Premier page, or if you do not have Premier, using Quote 
to Order

Statement of Conditions

The information in this document is believed to be accurate. However, Dell assumes no responsibility 
for inaccuracies, errors, or omissions, and shall not be liable for direct, indirect, special, incidental, or 
consequential damages resulting from any such error or omission. Dell is not responsible for pricing 
or other errors, and reserves the right to cancel orders arising from such errors. 
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Dell may make changes to this proposal including changes or updates to the products and services 
described, including pricing, without notice or obligation. 

Terms of Sale 

This quote is valid for 30 days unless otherwise stated. Unless you have a separate written agreement 
that specifically applies to this order, your order will be subject to and governed by the following 
agreements, each of which are incorporated herein by reference and available in hardcopy from Dell 
at your request: 

If this purchase is for your internal use only: Dell's Commercial Terms of Sale (www.dell.com/CTS), 
which incorporate Dell's U.S. Return Policy (www.dell.com/returnpolicy) and Warranty 
(www.dell.com/warrantyterms). 

If this purchase is intended for resale: Dell's Reseller Terms of Sale (www.dell.com/resellerterms). 

If this purchase includes services: in addition to the foregoing applicable terms, Dell's Service Terms 
(www.dell.com/servicecontracts/global). 

If this purchase includes software: in addition to the foregoing applicable terms, your use of the 
software is subject to the license terms accompanying the software, and in the absence of such terms, 
then use of the Dell-branded application software is subject to the Dell End User License Agreement - 
Type A (www.dell.com/AEULA) and use of the Dell-branded system software is subject to the Dell 
End User License Agreement - Type S (www.dell.com/SEULA). 

You acknowledge having read and agree to be bound by the foregoing applicable terms in their 
entirety. Any terms and conditions set forth in your purchase order or any other correspondence that 
are in addition to, inconsistent or in conflict with, the foregoing applicable online terms will be of no 
force or effect unless specifically agreed to in a writing signed by Dell that expressly references such 
terms. 

Additional Terms for Public Customers 

If you are a department, agency, division, or office of any district, state, county or municipal 
government within the United States ("Public Customer"), the following terms ("Public Customer 
Terms") apply in addition to the foregoing terms: A. If any portion of the foregoing terms and 
conditions (or any terms referenced therein) is prohibited by law, such portion shall not apply to you. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the End User License Agreements shall take precedence in 
all conflicts relevant to your use of any software. B. By placing your order, you confirm that (1) you 
are a contracting officer or other authorized representative of Public Customer with authority to bind 
the Public Customer to these terms and conditions, and (2) you have read and agree to be bound by 
these terms and conditions. 

Pricing, Taxes, and Additional Information 

All product, pricing, and other information is valid for U.S. customers and U.S. addresses only, and is 
based on the latest information available and may be subject to change. Dell reserves the right to 
cancel quotes and orders arising from pricing or other errors. Sales tax on products shipped is based 
on your "Ship To" address, and for software downloads is based on your "Bill To" address. Please 
indicate any tax-exempt status on your PO, and fax your exemption certificate, including your 
Customer Number, to the Dell Tax Department at 800-433-9023. Please ensure that your tax-
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exemption certificate reflects the correct Dell entity name: Dell Marketing L.P. Note: All tax quoted 
above is an estimate; final taxes will be listed on the invoice. If you have any questions regarding tax 
please send an e-mail to Tax_Department@dell.com.

For certain products shipped to end-users in California, a State Environmental Fee will be applied to 
your invoice. Dell encourages customers to dispose of electronic equipment properly. 

All information supplied to CITY OF LOUISVILLE for the purpose of this proposal is to be 
considered confidential information belonging to Dell. 

About Dell

Dell Inc. listens to customers and delivers innovative technology and services they trust and value. 
Uniquely enabled by its direct business model, Dell is a leading global systems and services company 
and No. 34 on the Fortune 500. For more information, visit www.dell.com. 

Privacy Policy

Dell respects your privacy. Across our business, around the world, Dell will collect, store, and use 
customer information only to support and enhance our relationship with your organization, for 
example, to process your purchase, provide service and support, and share product, service, and 
company news and offerings with you. Dell does not sell your personal information. For a complete 
statement of our Global Privacy Policy, please visit dell.com/privacy. 
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QUOTATION

Quote #: 727254241
Customer #: 2051384
Contract #: 99AGZ
CustomerAgreement #: MHEC-07012015
Quote Date: 04/11/2016

Date:  4/11/2016 Customer Name: CITY OF LOUISVILLE

Thanks for choosing Dell! Your quote is detailed below; please review the quote for product and 
informational accuracy. If you find errors or desire certain changes please contact your sales 
professional as soon as possible. 

Sales Professional Information 

SALES REP: FABY STRUCHEN PHONE: 1800 - 4563355

Email Address: Faby_Struchen@Dell.com Phone Ext: 80000

GROUP: 1 QUANTITY: 1 SYSTEM PRICE: $11,559.58 GROUP TOTAL: $11,559.58

Description Quantity

DL4300 Backup & Recovery Appliance - Standard Capacity Edition (210-AEGE) 1

DL4300 Base Hardware Components (329-BCMO) 1

16GB SD Card For IDSDM (330-BBFC) 1

Intel Xeon E5-2640 v3 2.6GHz,20M Cache,8.00GT/s QPI,Turbo,HT,8C/16T (90W) Max 
Mem 1866MHz (338-BFFO) 

1

Chassis & HD Configuration for 30 - 40TB internal capacity (16 x 4TB NLSAS) - Standard 
Edition (350-BBGX) 

1

Upgrade to Two Intel Xeon E5-2640 v3 2.6GHz,20M Cache,8.00GT/s 
QPI,Turbo,HT,8C/16T (90W) (374-BBGV) 

1

iDRAC8 Enterprise, integrated Dell Remote Access Controller, Enterprise (385-BBHO) 1

PE Server FIPS TPM 1.2,CC (461-AADP) 1

Broadcom 5720 QP 1Gb Network Daughter Card (540-BBBW) 1

PowerEdge R730/R730xd Motherboard (591-BBCH) 1

OpenManage Essentials, Server Configuration Management (634-BBWU) 1

Dell Hardware Limited Warranty (802-7923) 1

ProSupport: Next Business Day Onsite Service After Problem Diagnosis,1 Year (802-7962) 1

ProSupport: 7x24 HW/SW Tech Support and Assistance,1 Year (802-7963) 1

Thank you choosing Dell ProSupport. For tech support, visit http://www.dell.com/support 
or call 1-800- 945-3355 (989-3439) 

1

Appassure DL4300 Appliance, Basic Remote Installation Service, Prepaid Consulting 
(975-8374) 

1

US Order (332-1286) 1

DAO Shipping Material (340-AODN) 1

Broadcom 5719 QP 1Gb Network Interface Card, Low Profile (540-BBHS) 1

PERC H830 RAID Adapter for External MD14XX only, 2GB NV Cache, Low Profile 
(405-AAEZ) 

1
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4 x 16GB RDIMM, 2133 MT/s, Dual Rank, x4 Data Width (64GB) (370-ACBJ) 1

ReadyRails Sliding Rails With Cable Management Arm (770-BBBR) 1

Dual, Hot-plug, Redundant Power Supply (1+1), 1100W (450-ADWM) 1

NEMA 5-15P to C13 Wall Plug, 125 Volt, 15 AMP, 10 Feet (3m), Power Cord, North 
America (450-AALV) 

2

Windows Server 2012R2, Standard Edition,Media Kit (618-BBDF) 1

Windows Server 2012R2 Standard Edition,Factory Installed, No Media, 2 Socket, 2 
VMs,NO CALs (618-BBDS) 

1

APPASSURE DL4XXX REPLICATION TARGET LICENSE ONLY (379-BBUR) 1

AppAssure Software Replication Target License only (379-BBOU) 1

GROUP: 2 QUANTITY: 1 SYSTEM PRICE: $5,102.00 GROUP TOTAL: $5,102.00

Description Quantity

Expansion Shelf for AppAssure Appliance (DL4000) (210-ABTC) 1

Documentation and Shipping for 2U Arrays (340-ABWK) 1

DSG order routing (379-BBOT) 1

Dell Hardware Limited Warranty Initial Year (974-8251) 1

Dell Hardware Limited Warranty Extended Year(s) (974-8252) 1

ProSupport : 7x24 HW / SW Tech Support and Assistance , 3 Year (974-8279) 1

Pro Support : Next Business Day Onsite Service After Problem Diagnosis, Initial Year 
(974-8280) 

1

Pro Support : Next Business Day Onsite Service After Problem Diagnosis, 2Year Extended 
(974-8281) 

1

Thank you choosing Dell ProSupport. For tech support, visit http://www.dell.com/support 
or call 1-800- 945-3355 (989-3439) 

1

Dell Software Non-Returnable Product (800-BBKI) 1

MD1200 Bezel (350-BBDL) 1

2 Encl Mgmt Modules, SAS Only (440-BBCE) 1

12 X 2TB 7.2K RPM NL SAS 6Gbps 3.5in HotPlug Hard Drives (400-ACMR) 1

ReadyRails II Static Rails for 4-post Racks (770-BBCL) 1

Power Supply, AC 600W, Redundant (450-ABLJ) 1

5-15P to C13, 10 amp, 6 feet wall plug Power Cord (450-ABLK) 1

5-15P to C13, 10 amp, 6 feet wall plug Power Cord (450-ABLK) 1

6Gb Mini to Mini SAS Cable, 1M (470-AAQT) 1

6Gb Mini to Mini SAS Cable, 1M (470-AAQT) 1

No License Selected (634-BEZF) 1

GROUP: 3 QUANTITY: 1 SYSTEM PRICE: $6,885.00 GROUP TOTAL: $6,885.00

Description Quantity

Advanced Data protection Software for AppAssure Appliance (Additional Capacity 
License) (210-AELO) 

1

Thank you for Your Order (929-3709) 1

Thank you for choosing Dell ProSupport. For software/solutions Tech Support call 877-
459-7304 (932-0499) 

1

Thank you for Your Order (935-6720) 1
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US Order (332-1286) 1

APPASSURE BACKUP AND REPLICATION W/APPLIANCE PER ADDTL 5TB 
BACK END DATA CAPACITY LICENSE/24X7 MAINTENANCE (634-BDRC) 

1

Support for AppAssure Backup and Replication Appliance Software (24X7) 5TB 
Protection, 1 Year (803-5350) 

1

*Total Purchase Price: $23,546.58

Product Subtotal: ¯Κ۷,Ǒ4ȑ .Ǒҟ
Tax: ¯ẇ.ẇẇ
Shipping & Handling: ¯ẇ.ẇẇ
State Environmental Fee: ¯ẇ.ẇẇ
Shipping Method: ₢ٞ ₢ɍǑɍDAYɍORɍ₢ESS

(* Amount denoted in $) 

Order this quote easily online through your Premier page, or if you do not have Premier, using Quote 
to Order

Statement of Conditions

The information in this document is believed to be accurate. However, Dell assumes no responsibility 
for inaccuracies, errors, or omissions, and shall not be liable for direct, indirect, special, incidental, or 
consequential damages resulting from any such error or omission. Dell is not responsible for pricing 
or other errors, and reserves the right to cancel orders arising from such errors. 

Dell may make changes to this proposal including changes or updates to the products and services 
described, including pricing, without notice or obligation. 

Terms of Sale 

This quote is valid for 30 days unless otherwise stated. Unless you have a separate written agreement 
that specifically applies to this order, your order will be subject to and governed by the following 
agreements, each of which are incorporated herein by reference and available in hardcopy from Dell 
at your request: 

If this purchase is for your internal use only: Dell's Commercial Terms of Sale (www.dell.com/CTS), 
which incorporate Dell's U.S. Return Policy (www.dell.com/returnpolicy) and Warranty 
(www.dell.com/warrantyterms). 

If this purchase is intended for resale: Dell's Reseller Terms of Sale (www.dell.com/resellerterms). 

If this purchase includes services: in addition to the foregoing applicable terms, Dell's Service Terms 
(www.dell.com/servicecontracts/global). 
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If this purchase includes software: in addition to the foregoing applicable terms, your use of the 
software is subject to the license terms accompanying the software, and in the absence of such terms, 
then use of the Dell-branded application software is subject to the Dell End User License Agreement - 
Type A (www.dell.com/AEULA) and use of the Dell-branded system software is subject to the Dell 
End User License Agreement - Type S (www.dell.com/SEULA). 

You acknowledge having read and agree to be bound by the foregoing applicable terms in their 
entirety. Any terms and conditions set forth in your purchase order or any other correspondence that 
are in addition to, inconsistent or in conflict with, the foregoing applicable online terms will be of no 
force or effect unless specifically agreed to in a writing signed by Dell that expressly references such 
terms. 

Additional Terms for Public Customers 

If you are a department, agency, division, or office of any district, state, county or municipal 
government within the United States ("Public Customer"), the following terms ("Public Customer 
Terms") apply in addition to the foregoing terms: A. If any portion of the foregoing terms and 
conditions (or any terms referenced therein) is prohibited by law, such portion shall not apply to you. 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the End User License Agreements shall take precedence in 
all conflicts relevant to your use of any software. B. By placing your order, you confirm that (1) you 
are a contracting officer or other authorized representative of Public Customer with authority to bind 
the Public Customer to these terms and conditions, and (2) you have read and agree to be bound by 
these terms and conditions. 

Pricing, Taxes, and Additional Information 

All product, pricing, and other information is valid for U.S. customers and U.S. addresses only, and is 
based on the latest information available and may be subject to change. Dell reserves the right to 
cancel quotes and orders arising from pricing or other errors. Sales tax on products shipped is based 
on your "Ship To" address, and for software downloads is based on your "Bill To" address. Please 
indicate any tax-exempt status on your PO, and fax your exemption certificate, including your 
Customer Number, to the Dell Tax Department at 800-433-9023. Please ensure that your tax-
exemption certificate reflects the correct Dell entity name: Dell Marketing L.P. Note: All tax quoted 
above is an estimate; final taxes will be listed on the invoice. If you have any questions regarding tax 
please send an e-mail to Tax_Department@dell.com.

For certain products shipped to end-users in California, a State Environmental Fee will be applied to 
your invoice. Dell encourages customers to dispose of electronic equipment properly. 

All information supplied to CITY OF LOUISVILLE for the purpose of this proposal is to be 
considered confidential information belonging to Dell. 

About Dell

Dell Inc. listens to customers and delivers innovative technology and services they trust and value. 
Uniquely enabled by its direct business model, Dell is a leading global systems and services company 
and No. 34 on the Fortune 500. For more information, visit www.dell.com. 

Privacy Policy
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Dell respects your privacy. Across our business, around the world, Dell will collect, store, and use 
customer information only to support and enhance our relationship with your organization, for 
example, to process your purchase, provide service and support, and share product, service, and 
company news and offerings with you. Dell does not sell your personal information. For a complete 
statement of our Global Privacy Policy, please visit dell.com/privacy. 
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City Manager’s Report 
April 19, 2016 
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DATE P.O. # VENDOR DESCRIPTION AMOUNT

3/4/2016 92367 SPX Flow US LLC SWTP Flash Mixer Motor and Gearbox $31,521.40

Currently, the NWTP is down for construction and cannot be started up.
The SWTP is the only plant in operation. The SWTP utilizes two flash
mixers to effectively treat water. The second mixer is for redundancy in
the operation; however, it has failed which leaves only one mixer running.
If the second mixer fails, the plant would not be able to produce water.
The flocculators and flash mixers at the SWTP are due for replacement
in the FY17 CIP, but the flash mixers didn't last as long as originally
planned. This addresses the immediate needs and the rest of the
improvements will be done in 2017. This vendor was selected to mirror
the equipment at the NWTP. This will add redundancy in spare parts.

3/9/2016 92372 Michael Baker Jr Inc. 95th Street Bridge Replacement $47,582.17

Contract Amendment - Throughout the design and construction process,
there were several tasks added to the project that were not originally
included in the scope of work including:
- Preliminary design of trail extension
- Investigate additional ROW acquisition vs retaining walls
- Prepare drainage ditch plan and profile sheets
- Prepare SWMP report
- ROW acquisition
- Fabrication inspection of precast prestressed concrete girders

3/9/2016 92374 Front Range Landfill Inc. 2016 Landfill Fees $25,000.00

Disposal of waste accumulated by operational activities including street
sweeping, ditch cleaning etc.

CITY OF LOUISVILLE
EXPENDITURE APPROVALS $25,000.00 - $99,999.99

MARCH 2016
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Planning and Building Safety Activity Report 
February - 2016 

 
Planning Activity  
The list represents projects within the various stages of the City’s development approval, 
including: projects submitted to the Planning Division in referral; projects recommended by the 
Planning Commission; and those projects approved by City Council during the month.  It is 
important to note approved projects may not be built.  Approved Planned Unit Developments 
(PUDs) remain eligible for issuance of building permits for three years.  Activity this month 
includes: 
 

1. In referral: 6 projects  
a. 119 Residential units,  
b. 67,940 sf Commercial, and  
c. 0 sf Industrial  
2. Planning Commission Rec.: 1 projects 
a.  0 Residential units,  
b. 59,629 sf Commercial, and  
c. 0 sf Industrial 
3. Approved by Council: 2 Projects  
a. 0 Residential units,  
b. 12,488 sf Commercial, and  
c. 0 sf Industrial 

 

 
 
 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety 
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.louisvilleCO.gov 
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Development Activity  
The status of approved projects is listed below.     
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Construction Activity 
Current building revenues are illustrated with the following information.   
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BUILDING PERMITS – BY PERMIT TYPE 

 
 
BUILDING REVENUES – BY PERMIT TYPE 
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Planning and Building Safety Activity Report 
March - 2016 

 
Planning Activity  
The list represents projects within the various stages of the City’s development approval, 
including: projects submitted to the Planning Division in referral; projects recommended by the 
Planning Commission; and those projects approved by City Council during the month.  It is 
important to note approved projects may not be built.  Approved Planned Unit Developments 
(PUDs) remain eligible for issuance of building permits for three years.  Activity this month 
includes: 
 

1. In referral: 8 projects  
a. 152 Residential units,  
b. 67,940 sf Commercial, and  
c. 0 sf Industrial  
2. Planning Commission Rec.: 2 projects 
a. 65 Residential units,  
b. 99,629 sf Commercial, and  
c. 0 sf Industrial 
3. Approved by Council: 0 Projects  
a. 0 Residential units,  
b. 0 sf Commercial, and  
c. 0 sf Industrial 

 

 
 
 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety 
 

749 Main Street   Louisville CO 80027   303.335.4592   www.louisvilleCO.gov 

70



 

Development Activity  
The status of approved projects is listed below.     
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Construction Activity 
Current building revenues are illustrated with the following information.   
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BUILDING PERMITS – BY PERMIT TYPE 

 
BUILDING REVENUES – BY PERMIT TYPE 
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Year-to-date Programming 

 
 

With the opening of the Library’s Makerspace the subjects of classes and programs have shifted, and the size of 
some of our programs has changed. Classes for things like app development, basic coding, and circuitry using 
Arduino lean heavily toward STEM subjects and necessarily require small class size. We expect to see this trend 
continue into the future, with classes for every age group. 
 
The late March weather interrupted some of our Spring Break programs, but we were pleased to have events 
for children and teens planned for every day that kids were not in school. 
 
The chart below shows children’s programming attendance at Colorado municipal libraries serving 
communities of 25,000 to 100,000 in 2014, the latest year available. Louisville’s showing is very strong for a city 
of our size. The data is collected by the Library Research Service. 

 

Comparison of Children’s Program Attendance 

 

#

Events

#

Served

#

Events

#

Guests

#

Events

#

Guests

Programs

Children 42 1286 58 1464 61 2118

Teens 9 94 9 81 12 97

Adults 11 115 10 84 16 126

Total 62 1495 77 1629 89 2341

JAN FEB MAR
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LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL COURT MONTHLY REPORT 2016
TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC YTD 2016 YTD 2015
0 POINT VIOLATIONS 0 0 0 0 1
1 POINT VIOLATIONS 0 0 2 2 2
2 POINT VIOLATIONS 2 0 3 5 4
3 POINT VIOLATIONS 6 4 12 22 39
4 POINT VIOLATIONS 18 11 23 52 99
6 POINT VIOLATIONS 0 0 6 6 2
8 POINT VIOLATIONS 0 1 0 1 1
12 POINT VIOLATIONS 0 0 0 0 0

  

SUB TOTALS 26 16 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 88 148
 

SPEED VIOLATIONS   
1 POINT VIOLATIONS 0 0 0 0 4
4 POINT VIOLATIONS 11 8 24 43 80
6 POINT VIOLATIONS 8 3 0 11 9
12 POINT VIOLATIONS 0 0 0 0 0

 

SUB TOTALS 19 11 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 93
 

PARKING VIOLATIONS  
PARKING 13 12 41 66 110
PARKING/FIRE LANE 0 0 0 0 1
PARKING/HANDICAPPED 0 0 1 1 4

  

SUB TOTALS 13 12 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 67 115
 

CODE VIOLATIONS  
BARKING DOGS 0 1 0 1 1
DOG AT LARGE 4 1 0 5 8
WEEDS/SNOW REMOVAL 0 1 0 1 0
JUNK ACCUMULATION 0 0 0 0 1
FAILURE TO APPEAR 2 1 0 3 11
RESISTING AN OFFICER 0 0 0 0 0
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0
ASSAULT 0 0 0 0 0
DISTURBING THE PEACE 0 0 0 0 0
THEFT 0 0 0 0 0
SHOPLIFTING 3 1 3 7 4
TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0
HARASSMENT 1 0 0 1 0
MISC CODE VIOLATIONS 7 1 11 6 14

 

SUB TOTALS 17 6 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 39

TOTAL VIOLATIONS 75 45 126 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 246 395

CASES HANDLED  
GUILTY PLEAS 22 19 54 95 162
CHARGES DISMISSED 16 7 17 40 50
*MAIL IN PLEA BARGAIN 15 9 30 54 97
AMD CHARGES IN COURT 21 12 28 61 82
DEF/SUSP SENTENCE 2 2 3 7 4

 

TOTAL FINES COLLECTED 6,410.00$       6,895.00$        8,285.00$          21,590.00$           33,357.00$         
COUNTY DUI FINES 1,218.55$       $337.50 748.18$            2,304.23$             5,491.81$           

TOTAL REVENUE 7,628.55$       7,232.50$        9,033.18$        -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                   -$                   -$              -$              -$                 23,894.23$           38,848.81$         
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8A 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 17, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING THE SOUTH BOULDER ROAD SMALL AREA 
PLAN 

 
DATE:  APRIL 19, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: SCOTT ROBINSON, PLANNER II 
 
SUMMARY: 
Attached is the draft South Boulder Road small area plan.  The South Boulder Road 
small area plan is intended to define desired community character, land uses, and 
public infrastructure priorities to provide a reliable roadmap for public and private 
investments in the corridor. The creation of the plan followed a robust public process, as 
described in the plan. This process concluded with the Council study session on March 
29th and regular Council meeting on April 5th. Council’s direction from the April 5th 
meeting is summarized below. Details from the full public process, including the 
community survey report, results from the last public workshop in November 2015, and 
the detailed traffic impact analysis are attached. Staff recommends City Council 
approve the attached resolution on the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan. 
 
APRIL 19 UPDATE: 
Based on direction from Council at the April 5, 2016 meeting, the following changes 
have been made to plan: 
 
Residential Special Review Use 
The allowance for residential as a special review use in Commercial Community (CC) 
and Commercial Business (CB) zone districts has been removed.  This affects the 
properties at Christopher Plaza, Village Square, and along Centennial Drive.  The 
properties zoned Planned Community Zone District – Commercial/Residential (PCZD-
C/R) at the Foundry and Kestrel have retained the Retail/Office/Residential designation 
because the zoning and general development plans allow residential and residential has 
already been approved for the properties.  The North End Market property has also 
retained the Retail/Office/Residential designation even though it is zoned Planned 
Community Zone District – Commercial (PCZD-C) because the North End General 
Development Plan allows residential on the property. 
 
Staff will work with the City Attorney to draft an amendment to Title 17 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code to codify the change.  The draft amendment will be presented to 
Planning Commission and City Council following the adoption of the plan. 
 
One issue that was unclear from Council’s direction at the April 5 meeting is how to treat 
properties zoned CC and CB that already have residential development.  Hypothetically, 
say the owner of Christopher Village Apartments wanted to redevelop the property with 
the same number of residential units.  Under the existing zoning, this would require a 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

PAGE 2 OF 10 
 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 17, SERIES 2016 
 
DATE: APRIL 19, 2016       PAGE 2 OF 10 

new special review use approval.  The proposed changes could prohibit this.  Is that 
Council’s desire, or should an allowance be made for the existing residential 
developments of Christopher Village, Centre Court, and Village Square Condos?  If so, 
staff recommends adding language such as “Properties with existing residential special 
review use approvals should be allowed to apply to maintain the use allowance if and 
when the property redevelops.” 
 
Building Heights Adjacent to Residential 
Staff has added language to the Building Height Plan page (p 28) of the plan stating 
residential protection standards should be included in the new design guidelines.  These 
standards are currently included in the Mixed Use Development Design Standards and 
Guidelines for the Hwy 42 Revitalization Area.  They limit the heights of buildings 
adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods.  The exact locations and parameters for 
these standards will be defined during the creation of the new design guidelines. 
 
Main Street Crossing/Underpass 
Staff has added a note to the Roadway Improvements graphic (p 24) of the plan 
directing further study of South Boulder Road near Main Street to improve convenience 
and safety for pedestrians and cyclists.  The plan already includes pedestrian 
improvements to the Main Street intersections such as reconstructing the corners to 
reduce the crossing distance and enhance pedestrian visibility and providing islands for 
pedestrian refuges.  The new note will direct staff to continuously evaluate the area as 
properties develop and redevelop to identify additional improvements, including the 
possibility of an underpass. 
 
Other Intersections 
There was discussion of the signals on Hwy 42 and whether Griffith Street would be a 
more appropriate location for a signal than Cannon Circle.  The 1991 Hwy 42 Access 
Control Plan called for a signal at Griffith Street.  When the Access Control Plan was 
redone in 2007, the signal was moved to Short Street to better serve the future 
commuter rail station.  In 2010, the City commissioned a study to determine if a signal 
was feasible at Cannon Circle to help encourage development of the site.  The study 
(attached) found that a signal would be feasible, and the signal was approved by CDOT 
and incorporated into the Hwy 42 Gateway Plan, adopted in 2013.  The owners of the 
adjacent property, Coal Creek Station, have a proposal under development review with 
the City which anticipates and would construct the signal at Cannon Circle.  Staff 
recommends leaving the Hwy 42 traffic signals as proposed in the plan. 
 
There was also discussion of the Steel Street intersection at the North Main 
Apartments.  The draft plan proposes allowing the existing right-in only to be converted 
to a right-in-right-out.  When the Steel Ranch South development was approved, staff 
recommended allowing only the right-in to prevent traffic coming out of Steel Street from 
cutting across both lanes of South Boulder Road to make a left turn or U-turn at Main 
Street.  The draft plan proposes creating an offset left configuration at Main Street, 
which would include a median separating the left-turn lane from the through lanes on 
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South Boulder Road.  This would prevent traffic from Steel Street accessing the left-turn 
lane, eliminating the concern about cars cutting across South Boulder Road.  Therefore, 
staff felt it was appropriate to allow the possibility of adding the right-out at Steel Street.  
These proposed modifications are still conceptual at this time and have not been 
engineered.  If more detailed investigation indicated the proposed changes would be 
unsafe or infeasible, they would not be made. 
 
Finally, there was discussion of the Blue Star intersection on South Boulder Road at 
North End.  The draft plan proposes changing the existing three-quarter movement (left-
in off of South Boulder Road but no left out from Blue Star) to full movement.  This is 
included because staff and the transportation consultant determined there would be no 
adverse impact from allowing full movement given the projected traffic at this location on 
South Boulder Road and Blue Star, the proximity to other intersections, and the nearby 
HAWK signalized pedestrian crossing on South Boulder Road. 
 
Approved Development 
The tables below show how the development projected in the draft plan compare to 
what the existing zoning would allow. 
 

Development Potential In Area Covered by South Boulder Road Small Area Plan  

  

Residential 
(Units) 

Office 
(SF) 

Retail 
(SF) 

Existing 407 178,608 352,729 

Currently allowed (Increase Over Existing) 677 1,340,129 151,290 

SAP Proposed allowed (Increase Over existing) 546 374,298 26,931 

Reduction (In Increase Over Existing) -131 -965,831 -124,359 

Percentage Change in Allowed Development              
(Change In Increase Over Existing) 

-19% -72% -82% 

    Development Potential In Area Covered by South Boulder Road Small Area Plan  

  

Residential 
(Units) 

Office 
(SF) 

Retail 
(SF) 

Existing 
               

407  
178,608 352,729 

Currently allowed (Total) 
            

1,084  
1,518,737 504,019 

SAP Proposed allowed (Total) 
               

953  
552,906 379,660 

Reduction (In Total) 
             

(131) 
-965,831 -124,359 

Percentage Change in Allowed Development                                    
(Change In Total Allowed) 

-12% -64% -25% 
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There was a question about how many of the projected new residential units in the plan 
are already approved.  The approved but unbuilt developments in the study area are: 
 

 Centre Court:  111 units 
 Foundry:     32 units 
 Kestrel:   231 units 
 Coal Creek Station:   51 units 
 North End Market:     38 units 
 Total:            463 units 

 
Coal Creek Station has not received final approval, but is zoned for the 51 units 
requested.  North End Market is requesting an additional 27 units above the 38 the 
North End General Development Plan currently allows. 
 
Of the 546 additional residential units projected in the study area, 463 units are already 
approved, leaving 83 additional units.  Most of these units are projected at the Seventh 
Day Adventist property and the RV storage property. 
 
APRIL 5 COMMUNICATION: 
The draft plan was discussed at the March 29 study session.  Based on that discussion, 
staff is providing the following additional information: 
 
Review criteria for additional height 
The draft plan proposes allowing an additional story of building height if certain 
conditions are met.  The proposed conditions are outlined in the draft plan, but will be 
further detailed in the design guidelines which will be developed after adoption of the 
plan.  The conditions relate to overall design, improvements to the public realm, and 
impacts on views and shadows. 
 
Council discussed at the study session whether a condition should be added requiring 
significant public benefit.  This could be similar to the criteria for waivers through the 
PUD process in LMC section 17.28.110, which requires “city council finds that the 
development plan contains areas allocated for usable open space in common park area 
in excess of public use dedication requirements or that the modification or waiver is 
warranted by the design and amenities incorporated in the development plan, and the 
needs of residents for usable or functional open space and buffer areas can be met.” 
 
There was also discussion about adding criteria limiting additional impacts on areas 
such as traffic and the fiscal position.  If Council desires to add criteria about additional 
public benefit or impacts, staff recommends adding general language to the plan and 
allowing the detailed language to be defined along with the other criteria in the design 
guidelines. 
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Locations of allowed heights 
There was discussion at the study session about where 2-3 stories should be allowed, 
and where building height should be limited to 1-2 stories.  Areas brought up included 
the Regal affordable housing development and the Santilli property.  Regal currently 
consists of two story apartments on the south side of Regal Street, and one story units 
on the north side.  The Santilli property is mostly vacant currently. 
 
There was also discussion about where the dividing line should be on the Louisville 
Plaza site.  The map currently shows the line about halfway across the existing parking 
lot, with only 1-2 story buildings allowed on the southern half.  It was suggested that 
perhaps the line should be moved north to about where the King Sooper’s and other 
large buildings are.  If Council desires these changes staff will update the map. 

 
 
Public land 
The draft plan recommends exploring the purchase of the Santilli property for public 
land if and when it becomes available.  It was suggested at the study session that the 
Seventh Day Adventist Church property at the southeast corner of Hwy 42/96th Street 
and Paschal Drive should also be considered for purchase.  The stated objective was to 
create additional buffer between the City and Lafayette to the north.  This 
recommendation can be added, however the suggestion has not been reviewed by the 
Open Space Advisory Board and it is not clear how much value a parcel of this size in 
this location would have. 
 

Regal Louisville 
Plaza 

Santilli 
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Visibility for businesses 
A concern was raised about landscaping and building placement making it difficult to 
see stores set further back in developments.  To some extent this should be a self-
correcting problem because retail uses will likely take the prominent, visible locations 
and leave the less visible locations for office users.  In addition, there are principles and 
guidelines in the draft plan about creating visibility into developments that will be further 
clarified in the design guidelines.  However, more explicit language about ensuring 
visibility for businesses or addressing signage can be added if Council so desires. 
 
Signal timing 
The traffic study for South Boulder Road calls for optimizing the timing of the signals in 
the corridor to improve traffic flow.  There was a question about when this should be 
done.  The City updates signal timing about every three years and will continue to do so 
as the corridor develops so the timing remains appropriate for the amount of traffic and 
development in the corridor. 
 
Fiscal model inputs 
The inputs used for the fiscal impact analysis are listed below.  There was a question 
during the study session about the source of assumptions on the percentage of income 
spent on taxable items and the percentage of that spending captured in the City.  The 
percentages used are standard national numbers provided by the fiscal model 
consultant, TischlerBise.  Those numbers are easily changed in the model, so if Council 
would like to see alternative model runs with different percentages, staff can provide 
those. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The projected development under the plan was analyzed with the City’s new fiscal 
model.  The projected development numbers are:  
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The projected fiscal impacts from the model are:  

 
In summary, the assumptions used in the model are: 
 

Residential Low Density  
 Persons/Unit 2.57 
 Market Value $600,000 
 Construction Value $300,000 
 Household Income $132,000 
 Spent on Taxable Items 35% 
 Taxable Sales in City 40% 
 Trips 6.76 
 Adjustment Factor 50% 
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Residential Medium Density  
 Persons/Unit 1.26 
 Market Value $450,000 
 Construction Value $225,000 
 Household Income $99,000 
 Spent on Taxable Items 35% 
 Taxable Sales in City 40% 
 Trips 4.13 
 Adjustment Factor 50% 
Residential High Density  
 Persons/Unit 1.38 
 Market Value $350,000 
 Construction Value $175,000 
 Household Income $77,000 
 Spent on Taxable Items 35% 
 Taxable Sales in City 40% 
 Trips 4.68 
 Adjustment Factor 50% 
BCHA Townhomes  
 Persons/Unit 1.26 
 Market Value $0 
 Construction Value $0 
 Household Income $50,000 
 Spent on Taxable Items 38% 
 Taxable Sales in City 40% 
 Trips 3.44 
 Adjustment Factor 50% 
BCHA Apartments  
 Persons/Unit 1.38 
 Market Value $0 
 Construction Value $0 
 Household Income $46,000 
 Spent on Taxable Items 38% 
 Taxable Sales in City 40% 
 Trips 3.44 
 Adjustment Factor 50% 
Retail <25k SF  
 Employees/1000 SF 3.33 
 Market Value/SF $272 
 Construction Value/SF $194 
 Sales per SF $300 
 Trips 110.32 
 Adjustment Factor 28% 
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Retail 25k-50k SF  
 Employees/1000 SF 2.86 
 Market Value/SF $259 
 Construction Value/SF $185 
 Sales per SF $300 
 Trips 85.56 
 Adjustment Factor 31% 
Retail >50k SF  
 Employees/1000 SF 2.50 
 Market Value/SF $245 
 Construction Value/SF $175 
 Sales per SF $300 
 Trips 67.91 
 Adjustment Factor 30% 
Office <25k SF  
 Employees/1000 SF 4.13 
 Market Value/SF $272 
 Construction Value/SF $194 
 Sales per SF $0 
 Trips 18.31 
 Adjustment Factor 50% 
Office 25k-50k SF  
 Employees/1000 SF 3.88 
 Market Value/SF $259 
 Construction Value/SF $185 
 Sales per SF $0 
 Trips 15.50 
 Adjustment Factor 50% 
Office >50k SF  
 Employees/1000 SF 3.63 
 Market Value/SF $245 
 Construction Value/SF $175 
 Sales per SF $0 
 Trips 13.13 
 Adjustment Factor 50% 

 
The model assumes the residential development will build out over the first three years, 
and the commercial over 10 years.  The 2013 Comprehensive Plan update calls for 
positive fiscal impacts from the South Boulder Road area, and staff believes this plan 
satisfies that requirement. The Adjustment Factor is related to trip generation and, in 
short, prevents double counting of trips. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 
Planning Commission reviewed the draft plan at their February 11, 2016 and March 10, 
2016 meetings.  The minutes from those meetings are attached.  In general, Planning 
Commission was in favor of the plan and only asked that some additional information 
and clarification be provided at the second meeting.  Public comments at the meeting 
were generally positive and focused on technical matters. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends City Council make any desired changes to the draft South Boulder 
Road small area plan before approving Resolution No 17, Series 2016 approving the 
South Boulder Road small area plan. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Resolution No. 17, Series 2016 
2. Draft South Boulder Road small area plan 
3. Community survey report 
4. Materials from November 2015 placemaking workshop - link 
5. Traffic impact study 
6. Public comments 
7. Planning Commission minutes 
8. Powerpoint 
9. 2010 Cannon Circle traffic study 
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RESOLUTION NO. 17 
SERIES 2016 

 
 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE  
SOUTH BOULDER ROAD SMALL AREA PLAN  

 
           WHEREAS, the City of Louisville is a home rule municipal corporation organized 
under and pursuant to Article XX of the Colorado Constitution 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 et seq. 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, the City has also adopted a 2005 
Comprehensive Plan, updated in 2009 and 2013, which Plan  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 formally initiated a process to supplement the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, which process consists of several phases and includes various 
workshops, meetings and hearings regarding the drafting and adoption of the supplemental 
South Boulder Road Small Area Plan; and 
  
 WHEREAS, the public record reflects that the Planning Commission has held duly 
noticed public hearings regarding the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan on November 
13, 2014, January 8, 2015, April 23, 2015, February 11, 2016, and March 10, 2016; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has entered into the record extensive public 
comment and testimony; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that a need exists to supplement the 

current 2013 Comprehensive Plan update, and that the adoption of the South Boulder 
Road Small Area Plan will promote the health, safety, and welfare of the present and future 
residents of the City through facilitating the adequate provisions for transportation, water 
resources, utility infrastructure, parks, recreation, schools, maintaining the level of services 
provided by all service sector departments; and   
 

WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on March 10, 2016, where evidence 
and testimony was entered into the record, the Planning Commission finds the South 
Boulder Road Small Area Plan should be approved; and 

 
 WHEREAS, City Council has reviewed the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan, 
including the recommendation of the Planning Commission and finds that the South 
Boulder Road Small Area Plan should be approved, without condition.  
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 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of 
Louisville, Colorado does hereby approve the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan.   
 
 PASSES AND ADOPTED this 19th day of April, 2016.  
 
 
      BY: ____________________________ 
       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor  
         
 
ATTEST:  
_________________________ 
Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk  
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INTRODUCTION

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

The South Boulder Road small area plan is a 
policy document.  In order to achieve the 
community’s vision for the corridor described 
in the plan, regulatory changes will need 
to be adopted to the Louisville Municipal 
Code, including the incorporation of new 
design guidelines for the area.  The plan does, 
however, provide the basis for the City to 
require private property owners to build or 
dedicate some public infrastructure or land 
when properties develop or redevelop.  Other 
public investments will need to be made by 
the City through the annual capital budgeting 
process.

The South Boulder Road area of Louisville 
began being annexed into the City in the late 
1970s.  Development occurred intermittently  
and by the time the 2013 Comprehensive 
Plan update was adopted, the area ranged 

undergoing redevelopment.  Given this 
diversity, the Comprehensive Plan called for a 
more in-depth look at how the South Boulder 
Road area should continue to evolve.

Purpose

The South Boulder Road small area plan 

character, land uses, and public infrastructure 
priorities to provide a reliable roadmap for 
public and private investments in the corridor.  
As an extension of the Comprehensive Plan, 
the small area plan is a policy document and 
not a regulatory document.  However, the 
plan will serve as the basis for updated design 
guidelines, any potential zoning changes, 
capital improvement project requests, and 
public dedication requirements from private 
developers.  The South Boulder Road small 
area plan translates the broad policies of the 

and regulations that will achieve those policies.  
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan update had two 
key purposes:

1. Better meet today’s unique challenges of 
redevelopment versus new development, 

policy, the economy and the realities of 
retail growth, and neighborhood issues and 
concerns

2. Better clarify the Community’s vision in 
terms of community character and physical 
design to provide the public and staff with 
a common language and tools to review 
and discuss redevelopment requests

The Comprehensive Plan created a framework 
to address these purposes through changes 
in land use, design, and infrastructure.  The 
South Boulder Road small area plan takes 
that framework a step further by setting 
guidelines for how design and land use 
regulations should be changed and identifying 

step, following this plan, will be to draft and 
adopt the new regulations and build the new 
infrastructure, through a combination of the 
City’s capital improvement program and 
private investment.

How to use this plan

The South Boulder Road small area plan 

to guide future public and private investment.  

1. The Process describes the public 
involvement and community outreach 
effort used to generate the small area plan

2. The Context describes the current 
conditions in the study area and key trends 
and challenges facing the corridor

3. The Principles describe the general goals 
for the plan, referred to as the Measures of 
Success, and the broad design principles to 
guide future action in the corridor

4. The Plan includes maps and illustrations 
describing the desired land uses, building 
character, and street, trail, and park 
improvements in the study area

5. Implementation describes steps to be 
taken to achieve the goals of the plan, and 
includes cost estimates for the anticipated 
public improvements

1
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PROCESS

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

The South Boulder Road small area plan 

and involved extensive input from residents, 
both within the corridor and throughout the 
community, property owners, business owners, 

Step 1 – Set Goals

Goals, represented by the Measures of 
Success (see page 17), were needed to guide 
the development of the plan.  This began with 
stakeholder interviews in December, 2013, 
with residents, property owners, and business 
owners in and around the corridor.  They 
discussed their views on the study area and 
how they would like to see it evolve.  Questions 
were also posted on the City’s discussion 
website, EnvisionLouisvilleCO.com, allowing 
anyone in the community to provide early 
input.  

A public Kick-off Meeting was held in October, 
2014.  Over 120 people attended the meeting.  
Participants were asked to identify areas they 
liked, disliked, and wanted to see change.  

They also discussed how they would like to use 
the corridor in the future and how the Core 
Community Values from the Comprehensive 
Plan could be incorporated into the area.  
This input was used to develop a Strengths, 
Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) 
analysis (see page 13) and the Measures of 
Success, which were endorsed by Planning 
Commission and City Council.

Step 2 – Corridor Analysis

The current built environment of the corridor 
was analyzed, including the existing regulations 
and how people currently use the corridor.  A 
corridor character assessment was conducted, 
as was a buildout analysis estimating how 
much development the existing zoning would 
allow.  Members of the public participated 
in a Walkability Audit to identify areas where 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities could be 
improved.

A Placemaking Workshop was held where 
participants could brainstorm ideas for solving 

3
Areas particpants like (green dots), dislike (red), and want to see change (blue) from the Kick-off Meeting

Community members participating in the South Boulder Road Walkability Audit

96



PROCESS

4

Attendees reviewed the major intersections 
in the corridor and the corridor as a whole, 
identifying opportunities where connections 
could be enhanced.  The City also conducted 
a mail and internet survey of 1,200 randomly 
selected homes throughout the community to 
received input on the desired land uses and 
physical character for the corridor.

Step 3 – Development of Alternatives

Three alternative development scenarios were 
created based on the community’s desires 
for the corridor.  A second Placemaking 

Workshop was held in February, 2015, where 
participants were asked how they would like to 
see example sites develop or redevelop in the 

and selected sample photos showing the types 
of buildings and park spaces they would prefer 
to see on the sites.

The results of this meeting and all the previous 
public input and analysis were used to develop 
outlines for three varying development 
alternatives.  Each alternative indicated future 
allowed land uses and development intensities 
throughout the corridor.  Planning Commission 

alternatives before endorsing them.

Step 4 – Review of Alternatives
 
The alternatives were analyzed and the 
results presented to the public for review.  
For each alternative, a maximum potential 
buildout, including employee and population 
projections, was calculated.  These data were 

Potential transportation improvements were 

Drawings showing possible building size, 
location, and character were created for 
various sites in the corridor.  This information 
was presented to the public at a third 
Placemaking Workshop in November, 2015, 
where attendees were asked to identify 
the character elements, transportation 
improvements, and buildout scenarios they 
preferred.

Step 5 – Creation of Preferred Alternative

All the input gathered in the previous steps 
was used to develop a preferred alternative to 

Proposed development at Louisville Plaza from Placemaking Workshop #2Ideas for improving the Main and Centennial intersections from Placemaking Workshop #1
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan
5

serve as the basis for the plan.  Input from the 
third public workshop was utilized to determine 
favored elements of each alternative to be 
incorporated into the preferred alternative.  
Details of the preferred alternative, whcih 
serves as the basis for this plan, were then 
developed for analysis.

Staff estimated the maximum amount of 
development the preferred alternative 
could generate and analyzed the expected 

preferred alternative was also evaluated 

in Step 1.  The preferred alternative was 
documented in the draft plan presented to 
Planning Commission and City Council at 

public hearings.  The South Boulder Road small 
area plan was adopted by City Council on XX, 
2016.

Community comments on the draft roadway improvements plan from Placemaking Workshop #3
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CONTEXT

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

The study area for the South Boulder Road 
small area plan is in the northeast portion of 
Louisville, stretching along South Boulder Road 
from Via Appia to the west to the City limit with 
Lafayette to the east.  The study area includes 
areas on both sides of South Boulder Road, 
and extends north along Highway 42/96th 
Street to the City limit at Paschal Drive.

History

With a modest beginning as a narrow dirt road 
connecting small mining towns and farms, 
South Boulder Road follows the township 
and range system laid out in the early 1860s 
across Boulder County.  South Boulder Road is 
just outside of the area which Louis Nawatny 
platted in 1878 for the small mining town 
of Louisville. The Hecla Mine, north of South 
Boulder Road, was the setting of the Louisville 
area’s struggle for labor rights during the Long 
Strike from 1910-1914. Both Louisville and the 
South Boulder Road area experienced minimal 
change until after World War II and the closing 
of the last Louisville area mine in 1955.
 
In 1962 Louisville reached a population 
of 2,500. Increasing ease of commute to 
new employment opportunities led to 

Louisville since the 1910s.  The Scenic Heights 

along South Boulder Road, developed in the 
1960s to meet the need for more housing.  
Residential development along the corridor 
continued to diversify throughout latter part of 
20th century, including apartment complexes, 
affordable housing, a mobile home park and 
senior living.  This residential growth continues 
today in the northern part of the Louisville. 

The commercial development along South 
Boulder Road began with the Wagon Wheel 
Inn, the building known today as Union 
Jack’s Liquor Store, at the intersection with 

7
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Highway 42.  From the 1940s until the 1970s, 
this prominent restaurant brought people 
throughout the area to Louisville. The Village 
Square Shopping Center, constructed in the 
late 1970s, offered shopping to new residents 
on the north side of the Louisville. Large-scale 
commercial development continued with 
Louisville Plaza and Christopher Plaza.  

Emphasis on commercial growth along 
McCaslin Boulevard and South Boulder Road 
was representative of Louisville’s growing 
economy and contributed  to the preservation 
of historic buildings within the commercial core 
of Old Town. Both residential and commercial 
development throughout the area has thrived 

as Louisville achieved national recognition for 
being one of the best places to live.

2013 Comprehensive Plan update

The 2013 Comprehensive Plan update divided 

development types.  Most of the South Boulder 
Road area is in the Urban character zone, 
except for the western portion of South Boulder 
Road, which was left undetermined between 

was to be decided by this small area plan 
process.  The Urban character zone calls for 
smaller blocks, more connected streets, and 
a more pedestrian friendly environment, while 

the Suburban character zone calls for more 
auto-oriented development on larger blocks 
with larger streets.

The area around the intersection of South 
Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th Street was 
designated a Center development type, 
with the Corridor development type to the 
east, west, and north, and the Neighborhood 
type further off the major roads.  Centers are 
intended for a mix of uses and more activity, 
while Corridors are for more specialized uses 
along major roads, and Neighborhoods are for 
residential development.

101



CONTEXT

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan
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Character

South Boulder Road provides a good cross 
section of development in Louisville since it 
was primarily developed in the late 1970’s and 
early 1980’s.  The corridor contains a mix of 
land uses:  single family residential, multi-family 

and big box retail.  Building setbacks range 
from 20 feet to 120 feet from the street with 
a “sea of parking” located between the 
building and the road.  Because of these 

large setbacks most businesses have large 
monument signs, lending to the auto-centric 
focus of the corridor.

Architecture in this corridor ranges from 1960’s 
ranch (residential), to 1980’s stucco and 
masonry (commercial), to 1990’s brick and 
glass block.  Commercial building forms are 

used to hide rooftop mechanical units.  The 
buildings are articulated with large aluminum 
frame windows, post and lintel awnings with 
metal roof coverings used to engage the 
public realm.  New commercial development 

in the corridor is governed by the Commercial 
Development Design Standards and 
Guidelines, adopted by the City in 1997.

Pedestrian movement in the corridor is on 
attached and detached sidewalks that 
vary from 4 to 6 feet in width.  Tree lawns are 
placed sporadically through the corridor and 
bicycle movement is in the right-of-way with 
designated bike lanes.

9
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Land Use

Development

There is a broad mix of uses in the South 
Boulder Road study area, including a variety 
of commercial and residential types of use.  
Taking all types together, commercial and 
residential uses each make up about 30 
percent of the land in the corridor.  Most of 
the land immediately outside the study area 
is residential development, providing support 
for the businesses in the corridor.  Much of the 
vacant land in the corridor has development 
planned or under construction at the time of 
the small area plan’s adoption.

City Utilities

The City provides water, sanitary sewer, and 
storm sewer in the study area.  According 
to the Public Works Department, the utility 
infrastructure has the capacity to serve future 
growth in the area.  The sanitary sewer along 
South Boulder Road and several storm sewer 
pipes crossing under South Boulder Road are in 
need of rehabilitation or replacement.

10
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Parks and Open Space

The study area is fairly well served by parks 
and open space around the periphery of the 

space in the core of the area.  The nearby 
amenities range from protected agriculture 

facilities, but there is not a central civic 
gathering space.  The recent acquisition of 
additional land adjacent to Cottonwood Park 
provides an opportunity to further enhance the 
park offerings in the corridor.

Pedestrian and Bike Facilities

There are several trails leading into the study 
area, but few of them connect through the 
area.  The planned underpasses at the BNSF 
railroad and Hwy 42/96th Street north of South 
Boulder Road will improve connectivity, but 
crossing South Boulder Road itself remains 

Road have made bike travel easier, but many 
of the sidewalks in the area are narrow and 
close to the street, creating an unpleasant 
walking environment.  Connections from 
sidewalks and trails to destinations in the 
corridor are often inadequate.

Streets

South Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th Street 
are the major roads in the study area, each 
carrying on average 20,000 to 25,000 cars 
per day.  The street network in the area is not 
fully connected, but the planned extensions 
of Hecla Drive, Kaylix Drive, and Front Street 
(see page 22) will improve connectivity.  The 
Highway 42 Gateway plan, adopted in 2013, 

improve operations and safety, which will be 
completed as funding allows.

Transit

The study area is served by two RTD bus routes: 
the 228 and the Dash.  The 228 serves the west 
end of the study area, connecting to McCaslin 

Park’n’Ride, with 30 minute intervals during 
peak hours, and 60 minute intervals off-peak.  
The Dash serves the length of the corridor 
along South Boulder Road, connecting to 
Downtown Louisville, Lafayette, and Boulder, 
with 15 minute intervals during peak hours and 
30 minute intervals off-peak.

Joint Open Space
City Parks/Open Space
Trails
Bike Lanes

Dash stops/route

228 stops/route

11
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Ratio of existing development to maximum 
potential buildout

    Less than 0.5

    0.5 to 0.9

    More than 0.9

Remaining potential development in the 
corridor:

Residential: 645 units

Retail: 145,382 square feet

Ratio of structure value to total property value

    More than 0.5 (Little to no pressure)

    0.4 to 0.5 (Some  pressure)

    0.3 to 0.4 (Moderate pressure)

Property Values

The ratio of a property’s structure value to 
total value is one indicator of how likely the 
property is to redevelop.  While many other 
factors will be considered before a property 
owner redevelops a property, a low ratio of 
structure value to property value indicates 
the property is not being used to its fullest 
potential.  By this measure, there are many 
stable properties at the core of the study area, 
but several properties elsewhere in the corridor 
are potential candidates for redevelopment.

Existing Zoning

The zoning for a property sets limits for how 
much can be built on a property based on 
the allowed building height and lot coverage.  
The ratio of existing square footage to 
allowed maximum square footage is another 
indicator of which properties may redevelop, 
where additional development is more 
likely on properties with a low ratio.  Several 
commercial properties in the center of the 
study area could see additional development 
under the existing zoning, while many of the 
residential properties are near their maximum 
allowed buildout.

12
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

SWOT Analysis

SWOT Analysis

A strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, 
and threats (SWOT) analysis categorizes 
characteristics of the study area based on 
their value and the amount of control the City 
has over them.  Strengths and weaknesses 
are positives and negatives of the area that 
are under the direct control of the City.  
Opportunities and threats are positives and 

but are outside the City’s direct control.  

The above SWOT analysis was compiled based 
on comments from the public collected at 

Positive Negative

Internal Strengths
Parks and open space near 
corridor

Physcial form of the corridor 
(parcel sizes and rights-of-way)

Proximity to existing 
neighborhooods

Weaknesses
Pedestrian and bike connections 
are lacking, uninviting, and 
perceived as unsafe

Conformity to community values

Aesthetic appearance of corridor

Connections to adjacent 
neighborhoods

External Opportunities
Corridor as transportation link

Shops, businesses, and services 
on corridor

Valuable mix of uses on 
corridor

Threats
Impact of the market and 
regional competition on existing 
and desired land uses

Train noise and impacts

Lack of community consensus on 
purpose of corridor

Upkeep of existing buildings

stakeholder interviews, public meetings, and 
through EnvisionLouisvilleCO.com.  The analysis 
was endorsed by Planning Commission and 
City Council during the goal setting phase of 
the project to help identify project principles 
and measures of success and guide the 
creation of the plan.

B. 2-story.  
F th S th B ld R d t d i thi

ck 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk. B. 2-story townhouses.  
h S h B ld R d d i hi

. 15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards. 
r the South Boulder Road study area is this an

5D. Plaza.  
F r th S th B ld r R d t d r i thi n

6D. Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities.  
For the South Boulder Road study area is this an

Survey Preferences

Community Survey

The City mailed out a community survey in 
November, 2014, the results of which were 
returned in February, 2015.  The survey was 
mailed to 1,200 randomly selected residents, 
of whom 380 returned the completed survey.  
The survey included questions about how 
respondents currently use the corridor and how 
they would like to use it in the future, as well as 
which land uses they felt were lacking or over-
represented.  The survey also included a visual 
preference portion, providing respondents with 
photos showing options for different types of 
buildings, parks, and rights of way, and asking 

them to rate how appropriate each element 
was for the study area.

The survey respondents indicated a preference 
for more senior and affordable housing, but 
not much residential development otherwise.  
Respondents also wanted more restaurants 
and community shops, public gathering 
spaces, and shared work spaces in mixed-use 
environments.  Pedestrian-friendly buildings 
of one to three stories were the most desired 
in the visual preference questions.  The most 
preferred photos are shown above.

13
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Project Principles and Measures of Success

The overall goal of the South Boulder 
Road small area plan project, based on 
direction from the Comprehensive Plan and 
City Council, is to create a land use and 
infrastructure plan that conforms to Louisville’s 
character and is supported by the community.  
To that end, the plan must support the 

Comprehensive Plan.  Based on community 
input, the four values in which the South 

improvement are as follows:

Integrated open space and trail networks
Our livable small town feel
A sense of community
A balanced transportation system

six project principles were adopted, with 
associated measures of success for each.  
The principles and measures of success were 
endorsed by Planning Commission and City 
Council early in the planning process and 
served as guides for the development and 
evaluation of the alternative scenarios.  The 
preferred alternative adopted as the basis 

measures of success.

Principle 1 - Provide for safer and more 
convenient connections across South 
Boulder Road and Highway 42 for bikes and 
pedestrians.
a) Provide safe and convenient facilities that 

serve a broad range of users with multiple 
modes of travel
i) Are all modes of travel 

accommodated?
ii) Are users of all ages and ability levels 

accommodated?
iii) Do the improvements proposed 

provide safer conditions for all users 
and ability levels?

b) Design solutions that the City can 
realistically maintain over time

c) Promote regional trail connectivity within 
the study area

Principle 2 - Utilize policy and design to 
encourage desired uses to locate in the 
corridor.
a) Do allowed uses serve community needs 

b) Are allowed uses supported by the 
market?
i) To what extent are incentives needed 

the study area?
c) Does the land use mix demonstrate 

d) Is the process for approving desired uses 
and desired character simpler and more 
predictable?

Principle 3 - Establish design regulations to 

community’s vision for the corridor while 
accommodating creativity in design.
a) Physical form should incorporate desires 

expressed in community survey and 
elsewhere

market requirements, design trends, and 
creativity in design

Principle 4 - Mitigate impacts of trains and 
improve safety of railroad crossings.
a) Address train noise

Principle 5
of South Boulder Road and Highway 42 
with the community’s desire for safety and 
accessibility.

a) Accommodate future regional 
transportation plans and maintain the 
area as a regional corridor
i) How does the corridor alternative 

adequately address future 
transportation needs?

ii) How does the corridor alternative 
accommodate adopted regional 
transit plans?

corridor does not make it an undesirable 
place to live, work, play, and travel

ii) Do pedestrians and bicyclists feel 
safe?

iii) How long will a trip take on the 
corridor?

visibility in strategic locations for proposed 
land uses

Principle 6 - Provide for community gathering 
spaces and public infrastructure to 
encourage visitors to spend time in the 
corridor.
a) Provide for community amenities 

b) Provide programming to activate public 
spaces

Community Design Principles and 
Placemaking Concepts

The Project Principles and Measures of Success, 
along with additional public input and analysis, 
led to the development of the community 
design principles and placemaking concepts 
described on the following pages.  While the 
above section directed the outcome of the 
plan, the following section provides general 
guidelines for development in the corridor.  The 
community design principles provide general 
goals for public and private investment in the 
corridor, while the placemaking concepts 

new development.  Both the principles and 
concepts will be incorporated into new design 
standards and guidelines to be developed 
after adoption of this plan.

15

108



PRINCIPLES

A-1

Community Design Principles

Places to go and places to stay

Public spaces that encourage gathering and interaction
A range of retail and entertainment uses that encourage longer visits
Small parks and plazas that increase the appeal and experience of daily activities

Easy to get to, easy to get around

Safe trail connections to all quadrants
Properties connected with driveways and walks
A street network that offers balanced choices to move around
Opportunities to “park once and walk”

16
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PRINCIPLES

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Knitting the community together

Sidewalks and plazas facing onto South Boulder Road
Safe intersections for people to cross South Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th Street

A continuous and connected high quality pedestrian experience

Development that contributes

Building designs that add to the character of the corridor
Greenspaces, trails, and semi-public gathering spaces

17

Development that contributesKnitting the community together
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Parking Rooms Transitional Streets

Placemaking Concepts

Parking rooms – smaller, comfortable, high-performing places to park your car once and walk 
from place to place

Transitional streets

18
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Pedestrian Refuges Views into the Community

Pedestrian refuges – small, comfortable places along the corridor enhance the pedestrian 
experience

Views into the community – perpendicular streets and spaces that showcase the community

19
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THE PLAN

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan
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Urban Design Plan

The urban design plan is a conceptual illustration of how the corridor could develop under this 
plan.  It includes allowed land uses, which match the existing allowed land uses except residential 
special review uses are not allowed, as well as footprints for existing, planned, and conceptual 
future buildings.  It also includes transportation and pedestrian improvements further detailed 
on following pages.  This map and the maps and illustrations that follow are conceptual and not 
intended to show the exact locations or designs of improvements.  Some areas in the original 
study area, such as Scenic Heights, have been removed from the plan area.  It is recommended 
these areas be left mostly as they are, with detailed recommendations to come from the 
neighborhood planning process.
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Railroad Quiet 
Crossing Street Improvement Plan

The street improvement plan shows where new automobile connections should be made.  Some 
will be full City streets, such as the Kaylix Drive/Cannon Circle extension.  Others will be privately-
maintained cross-access easements providing connections across redeveloping sites.  The plan 
also includes new signals and railroad crossing improvements.  This plan builds from the adopted 
Highway 42 Gateway plan.  Roadway and streetscape improvements are detailed below and in 
that plan.
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Trails Improvement Plan

The trail improvement plan includes proposed new trails in and around the corridor, including 
expanded sidewalks along South Boulder Road.  The plan also shows recommended locations for 
new or enhanced crosswalks and underpasses, including the two already in process under Hwy 
42/96th Street and the BNSF railroad, plus a new one near South Boulder Road and Via Appia at 
Cottonwood Park.  The City should also continue to evaluate the possiblity of an underpass near 
Main Street as the properties in the area develop and redevelop.
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Roadway Improvements
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Consider a pedestrian
underpass at Via Appia

Tighten Main Street’s
turn radii

Tighten Main Street’s
turn radii

Construct island in the eastbound 
right turn lane at Main Street

Create a southern trail parallel 
to South Boulder

Construct island in the eastbound 
right turn lane at Main Street

Remove right turn lane at Garfield and replace with 
expaned sidewalk and landscaping

Construct Hwy 42 Underpass 

Construct an off-set 
left turn at Main Street 

and allow Steel Street to function as a
two-way Street

Add crosswalk to Plaza 
Drive at Hecla Way

Extend curbing and remove 
acceleration and deceleration lanes

Add crosswalk to Plaza 
Drive at Hecla Way

Adjust median to allow for 
a  southbound  left from 

Blue Star

Pedestrian improvements at 
Via Appia if an 

underpass in not constructed

Pedestrian improvements at 
Via Appia if an 

underpass in not constructed

Create a southern trail parallel 
to South Boulder
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Continue to evaluate options
to improve safety and convenience

of crassings near Main Street,
including a potential underpass
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Via Appia Build underpass under South Boulder Road and eliminate north-
south crosswalk.  Adjust signal timing to eliminate walk phase.  
Move Cottonwood Park entrance 150 feet east, extend westbound 
left-turn storage 150 feet east.

Cottonwood Drive Close median in South Boulder Road.
Introduce protected left-turn signal.  Eliminate eastbound 
acceleration and deceleration lanes.  Shift roadway to 
accomodate offset left-turn lanes.

Longs Peak Drive Convert to 3/4 movement, eliminating lefts onto South Boulder 
Road.

Jefferson Avenue Close north-south through movement.  Allow left turns onto 
Jefferson from South Boulder Road.

Centennial Drive Remove on-street parking on Centennial Drive to extend right-turn 
queue.

Main Street Add pedestrian island at eastbound right-turn lane on South 
Boulder Road and improve geometrics of northbound Main Street 
right turn.  Modify westbound South Boulder Road left-turn lane to 

Steel Street Allow southbound movement on Steel Street and right turn onto 
South Boulder Road.  Extend offset left median on South Boulder 

left onto Main Street.
Front Street Convert to 3/4 movement, eliminating lefts onto South Boulder 

Road.  Remove right-turn lane.
Cannon Circle/Kaylix Drive Option 1 - Close westbound left-turn movement from South Boulder 

Road.
Option 2 - Install new signal.  Allow full movement except 
westbound left turn from South Boulder Road.

Hwy 42/96th Street Extend eastbound and westbound left-turn lane storage on South 
Boulder Road.

Louisville Plaza Entrance Reduce eastbound left-turn lane storage on South Boulder Road.  
Remove continuous acceleration/deceleration lane on westbound 
South Boulder Road.

Plaza Drive Introduce protected left-turn signal on South Boulder Road.  
Remove continuous acceleration/deceleration lane on westbound 
South Boulder Road.

Blue Star Lane Allow un-signalized full movement.  Remove continuous 
acceleration/deceleration lane on westbound South Boulder Road.

Roadway Improvements

The roadway improvements map provides 
an illustration of the transportation and trail 

described by intersection in the table to the 
right.  These improvements will in some places 

additional vehicular access, and in others will 
increase pedestrian safety and accessibility 

in accordance with the adopted Highway 
42 Gateway plan.  In addition, as properties 
develop and redevelop, pedestrian 
connections from streets and sidewalks to 
destinations inside developments must be 
provided.

Transit

As the corridor develops, two transit 
improvements are desired.  First is the 96th 
Street bus route described in the Highway 42 
Gateway plan.  Second is the extension of 
the 228 bus route, from its current turnaround 
at Cottonwood, further east toward Highway 
42/96th Street.  The Dash route, which already 
serves most of the South Boulder Road corridor, 
should be periodically evaluated to ensure it is 
providing adequate service as development 
occurs.  The City should continue to work with 
RTD to implement these enhancements.

Parks and Open Space

The expansion of Cottonwood Park is an 

to the surrounding area.  The City should use 
a robust public process to identify what the 
community would like to see in the park as it is 
redesigned.  This plan recommends the existing 
driveway entrance to the park be moved east 
to improve operations on South Boulder Road.  
A new driveway from Via Appia should also 
be investigated.  This plan also recommends 
improved trail connections to the east to the 

underpass under South Boulder Road.

The plan also recommends a new green space 
and public plaza on the Louisville Plaza site.  
The space can be acquired either through 
dedication or easement if and when the 
shopping center redevelops.  The public space 
should provide connections to South Boulder 
Road and the Balfour development to the 
north.

Finally, the City should evaluate the purchase 
of the Santilli property, at the southeast corner 
of the study area, for public land when the 
property becomes available.
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Urban Design Elements

A variety of building styles

Views into the development

Parking between buildings

Not a consistent street wall

Wide sidewalks with 
landscaping

Active pedestrian plazas

10-20 foot setbacks

Mix of hard and soft landscaping

26

Village Square Concept Illustrative
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Urban Design Elements

Connections into the development

Series of smaller building footprints

Varied 1-2 stories along the arterial

Varied 2-3 stories within 
the development

Green spaces within the development

Break up larger parking lots

Mix of pedestrian and auto-oriented design

Create 
internal 
network

Connections between developments

27

Louisville Plaza Concept Illustrative
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Building Height Plan

The building height plan shows where different heights are allowed in the corridor.  Buildings along 
South Boulder Road and Hwy 42/96th Street should primarily be one story, with a second story 

maximum of two stories, with a third story allowed conditionally.  The conditions for an additional 
story should include overall design of the development, increased improvements to the public 
realm, and limited impacts on view sheds or shadows cast on surrounding properties.  In addition, 
residential protection standards should be developed to ensure existing residential neighborhoods 
are not adversely impacted by the height of new development.    These conditions and standards 
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Impacts Analysis

Existing Development in Study Area
Retail 352,729 Square feet

178,608 Square feet
407 Units

Employees 1,682 People
Residents 569 People

Projected 20 year Increase over Existing
Retail 26,931 Square feet

374,298 Square feet
546 Units

Employees 1,658 People
Residents 724 People

20 Year Cumulative Fiscal Impact
Revenue by Fund
General Fund $34,171,000
Urban Revitalization District Fund $4,461,000
Open Space & Parks Fund $6,117,000
Lottery Fund $0
Historic Preservation Fund $2,166,000
Capital Pojects Fund $20,081,000
TOTAL REVENUE $66,966,000
Expenditures by Fund
General Fund $28,303,000
Urban Revitalization District Fund $0
Open Space & Parks Fund $923,000
Lottery Fund $0
Historic Preservation Fund $0
Capital Projects Fund $25,033,000
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $54,259,000
Net Fiscal Result by Fund
General Fund $5,868,000
Urban Revitalization District Fund $4,461,000
Open Space & Parks Fund $5,193,000
Lottery Fund $0
Historic Preservation Fund $2,166,000
Capital Projects Fund ($4,952,000)
NET FISCAL IMPACT $12,736,000

Development Impact

This plan does not change allowed land uses in 
the corridor, but it does affect the amount of 
development allowed.  The tables below show 
what development is currently in the study 
area and how much more development could 
occur under this plan at full buildout.  This is a 
reduction from what the existing zoning allows 
at the time of adoption, mostly because of the 
decreased height allowances.

Fiscal Impact

The table below shows the projected 20 

projected maximum buildout and the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan update, the area will 

Schools Impact

The South Boulder Road corridor includes 
portions of the attendance areas of two 
elementary schools, one middle school, and 
one high school.  The table below shows 
the projected peak enrollment for each of 
the schools as provided by Boulder Valley 
School District.  This plan does not increase 
the amount of residential allowed in the study 
area, so increases in enrollment come from 
previously approved or entitled residential 
development under the existing zoning.

by using the amount of time it would take a 
car to travel the length of the South Boulder 
Road corridor during the morning and evening 
rush hours.  By optimizing signal timing, current 
travel times can be reduced and much 
of the impact from buildout and regional 

an additional signal at Kaylix Drive/Cannon 
Circle and South Boulder Road would allow 
for increased access to developments and 
provide a parallel north-south connection to 
Hwy 42/96th Street, but would also slow travel 
through the corridor.

South Boulder Road Corridor
Average Corridor Travel Time

Eastbound Westbound
Existing Network
AM Peak 3 min

17 sec
3 min
0 sec

PM Peak 3 min
38 sec

3 min
0 sec

Existing Optimized
AM Peak 2 min

53 sec
2 min
33 sec

PM Peak 3 min
8 sec

3 min
0 sec

Buildout
AM Peak 
(w/Kaylix)

3 min
38 sec

3 min
17 sec

PM Peak 
(w/Kaylix)

4 min
19 sec

4 min
4 sec

AM Peak 
(w/o Kaylix)

3 min
27 sec

3 min
38 sec

PM Peak 
(w/o Kaylix)

3 min
50 sec

3 min
50 sec

BVSD Schools
Peak 
Projected 
Enrollment

Percent of 
Capacity 
Filled

Coal Creek 
Elementary

438 78%

Louisville 
Elementary

655 101%

Louisville 
Middle

676 98%

Monarch 
High

1,832 100%
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IMPLEMENTATION

South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

The South Boulder Road small area plan 
does not call for any rezoning or changes 
in allowed uses in the study area.  The 
major recommendations of the plan will be 
implemented through the adoption of new 
design standards and guidelines for the 
corridor.  The design elements highlighted in 
the Plan section will serve as the basis for the 
new guidelines, which will need to be adopted 
by Planning Commission and City Council.  
The new design standards and guidelines 
will ensure future private development in the 
corridor complies with the community’s vision 
and this plan.  Funding for this will come from 
the City’s annual operating budget.

Public improvements in the corridor will 
be implemented either by City funding, 
contributions from private developers, or 
a combination.  The City’s annual capital 

improvement program budgeting process 
provides an opportunity for the City to fund 
and construct infrastructure.  The capital 
improvements listed in the table below are 
recommended for inclusion in upcoming 
budgets to help meet the goals of the plan.  
The timeline is intended to guide requests as 
funding and opportunity allows.

Some public infrastructure may be built 
and paid for by private property owners 
in conjunction with development of their 
property.  The City may require such 

in an adopted plan, such as this one.  Some 

plan and listed below can be required from 
private development projects, and some may 
be funded or built jointly by the developer and 
the City.

Infrastructure design, whether built by the 
City or by private developers, is governed by 
the Public Works Department’s construction 
standards.  The construction standards control 
the design of streets, sidewalks, and public 
utilities.  The standards will need to be updated 
along with the design standards and guidelines 
so public infrastructure conforms to the 
principles of this plan.  In addition, most of the 
infrastructure improvements called for in this 
plan have not been engineered yet, so they 

design work proceeds.

The plan also calls for additional public 
spaces, including plazas, parks, and open 
space.  The expanded Cottonwood Park will 
require a future public process to determine 
the community’s desires for the park, then 
funded through the capital budgeting process.  

The Louisville Plaza public space should be 
acquired when and if the shopping center 
redevelops.  The Santilli property should be 
evaluated by the Open Space Advisory Board 
and purchased if determined appropriate 
when it becomes available.  

Cost Estimates

Cost estimates in the table below use broad 
ranges because the improvements have 
not been designed yet and to account for 
changing construction costs.  Estimates are 
categorized as follows:

$ Less than $100,000
$$ Between $100,000 and $500,000
$$$ Between $500,000 and $1 million
$$$$ More than $1 million

Recommended Public Improvements
Project Description Opinion of 

Probable Cost
Schedule

1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years
PLANNING (Operating Budget)
South Boulder Road Design Guidelines New design standards and guidelines for the study area based on this plan $

Amend the zoning code to remove the allowance for residential special revew uses $
Cottonwood Park Master Plan Public process to determine the future of the expanded Cottonwood Park $
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION (Capital Budget)
Parks and Public Spaces
Cottonwood Park Improvements to Cottonwood Park based on Master Plan $$$$
Louisville Plaza Public Space Public plaza and green space in the Louisivlle Plaza development
Santilli Property Possible purchase of Santilli property for open space $$$$

Pedestrian and Bicycle Underpasses
Hwy 42/96th Street Underpass connecting North End and Kestrel between Hecla Drive and Summit View $$$$
BNSF/Bullhead Gulch Underpass connecting North Louisville and Steel Ranch $$$$
South Boulder Road/Cottonwood Park Underpass connecting Cottonwood Park and Centennial Park $$$$
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Recommended Public Improvements
Project Description Opinion of 

Probable Cost
Schedule

1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years
Trails
Kestrel Trail between Steel Ranch and Hwy 42/96th Street underpass $
Centennial Park to North Open Space Trail along Goodhue Ditch $$
Enrietto Fields and LMS Connections $
LMS and Main Street North Trail from LMS to South Boulder Road along Main Street $
LMS South Trail from LMS and Pirate Park to Main Street $
Hwy 42/96th Street Northeast Trail along east side of Hwy 42/96th Street north of South Boulder Road $$
Hwy 42/96th Street Northwest Trail along west side of Hwy 42/96th Street north of South Boulder Road $$
Hwy 42/96th Street Southeast Trail along east side of Hwy 42/96th Street south of South Boulder Road $$
Hwy 42/96th Street Southwest Trail along west side of Hwy 42/96th Street south of South Boulder Road $$
South Boulder Road North-Central Trail along north side of South Boulder Road between Centennial Drive and Steel Street $
South Boulder Road South-Central Trail along south side of South Boulder Road between Centennial Drive and BNSF railroad $$
South Boulder Road Northwest Trail along north side of South Boulder Road between Via Appia and Village Square $$
South Boulder Road Southwest $$
Coal Creek Station Trails along and through Coal Creek Station development $

Roadways (Public)
Kaylix Drive North Extension between Kestrel development and Summit View Drive $$
Kaylix Drive South Extension between Kestrel development and South Boulder Road $$
Steel Street $
Cottonwood Park Access Drive New access drive off of Via Appia $

Davidson Trail $
Kestrel and North End Trail Crossings at West Hecla and Kaylix $
Plaza Drive and Hecla Way Crosswalks and intersection improvements $
Cottonwood Trail $
Coyote Run Trail Crossings at Lincoln, Jefferson, Main Street $
LMS Trail Crossing at Main Street $
Louisville Middle School $
Hwy 42/96th Street $
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South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Recommended Public Improvements
Project Description Opinion of 

Probable Cost
Schedule

1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-20 Years
Hwy 42 Plan
New Signals
Cannon Circle As part of Coal Creek Station development $$

Roadway
Hwy 42/96th Street North of S Boulder Rd Improvements described in Highway 42 Gateway plan $$$$
Hwy 42/96th Street South of S Boulder Rd Improvements described in Highway 42 Gateway plan $$$$

South Boulder Road Plan
New Signals
Kaylix Drive/Cannon Circle Optional new signal $$

Intersection Improvements
Via Appia and South Boulder Road With underpass, remove crosswalk and extend left-turn storage $

Remove acceleration and deceleration lanes, install offset left $$$
Jefferson and South Boulder Road Close north-south through movement $
Main Street and South Boulder Road Add pedestrian island in eastbound right turn lane, create offset left, tighten geometrics $$
Kaylix Drive/Cannon Circle Close westbound left movement $
Plaza and South Boulder Road Introduce protected left phase $
Blue Star and South Boulder Road Allow un-signalized full movement $

Median Improvements
Cottonwood Park Move access east, extend median $
Cottonwood Drive Close median $$
Longs Peak Drive Make 3/4 movement, allow left in $$
Front Street Make 3/4 movement, allow left in $$

Curb Adjustments and Landscaping
Westbound South Boulder Road Remove continuous acceleration/deceleration lane along westbound South Boulder Road $$$
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Summary

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Survey Results

Table 1: Question 1

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

Table 2: Question 2 (Quality)

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

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

Very 
important

Somewhat 
important

Not at all 
important Total

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

Table 4: Question 3

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

Table 5: Question 4

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

1-3 times a 
month

Once a 
week

Multiple times 
a week Daily Total

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

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

1-3
times a 
month

Once 
a

week

Multiple 
times a 
week Daily Total

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

Table 7: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

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

Use 
more

Use the 
same

Use 
less Total

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

Table 8: Question 6

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

Too 
many

Right 
amount

Too 
few Total

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

5
134



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Design Elements

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

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

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

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

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

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

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

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

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

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

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

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

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

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

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

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

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

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

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

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

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

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

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

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

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

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

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

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

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

Parklet 18% 28% 27% 27% 100%

Plaza 40% 35% 16% 10% 100%

10
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Table 14: Design Element #6: Streetscape

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

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

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

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

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

Wide sidewalk with many 
pedestrian amenities 45% 30% 18% 6% 100%

11
140



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Table 15: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

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

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

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

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

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

Large parking lot in front of 
building 4% 18% 23% 55% 100%
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Table 16: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

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

Excellent 
fit

Good 
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

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

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

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

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

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

Excellent 
fit

Good
fit

Fair 
fit

Poor 
fit Total

Projecting 37% 46% 11% 6% 100%

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

Awning 29% 49% 18% 5% 100%

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

Table 18: Question D1

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

Table 19: Question D2

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

Table 20: Question D3

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

Table 21: Question D4

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

Table 22: Question D5

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

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

Table 24: Question D7

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

Table 25: Question D8

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

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

Table 26: Question 1

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

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

Table 28: Question 2 (Importance)

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

Very 
important

Somewhat 
important

Not at all 
important Not familiar Total

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

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

Table 30: Question 4

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

1-3 times a 
month Once a week

Multiple times a 
week Daily Total

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

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

1-3 times a 
month

Once a 
week

Multiple times 
a week Daily Total

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

Table 32: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

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

Use the 
same Use less Total

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

Table 33: Question 6

Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right 
amount or not enough of each of the following in the South Boulder 
Road study area: Too many Right amount Too few Not familiar Total
Housing for singles / couples (apartments, townhomes, smaller 
duplex, single-family) 14% N=52 37% N=136 26% N=95 22% N=80 100% N=363
Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, single-family) 5% N=20 48% N=173 21% N=75 26% N=95 100% N=363
Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, 
apartments with elevators) 2% N=9 29% N=106 33% N=120 35% N=128 100% N=362
Affordable (subsidized) housing 6% N=23 23% N=82 34% N=122 38% N=136 100% N=363
Live/work (combined living and working spaces) 2% N=7 20% N=71 31% N=112 48% N=173 100% N=362
Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars 1% N=3 49% N=178 48% N=173 3% N=9 100% N=363
Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty salon, etc.) 1% N=4 64% N=230 28% N=100 7% N=27 100% N=362
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Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right 
amount or not enough of each of the following in the South Boulder 
Road study area: Too many Right amount Too few Not familiar Total
Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.) 0% N=0 84% N=307 13% N=48 2% N=9 100% N=364
Regional shops, such as big box retailers 18% N=64 57% N=207 21% N=75 5% N=17 100% N=364
Work-share spaces 1% N=5 22% N=80 23% N=82 54% N=195 100% N=362
Health clinics / medical offices 4% N=16 65% N=236 4% N=15 26% N=95 100% N=362
Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.) 3% N=12 53% N=191 5% N=17 39% N=141 100% N=361
General business offices (corporate offices, etc.) 6% N=21 46% N=168 12% N=43 36% N=130 100% N=362
Research and development 2% N=6 24% N=88 16% N=59 58% N=208 100% N=361
Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails 0% N=2 44% N=163 47% N=171 8% N=31 100% N=366
Small "Parklets" / plazas 2% N=8 42% N=153 39% N=144 16% N=59 100% N=364
Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park) 0% N=1 54% N=197 37% N=136 8% N=29 100% N=363
Regional park (like Community Park) 0% N=1 59% N=214 33% N=120 8% N=27 100% N=362
Indoor community gathering space (arts center, community center, 
etc.) 1% N=3 39% N=141 46% N=166 15% N=53 100% N=364
Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, commons, etc.) 1% N=3 33% N=119 52% N=189 14% N=52 100% N=363

Table 34: Question D1

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

Table 35: Question D2

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

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

Table 37: Question D4

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

Table 38: Question D5

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

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

Table 40: Question D7

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

Table 41: Question D8

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

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

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

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

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

For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element 
shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the 
South Boulder Road study area. Excellent fit Good fit Fair fit Poor fit Total
1-story duplex 19% N=61 33% N=104 30% N=93 17% N=54 100% N=312
2-story townhouses 21% N=67 48% N=150 22% N=67 9% N=28 100% N=312
3-story apartment building 5% N=15 18% N=55 24% N=75 54% N=167 100% N=312
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building) 22% N=68 30% N=92 16% N=50 33% N=102 100% N=312
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Table 45: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

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

Table 46: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

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

Table 47: Design Element #6: Streetscape

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

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

Table 49: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

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

Table 50: Design Element #9: Business Signage

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

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

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

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

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

Broomfield, Westminster, 
Arvada, Lafayette, 
Superior

Lafayette  
Broomfield  
LAFAYETTE  

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

Denver, Lakewood, 
Aurora

Denver 
lakewood 
DENVER 
DENVER 
DENVER 
AURORA 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55 and 
over Detached Attached Rent Own

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

30

159



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

Table 52: Question 2 (Quality)

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

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

Table 53: Question 2 (Importance)

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

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

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55 and 
over Detached Attached Rent Own

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

Table 55: Question 5 (Actual Use)

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55 and 
over Detached Attached Rent Own

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

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

In a car

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

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

In a bus

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

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

On a bicycle

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

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

Walking

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

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

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Affordable (subsidized) housing

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

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

Live/work (combined living and 
working spaces)

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

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

Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, 
pubs/bars

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Regional shops, such as big box 
retailers

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

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

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

Right amount 34% 59% 36% 44% 70% 50% 42% 29% 56% 48%

34

163



Louisville, Colorado • South Boulder Road Survey • 2015

Pr
ep

ar
ed

 b
y 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

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

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

Health clinics / medical offices

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

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

Professional services (lawyers, 
accountants, etc.)

Too many 5% 6% 0% 9% 4% 7% 0% 3% 6% 5%
Right amount 86% 87% 96% 82% 87% 85% 94% 93% 85% 87%

Too few 9% 7% 4% 9% 9% 8% 6% 5% 9% 8%

General business offices (corporate 
offices, etc.)

Too many 14% 5% 12% 6% 13% 9% 9% 12% 8% 9%
Right amount 71% 73% 70% 74% 72% 71% 76% 81% 69% 72%

Too few 15% 22% 19% 20% 15% 20% 15% 7% 22% 18%

Research and development

Too many 6% 3% 0% 4% 6% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Right amount 65% 51% 67% 50% 59% 53% 75% 93% 48% 57%

Too few 29% 46% 33% 46% 35% 43% 21% 3% 48% 39%

Bike and pedestrian 
amenities/recreational trails

Too many 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Right amount 43% 55% 48% 41% 62% 44% 61% 50% 48% 49%

Too few 57% 44% 52% 59% 38% 55% 39% 50% 52% 51%

Small "Parklets" / plazas

Too many 4% 1% 3% 4% 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Right amount 44% 57% 43% 48% 59% 50% 51% 48% 51% 50%

Too few 52% 42% 54% 48% 40% 47% 46% 49% 46% 47%

Neighborhood parks (like 
Cottonwood Park)

Too many 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Right amount 56% 62% 53% 55% 69% 60% 56% 47% 63% 59%

Too few 44% 37% 47% 44% 31% 40% 44% 53% 36% 41%

Regional park (like Community 
Park)

Too many 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Right amount 61% 67% 66% 59% 70% 62% 69% 61% 65% 64%

Too few 39% 32% 34% 40% 30% 37% 31% 39% 35% 36%

Indoor community gathering space 
(arts center, community center, 
etc.)

Too many 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Right amount 38% 53% 30% 47% 55% 45% 46% 41% 47% 45%

Too few 61% 46% 70% 51% 44% 54% 54% 59% 52% 54%

Outdoor community gathering 
space (amphitheater, commons, 
etc.)

Too many 0% 2% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Right amount 29% 47% 23% 40% 49% 39% 35% 29% 42% 38%

Too few 70% 51% 77% 60% 49% 59% 65% 71% 57% 61%
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Table 58: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

1-story 63% 61% 57% 63% 64% 63% 58% 61% 62% 62%
2-story 76% 72% 87% 78% 56% 72% 82% 87% 70% 74%
2 or 3-story 56% 53% 79% 52% 37% 50% 66% 65% 50% 54%
3.5-story 33% 34% 39% 28% 38% 32% 38% 32% 34% 34%

Table 59: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Setback 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk 66% 53% 48% 60% 68% 63% 48% 55% 61% 60%
Parking lot in front 55% 48% 59% 47% 55% 49% 59% 58% 49% 52%
No setback 46% 39% 60% 43% 27% 40% 53% 52% 40% 43%
10 foot setback, directly adjacent to sidewalk 61% 55% 48% 64% 59% 61% 55% 56% 60% 59%

Table 60: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

1-story duplex 60% 45% 52% 52% 54% 53% 54% 58% 51% 53%
2-story townhouses 72% 68% 72% 72% 65% 73% 62% 68% 71% 69%
3-story apartment building 19% 27% 30% 19% 23% 20% 31% 24% 22% 22%
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use 
building) 56% 48% 67% 51% 40% 47% 65% 63% 48% 51%
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Table 61: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

5 foot setback with stoop 26% 25% 28% 30% 16% 26% 25% 24% 26% 25%
5 - 10 foot setback with porches 60% 42% 63% 49% 44% 47% 65% 59% 48% 51%
15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards 72% 66% 67% 71% 69% 68% 74% 73% 68% 69%
20+ foot setback with shared entryways 34% 35% 15% 37% 48% 40% 19% 20% 40% 35%

Table 62: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Recreational Park 72% 65% 79% 62% 72% 68% 71% 74% 67% 69%
Town Green 72% 73% 76% 73% 68% 74% 67% 69% 74% 72%
Parklet 49% 43% 56% 41% 47% 43% 57% 54% 43% 46%
Plaza 76% 73% 77% 74% 73% 73% 79% 76% 74% 75%

Table 63: Design Element #6: Streetscape

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Sidewalk right up against street 11% 13% 19% 7% 14% 12% 13% 18% 10% 12%
Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping 73% 73% 58% 78% 78% 79% 58% 58% 79% 73%
Regular size sidewalk with some amenities 62% 51% 51% 62% 54% 56% 60% 58% 57% 57%
Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities 79% 71% 69% 80% 72% 76% 72% 72% 77% 75%
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Table 64: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Parking lot on side of building 78% 71% 74% 76% 72% 74% 76% 73% 75% 74%
Diagonal parking in street 39% 35% 47% 37% 28% 40% 31% 34% 39% 37%
Parallel street parking 36% 37% 36% 38% 34% 39% 32% 33% 38% 37%
Large parking lot in front of building 23% 19% 16% 18% 33% 22% 20% 19% 22% 22%

Table 65: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

No buffer between parking and sidewalk 13% 11% 22% 11% 6% 10% 20% 18% 10% 12%
Minimal landscaped buffer 54% 41% 46% 55% 37% 48% 49% 51% 47% 48%
Landscaped buffer with amenities 82% 84% 86% 78% 88% 82% 85% 85% 82% 83%
Low wall 38% 34% 45% 27% 44% 36% 35% 35% 36% 36%

Table 66: Design Element #9: Business Signage

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

Gender Age Housing type
Housing 
tenure

OverallFemale Male
18 to 
34

35 to 
54

55
and
over Detached Attached Rent Own

Projecting 83% 84% 92% 89% 65% 82% 86% 93% 80% 83%
Internally-illuminated 54% 42% 37% 45% 63% 50% 41% 41% 51% 48%
Awning 74% 79% 65% 82% 77% 83% 59% 68% 80% 77%
Monument with tenant change panels 25% 21% 22% 17% 38% 23% 25% 19% 25% 23%
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Comparisons by Proximity to South Boulder Road Study Area
Those living in the South Boulder Road area tended to give lower rating than those outside 
the area to city-wide quality of life ratings (Table 67). 
As may be expected, those living in the South Boulder Road area tended to visit the various 
nearby amenities more often than those outside the area (Table 70).  
Residents in the study area tended to use the bus more, bike more and walk more than those 
outside the area (Table 71). However, South Boulder Road residents wanted to use the bus 
less and walk more (Table 72). 
Few differences between residents and non-residents of the South Boulder Road area were 
found when examining preferences for the nine design elements. Where differences were 
found, those who did not live in the area indicated stronger preferences for 3.5-story 
commercial buildings, 2-story townhouses and mixed-use buildings (Table 74 to Table 82). 

Table 67: Question 1

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Overall quality of life 95% 99% 97%
Overall economic health 84% 92% 88%
Variety of housing options 60% 56% 57%
Availability of affordable quality housing 23% 26% 25%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 74% 83% 79%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces 88% 98% 93%
Ease of travel by car 86% 92% 89%
Ease of travel walking 74% 89% 83%
Ease of travel by bicycle 75% 91% 85%
Ease of travel by bus 60% 60% 60%
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city 91% 99% 95%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 80% 88% 85%
Physical condition of residential buildings 83% 90% 87%
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Table 68: Question 2 (Quality)

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Variety of housing options 61% 55% 58%
Availability of affordable quality housing 39% 33% 36%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 61% 49% 54%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 79% 75% 76%
Ease of travel by car 75% 85% 81%
Ease of travel walking 64% 66% 65%
Ease of travel by bicycle 66% 59% 62%
Ease of travel by bus 58% 61% 60%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 81% 78% 79%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 65% 52% 57%
Physical condition of residential buildings 65% 58% 61%

Table 69: Question 2 (Importance)

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

Variety of housing options 45% 52% 49%
Availability of affordable quality housing 56% 53% 54%
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities 70% 68% 69%
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space 83% 83% 83%
Ease of travel by car 72% 68% 69%
Ease of travel walking 78% 79% 79%
Ease of travel by bicycle 69% 72% 71%
Ease of travel by bus 63% 56% 59%
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor 82% 84% 83%
Physical condition of commercial buildings 47% 63% 56%
Physical condition of residential buildings 55% 61% 59%

Table 70: Question 4

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT
live in area

Village Square/Alfalfa's (Stores at Centennial) 93% 85% 89%
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 42/96th St) 69% 50% 58%
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of Hwy 42) 99% 97% 98%
Medical and professional offices along South Boulder Road 38% 48% 44%
Cottonwood Park 69% 46% 55%
Harney/Lastoka Open Space 42% 27% 33%
Recreational trails in the area 94% 75% 83%
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Table 71: Question 5 (Actual Use)

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

In a car 100% 98% 99%
In a bus 26% 13% 18%
On a bicycle 64% 53% 57%
Walking 90% 47% 64%

Table 72: Question 5 (Preferred Use)

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

In a car

Use more 4% 5% 5%
Use the same 72% 74% 73%

Use less 24% 21% 22%

In a bus

Use more 31% 31% 31%
Use the same 49% 62% 57%

Use less 20% 6% 12%

On a bicycle

Use more 55% 55% 55%
Use the same 38% 43% 41%

Use less 7% 3% 5%

Walking

Use more 62% 50% 55%
Use the same 36% 50% 44%

Use less 2% 1% 2%

Table 73: Question 6

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

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

Too many 23% 14% 18%
Right amount 41% 54% 48%

Too few 36% 32% 34%

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

Too many 7% 7% 7%
Right amount 59% 69% 65%

Too few 34% 24% 28%

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

Too many 4% 3% 4%
Right amount 53% 39% 45%

Too few 43% 57% 51%

Affordable (subsidized) housing

Too many 13% 8% 10%
Right amount 42% 32% 36%

Too few 45% 60% 54%

Live/work (combined living and working spaces)

Too many 4% 4% 4%
Right amount 48% 29% 37%

Too few 48% 67% 59%

Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars

Too many 2% 0% 1%
Right amount 53% 48% 50%

Too few 45% 52% 49%
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Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right amount 
or not enough of each of the following in the South Boulder Road study 
area:

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in area

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

Too many 2% 0% 1%
Right amount 67% 71% 69%

Too few 31% 29% 30%

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

Too many 0% 0% 0%
Right amount 91% 84% 86%

Too few 9% 16% 14%

Regional shops, such as big box retailers

Too many 22% 17% 19%
Right amount 56% 63% 60%

Too few 23% 21% 22%

Work-share spaces

Too many 4% 3% 3%
Right amount 52% 44% 48%

Too few 44% 53% 49%

Health clinics / medical offices

Too many 6% 6% 6%
Right amount 90% 87% 88%

Too few 4% 7% 6%

Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.)

Too many 5% 6% 5%
Right amount 90% 84% 87%

Too few 5% 10% 8%

General business offices (corporate offices, etc.)

Too many 10% 8% 9%
Right amount 73% 71% 72%

Too few 16% 20% 18%

Research and development

Too many 6% 2% 4%
Right amount 56% 58% 57%

Too few 38% 40% 39%

Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails

Too many 1% 0% 1%
Right amount 49% 48% 49%

Too few 49% 52% 51%

Small "Parklets" / plazas

Too many 3% 3% 3%
Right amount 52% 49% 50%

Too few 45% 48% 47%

Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park)

Too many 1% 0% 0%
Right amount 55% 62% 59%

Too few 44% 38% 41%

Regional park (like Community Park)

Too many 1% 0% 0%
Right amount 60% 67% 64%

Too few 39% 33% 36%

Indoor community gathering space (arts center, 
community center, etc.)

Too many 1% 1% 1%
Right amount 40% 50% 45%

Too few 59% 49% 54%

Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, 
commons, etc.)

Too many 1% 1% 1%
Right amount 34% 42% 38%

Too few 65% 58% 61%
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Table 74: Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in 
area

1-story 62% 62% 62%
2-story 75% 74% 74%
2 or 3-story 52% 56% 54%
3.5-story 25% 40% 34%

Table 75: Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback)

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in 
area

Setback 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk 53% 64% 60%
Parking lot in front 54% 51% 52%
No setback 43% 43% 43%
10 foot setback, directly adjacent to sidewalk 53% 63% 59%

Table 76: Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in 
area

1-story duplex 53% 53% 53%
2-story townhouses 55% 80% 69%
3-story apartment building 16% 27% 22%
Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building) 43% 57% 51%

Table 77: Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback)

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT 
live in 
area

5 foot setback with stoop 21% 29% 25%
5 - 10 foot setback with porches 45% 55% 51%
15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards 70% 69% 69%
20+ foot setback with shared entryways 35% 35% 35%
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Table 78: Design Element #5: Park/Plaza

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Recreational Park 65% 72% 69%
Town Green 76% 70% 72%
Parklet 48% 45% 46%
Plaza 72% 77% 75%

Table 79: Design Element #6: Streetscape

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Sidewalk right up against street 16% 10% 12%
Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping 65% 79% 73%
Regular size sidewalk with some amenities 60% 56% 57%
Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities 70% 79% 75%

Table 80: Design Element #7: Parking Placement

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Parking lot on side of building 73% 75% 74%
Diagonal parking in street 32% 41% 37%
Parallel street parking 33% 39% 37%
Large parking lot in front of building 28% 18% 22%

Table 81: Design Element #8: Parking Edge

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

No buffer between parking and sidewalk 13% 11% 12%
Minimal landscaped buffer 46% 50% 48%
Landscaped buffer with amenities 83% 82% 83%
Low wall 35% 36% 36%

Table 82: Design Element #9: Business Signage

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

Proximity to SBR

Overall
Live in 
area

Do NOT live in 
area

Projecting 84% 83% 83%
Internally-illuminated 45% 50% 48%
Awning 70% 82% 77%
Monument with tenant change panels 25% 23% 23%
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Appendix B: Survey Methodology

Survey Instrument Development
Louisville has conducted a general residential survey every two or three years for more than 20 
years. The general residential surveys ask recipients about their perspectives on the quality of life 
in the city, use of city amenities, opinion on policy issues facing the city and assessment of City 
service delivery. This topical survey was developed to explore key issues related to the 
development of the South Boulder Road area. The survey instrument development process 
began with a review of the topics to be explored. In an iterative process between City staff, 
Cuningham Group Architecture, Inc. and NRC staff, a final 12-page questionnaire was 
developed. 

Selecting Survey Recipients
“Sampling” refers to the method by which survey recipients are chosen. The “sample” refers to 
all those who were given a chance to participate in the survey. All households located in the city 
boundaries were eligible for the survey. Because City governments generally do not have 
inclusive lists of all the residences in the jurisdiction (tax assessor and utility billing databases 
often omit rental units), lists from the United States Postal Service (USPS), updated every three 
months, usually provide the best representation of all households in a specific geographic 
location. NRC used USPS data to randomly select the sample of households.  

A larger list than needed was sampled so that a process referred to as “geocoding” could be used 
to eliminate addresses from the list that were outside the study boundaries. Geocoding is a 
computerized process in which addresses are compared to electronically mapped boundaries and 
coded as inside or outside desired boundaries. All addresses determined to be outside the study 
boundaries were eliminated from the sample. A random selection was made of the remaining 
addresses to create a final list of 1,200 addresses. Attached household units were over-sampled 
because residents of this type of housing typically respond at lower rates to surveys than do those 
in detached housing units.  

An individual within each household was randomly selected to complete the survey using the 
birthday method. The birthday method selects a person within the household by asking the 
“person whose birthday has most recently passed” to complete the questionnaire. The underlying 
assumption in this method is that day of birth has no relationship to the way people respond to 
surveys. This instruction was contained in the cover letter accompanying the questionnaire. 

Survey Administration and Response
Two versions of the survey were created. The full 12-page version included three pages of 
questions and demographics, plus nine pages of images representing the design elements for 
respondents to rates. The shorter, 3-page version included just the 3 pages of questions and 
demographics. Households selected to participate were randomly assigned the 3- or 12-page 
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version of the survey. All survey recipients were provided the option to complete the survey 
online. Those households that received the 3-page version of the survey were given the option to 
complete the entire survey of just the photographic comparison portion of the survey online. All 
surveys were given a unique identifier to access the online survey; this identifier also permitted 
the matching of responses from the 3-page hard copies to the online photographic comparisons 
submitted via the Internet.  

Each selected household was contacted three times. First, a prenotification announcement, 
informing the household members that they had been selected to participate in the South 
Boulder Road Planning Survey, was sent. Approximately one week after mailing the 
prenotification, each household was mailed a survey and a cover letter signed by the Mayor 
enlisting participation. The packet also contained a postage-paid return envelope in which the 
survey recipients could return the completed questionnaire to NRC. A reminder letter and 
survey, scheduled to arrive one week after the first survey, was the final contact. The second 
cover letter asked those who had not completed the survey to do so and those who had already 
done so to refrain from turning in another survey. 

The mailings were sent in November 2014 and completed surveys were collected over the 
following six weeks. About 2% of the 1,200 surveys mailed were returned because the housing 
unit was vacant or the postal service was unable to deliver the survey as addressed. Of the 
remaining 1,179 households, 380 completed the survey, providing a response rate of 32%; 
average response rates for a mailed resident survey range from 25% to 40%.  

95% Confidence Intervals
The 95% confidence interval (or “margin of error”) quantifies the “sampling error” or precision 
of the estimates made from the survey results. A 95% confidence interval can be calculated for 
any sample size, and indicates that in 95 of 100 surveys conducted like this one, for a particular 
item, a result would be found that is within plus or minus five percentage points of the result that 
would be found if everyone in the population of interest was surveyed. The practical difficulties 
of conducting any resident survey may introduce other sources of error in addition to sampling 
error. Despite best efforts to boost participation and ensure potential inclusion of all households, 
some selected households will decline participation in the survey (potentially introducing non-
response error) and some eligible households may be unintentionally excluded from the listed 
sources for the sample (referred to as coverage error). 

While the 95 percent confidence interval for the survey is generally no greater than plus or 
minus five percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire sample; results for 
subgroups will have wider confidence intervals. Where estimates are given for subgroups, they 
are less precise. For each subgroup from the survey, the margin of error rises to as much as plus 
or minus 10% for a sample size of 100 completed surveys.  
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Survey Processing (Data Entry)
Mailed surveys were submitted via postage-paid business reply envelopes. Each survey was 
reviewed and “cleaned” as necessary. For example, a question may have asked a respondent to 
pick two items out of a list of five, but the respondent checked three; staff would choose 
randomly two of the three selected items to be coded in the survey responses dataset.  

All surveys are entered into an electronic dataset, which was subject to a data entry protocol of 
“key and verify.” In this process, data were entered twice into an electronic dataset and then 
compared. Discrepancies were evaluated against the original survey form and corrected. Range 
checks as well as other forms of quality control were also performed. 

Weighting the Data
The primary objective of weighting survey data is to make the survey sample reflective of the 
larger population of the city. This is done by: 1) reviewing the sample demographics and 
comparing them to the population norms from the most recent Census or other sources and 2) 
comparing the responses to different questions for demographic subgroups. The demographic 
characteristics that are least similar to the Census and yield the most different results are the 
best candidates for data weighting. Several different weighting “schemes” are tested to ensure 
the best fit for the data. The data were weighted by housing tenure (rent or own), housing type 
(attached or detached), age and gender. The results of the weighting scheme are presented in 
Table 83. 

Table 83: Weighting Table for the City of Louisville South Boulder Road Planning Survey

2010 Census* Unweighted Weighted
Rent 27% 11% 27%
Own 73% 89% 73%
Detached† 74% 86% 74%
Attached† 26% 14% 26%
Female 51% 52% 51%
Male 49% 48% 49%
Age 18-34 23% 7% 22%
Age 35-54 46% 43% 46%
Age 55 and over 31% 50% 32%
Female 18-34 11% 4% 13%
Female 35-54 24% 25% 25%
Female 55 and over 16% 23% 14%
Male 18-34 12% 3% 9%
Male 35-54 22% 18% 22%
Male 55 and over 15% 27% 18%
* Population in households
† ACS 2011 5-year estimates
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Analyzing the Data 
The surveys were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 
Frequency distributions are presented in the body of the report. Chi-square and ANOVA tests of 
significance were applied to breakdowns of selected survey questions by respondent and 
geographic characteristics. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less indicates that there is less than a 5% 
probability that differences observed between groups are due to chance; or in other words, a 
greater than 95% probability that the differences observed in the selected categories of our 
sample represent “real” differences among those populations. Where differences between 
subgroups are statistically significant, they are marked with grey shading in the appendices. 
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Appendix C: Survey Materials

 

49
178



Dear Louisville Resident, 
 

It won’t take much of your time to make a big difference! 
 

Your household has been randomly selected to participate in a survey about  
the development of South Boulder Road. Even if you don’t live in the area, we still 
want to hear from you. Your survey will arrive in the mail in a few days.  
 

If you prefer, you can complete the survey online at (please enter the address  
exactly as it appears here):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 
 

To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed above the word 
“RESIDENT” on the other side of the postcard. Your responses are completely 
confidential and will be reported in group form only. 
 

Thank you for helping create a better Louisville. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
City of Louisville  
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Please help us shape the future of Louisville and the South Boulder Road corridor. As part of the City’s 
South Boulder Road Small Area Plan process, we are trying to determine the community’s vision and 
desired uses for the area. The enclosed survey shows different possibilities for the area and we want to 
know what you think it should look like. Even if you live outside the South Boulder Road corridor, we 
still want to hear from you. 
 

Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of only 
1,200 Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 

household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• You may return the survey by mail in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or you can 

complete the survey online at (please type the address exactly as it appears):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 
 

If you choose to complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this 
letter. If you have any questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Here’s a second chance if you haven’t already responded to the survey about the South Boulder 
Road Small Area Plan in Louisville. (If you completed it and sent it back, we thank you for 
your time and ask you to recycle this survey. Please do not respond twice.)  
 

The survey shows pictures of what the South Boulder Road area could look like and asks you 
what you would prefer to see. Even if you live outside the South Boulder Road corridor, we still 
want to hear from you. Don’t miss this opportunity to provide input about an important area in 
our city. Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is 
one of 1,200 Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 

household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• You may return the survey by mail in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or you 

can complete the survey online at (please type the address exactly as it appears):  
 

 www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 
 

If you choose to complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of 
this letter. If you have any questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
 

Map of Study Area

Helca
Lake

South Boulder Rd.

Hw
y.

42
/9

6th
St

.

Pl
az

a
Dr

.

Harney/Lastoka Open Space

Louisville
Middle
School

Cottonwood
Park

Hecla Dr.

Study Area
City of

Louisville

Paschal Dr.

Steel Ranch
Park

Lawrence
Enrietto Park

M
ai

n
St

.

Garfield
Ave.

Centennial
Park

N

 

182



  Page 1 of 11 

Please circle the response that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are confidential 
and will be reported in group form only.  

1. Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide): QUALITY 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar 

Overall quality of life ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall economic health ................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Variety of housing options ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ........................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings .................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

  QUALITY IMPORTANCE 
     Not  Very Somewhat Not at all Not 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor familiar Essential important important important familiar 
Variety of housing options ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing ............ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining  

opportunities ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ........ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings ........... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the South Boulder Road study area? (Mark all that apply.) 

  I live in the area (see map in attached letter)  I shop/dine in the area   I work in the area  
  My child attends LMS  I use medical/professional services in the area  None of the above 
  I use parks and trails in the area  I only travel through the area 

4. In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit   1-3 times Once a Multiple times   
each of the following? Never a month week a week Daily 
Village Square/Alfalfa’s (Stores at Centennial) .................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 42/96th St) ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of Hwy 42) ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Medical and professional offices along South Boulder Road ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Cottonwood Park ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Harney/Lastoka Open Space ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreational trails in the area .................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

  1-3 times Once a Multiple times  Use Use Use 
 Never a month week a week Daily more the same less 

In a car ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
In a bus .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
On a bicycle ............................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
Walking ................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
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6. Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right amount or not enough of each of the following in 
the South Boulder Road study area: 

 Too Right Not Not  
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES many amount enough familiar 
Housing for singles / couples (apartments, townhomes, smaller duplex, single-family) ... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, single-family) ................................... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, apartments with elevators) .... 1 2 3 4  
Affordable (subsidized) housing ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Live/work (combined living and working spaces) ............................................................... 1 2 3 4 
SHOPPING AND DINING OPPORTUNITIES 
Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty salon, etc.) ....................................... 1 2 3 4 
Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.) .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Regional shops, such as big box retailers ............................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES 
Work-share spaces ..................................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Health clinics / medical offices ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
General business offices (corporate offices, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Research and development ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
PARKS AND PUBLIC SPACES  
Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Small “Parklets” / plazas .......................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park) ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Regional park (like Community Park) .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Indoor community gathering space (arts center, community center, etc.) ....................... 1 2 3 4 
Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, commons, etc.) ............................. 1 2 3 4 

 

The following questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely 
confidential and will be reported in group form only. 

 

D1. Which best describes the building you live in? 

 One family house detached from any other houses 
 Building with two or more homes (duplex, 

townhome, apartment or condominium) 
 Mobile home 
 Other 

D2.  Do you rent or own your home? 

 Rent  Own 

D3.  How many people, including yourself, live in your 
household? 

 1  2  3  4  5  6+ 

D4.  What is your gender? 

 Female   Male 

D5. In which category is your age? 

 18-24 years  45-54 years   75 years or  
 25-34 years  55-64 years   older 
 35-44 years  65-74 years  

D6. Are you currently employed? 

 Yes Go to question D7 
 No 

D7. In which city do you work? _________________ 

D8. About how much do you estimate your household’s 
total income before taxes will be for the current 
year?  

 Less than $24,999  $100,000 to $149,999 
 $25,000 to $49,999  $150,000 or more 
 $50,000 to $99,999  Prefer not to answer 

 
 
Design Element Photograph Comparisons 
There are a number of things that contribute to the way South Boulder Road could look, which we call design 
elements. We have chosen a set of four photos to show options for each of nine design elements. For each photo on 
the pages that follow, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair 
fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder Road study area. Please evaluate only the design element asked about in each 
question. 
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Design Element #1: Commercial Building Height/Size 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element being asked about, followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 1A. 1-story. 1B. 2-story.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 1C. 2 or 3-story. 1D. 3.5-story.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #2: Commercial Building Placement (Setback) 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

  

    
 2A. Setback 15-20 feet from street and sidewalk. 2B. Parking lot in front.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an…  For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 2C. No setback. 2D. 10 foot setback, directly adjacent to sidewalk. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an…  For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #3: Multi Family Residential Building Height/Size 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 3A. 1-story duplex. 3B. 2-story townhouses.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 3C. 3-story apartment building. 3D. Apartments/condos above retail/commercial (mixed-use building).  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #4: Multi Family Residential Building Placement (Setback) 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 4A. 5 foot setback with stoop. 4B. 5 - 10 foot setback with porches. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 4C. 15 - 20 foot setback with porches and small yards. 4D. 20+ foot setback with shared entryways. 
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
  

188



  Page 7 of 11 

Design Element #5: Park/Plaza 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 5A. Recreational Park. 5B. Town Green.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 5C. Parklet. 5D. Plaza.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #6: Streetscape 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 6A. Sidewalk right up against street. 6B. Sidewalk buffered from street and parking with landscaping.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 6C. Regular size sidewalk with some amenities. 6D. Wide sidewalk with many pedestrian amenities.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #7: Parking Placement 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 7A. Parking lot on side of building. 7B. Diagonal parking in street.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 7C. Parallel street parking. 7D. Large parking lot in front of building.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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Design Element #8: Parking Edge 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 8A. No buffer between parking and sidewalk. 8B. Minimal landscaped buffer.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 8C. Landscaped buffer with amenities. 8D. Low wall.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit
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Design Element #9: Business Signage 
For each photo below, tell us whether you think the design element shown would be an excellent fit, a good fit, a fair fit or a poor fit for the South Boulder 
Road study area. (Below each photo is a brief description of the specific design element followed by the question and response options.) 

 

    
 9A. Projecting. 9B. Internally-illuminated.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
 
 

   
 9C. Awning. 9D. Monument with tenant change panels.  
 For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… For the South Boulder Road study area, is this an… 
  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit  Excellent fit  Good fit  Fair fit  Poor fit 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Please help us shape the future of Louisville and the South Boulder Road corridor. As part of the City’s 
South Boulder Road Small Area Plan process, we are trying to determine the community’s vision and 
desired uses for the area. The enclosed survey shows different possibilities for the area and we want to 
know what you think it should look like. Even if you live outside the South Boulder Road corridor, we still 
want to hear from you. 
 

Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of only 1,200 
Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your household 

who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• After the two pages of survey questions, you will be asked to go online to complete the 

photograph comparison portion of the survey.  
• You may complete and return the two pages of survey questions that follow by mail in the enclosed 

postage-paid envelope, or you can complete the entire survey online at (please type the 
address exactly as it appears): www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 

 
To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this letter. If you have any 
questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO 80027 

303.335.4596 
FAX 303.335.4550 

Dear City of Louisville Resident: 
 

Here’s a second chance if you haven’t already responded to the survey about the South Boulder 
Road Small Area Plan in Louisville. (If you completed it and sent it back, we thank you for 
your time and ask you to recycle this survey. Please do not respond twice.)  
 

The survey shows pictures of what the South Boulder Road area could look like and asks you what 
you would prefer to see. Even if you live outside the South Boulder Road corridor, we still want to 
hear from you. Don’t miss this opportunity to provide input about an important area in our city. 
Your participation in this survey is very important – especially since your household is one of 1,200 
Louisville households being surveyed.  
 

A few things to remember: 
• Your responses are completely confidential. 
• In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 

household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 
• After the two pages of survey questions, you will be asked to go online to complete the 

photograph comparison portion of the survey.  
• You may complete and return the two pages of survey questions that follow by mail in the 

enclosed postage-paid envelope, or you can complete the entire survey online at (please 
type the address exactly as it appears): www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbr.htm 

 

To complete the survey online, please enter the access code printed at the top of this letter. If you 
have any questions about the survey please call 303-335-4596. 
 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
 

Sincerely, 

  
Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
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  Page 1 of 2 

Please circle the response that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are confidential 
and will be reported in group form only.  

1. Please rate each of the following for Louisville (City-wide): QUALITY 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Not familiar 

Overall quality of life ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall economic health ................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Variety of housing options ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining opportunities ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open spaces .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ........................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling throughout the city .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings .................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

  QUALITY IMPORTANCE 
     Not  Very Somewhat Not at all Not 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor familiar Essential important important important familiar 
Variety of housing options ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing ............ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of shopping and dining  

opportunities ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of parks, trails and open space .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car ................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel walking ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bus ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of safety traveling through the corridor .... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of commercial buildings ........ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Physical condition of residential buildings ........... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Which, if any, of the following applies to you in relation to the South Boulder Road study area? (Mark all that apply.) 

  I live in the area (see map in attached letter)  I shop/dine in the area   I work in the area  
  My child attends LMS  I use medical/professional services in the area  None of the above 
  I use parks and trails in the area  I only travel through the area 

4. In a typical month, how many times, if at all, do you visit   1-3 times Once a Multiple times   
each of the following? Never a month week a week Daily 
Village Square/Alfalfa’s (Stores at Centennial) .................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Christopher Village (Stores west of Hwy 42/96th St) ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Louisville Plaza/King Soopers (Stores east of Hwy 42) ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Medical and professional offices along South Boulder Road ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Cottonwood Park ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Harney/Lastoka Open Space ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreational trails in the area .................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

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

  1-3 times Once a Multiple times  Use Use Use 
 Never a month week a week Daily more the same less 

In a car ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
In a bus .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
On a bicycle ............................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
Walking ................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
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6. Please indicate whether you feel that there are too many, the right amount or not enough of each of the following in 
the South Boulder Road study area: 

 Too Right Not Not  
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES many amount enough familiar 
Housing for singles / couples (apartments, townhomes, smaller duplex, single-family) ... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for families with children (smaller duplex, single-family) ................................... 1 2 3 4 
Housing for seniors (smaller one-level single-family house, apartments with elevators) .... 1 2 3 4  
Affordable (subsidized) housing ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Live/work (combined living and working spaces) ............................................................... 1 2 3 4 
SHOPPING AND DINING OPPORTUNITIES 
Restaurants, cafes, coffee shops, pubs/bars ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood shops (dry cleaners, barbers/beauty salon, etc.) ....................................... 1 2 3 4 
Community shops (grocery store, drug store, etc.) .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Regional shops, such as big box retailers ............................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES 
Work-share spaces ..................................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Health clinics / medical offices ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Professional services (lawyers, accountants, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
General business offices (corporate offices, etc.) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Research and development ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
PARKS AND PUBLIC SPACES  
Bike and pedestrian amenities/recreational trails ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Small “Parklets” / plazas .......................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Neighborhood parks (like Cottonwood Park) ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Regional park (like Community Park) .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Indoor community gathering space (arts center, community center, etc.) ....................... 1 2 3 4 
Outdoor community gathering space (amphitheater, commons, etc.) ............................. 1 2 3 4 

 

The following questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely 
confidential and will be reported in group form only. 

 

D1. Which best describes the building you live in? 

 One family house detached from any other houses 
 Building with two or more homes (duplex, 

townhome, apartment or condominium) 
 Mobile home 
 Other 

D2.  Do you rent or own your home? 

 Rent  Own 

D3.  How many people, including yourself, live in your 
household? 

 1  2  3  4  5  6+ 

D4.  What is your gender? 

 Female   Male 

D5. In which category is your age? 

 18-24 years  45-54 years   75 years or  
 25-34 years  55-64 years   older 
 35-44 years  65-74 years  

D6. Are you currently employed? 

 Yes Go to question D7 
 No 

D7. In which city do you work? _________________ 

D8. About how much do you estimate your household’s 
total income before taxes will be for the current 
year?  

 Less than $24,999  $100,000 to $149,999 
 $25,000 to $49,999  $150,000 or more 
 $50,000 to $99,999  Prefer not to answer 

 
Design Element Photograph Comparisons (Please go online to complete!) 
There are a number of things that contribute to the way South Boulder Road could look, which we call design 
elements. We have chosen a set of four photos to show options for each of nine design elements. To complete the 
photograph comparison section only, please go to the following website: www.n-r-c.com/survey/louisvillesbrphotos.htm 
You will need to enter your access code located in the upper right corner of the letter attached to this survey. Thank 
you in advance for completing this important portion of the survey online! We appreciate your feedback. 
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INTRODUCTION

This Transportation Assessment Memorandum has been prepared for the City of Louisville (Louisville) to
help understand how well the existing transportation system along the South Boulder Road corridor
performs. For the purposes of this assessment, the South Boulder Road corridor is generally bound by
Via Appia to the west and the Louisville City Limits to the east.

A map illustrating the study area is provided in Figure 1.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS

According to Louisville’s Comprehensive Plan, South Boulder Road is an “Urban Corridor” throughout the
study area with the exception of the segment at Highway 42 where it transitions to “Urban Center”. South
Boulder Road provides two lanes of travel in each direction (eastbound and westbound) and has a posted
speed limit of 35 miles per hour (MPH) through the corridor. South Boulder Road services both local and
commuter traffic. The roadway provides a connection between Louisville and the communities east and
west, primarily Boulder and Lafayette. According to the Comprehensive Plan, approximately 64 percent of
the total trips along South Boulder Road through the study area are local.

The following six signalized Intersections are located along South Boulder Road within the study area:
· Via Appia
· Garfield Avenue
· Centennial Drive
· Main Street
· Highway 42
· Plaza Drive

There is one signalized pedestrian crossing within the study area, directly east of the Plaza Drive
intersection. The existing intersection lane configuration and control for each of the signalized
intersections are shown in Figure 2.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Existing peak hour turning movement counts were provided by Louisville for each signalized intersection
along South Boulder Road. The turning movement counts were conducted on Tuesday, October 8, 2013
for the Via Appia, Garfield Avenue, Centennial Drive, Main Street, and Plaza Drive intersections along
South Boulder Road and on Wednesday, November 16, 2011 for the Highway 42 and South Boulder
Road intersection. The counts were conducted in 15-minute intervals during the morning (AM) and
afternoon (PM) peak hours of adjacent street traffic from 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM on
the count days. Existing traffic volumes from the turning movement counts are shown in Figure 3 and the
count sheets are provided in the Appendix.

200



South Boulder Road Small Area Plan │ Transportation Assessment Memorandum
January 2016

4

LEVEL OF SERVICE

Kimley-Horn performed a level of service analysis of the corridor to determine any existing capacity
deficiencies at the six signalized intersections. The acknowledged source for determining overall capacity
is the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 (2010). Per the
Highway Capacity Manual, capacity analysis results are listed in terms of level of service (LOS). LOS is a
qualitative term describing operating conditions a driver will experience while traveling on a particular
street or highway during a specific time interval. It ranges from A (very little delay) to F (long delays and
congestion). Table 1 shows the definition of level of service for signalized and unsignalized intersections.
LOS for a signalized and four-way stop controlled intersection is defined for the intersection as a whole as
well as each approach.

Table 1.  Level of Service Definitions

Level of Service Signalized Intersection
Average Total Delay

(sec/veh)
A ≤ 10

B > 10 and ≤ 20

C > 20 and ≤ 35

D > 35 and ≤ 55

E > 55 and ≤ 80

F > 80

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209,
Transportation Research Board (2010)

Synchro traffic analysis software was used to analyze the study area intersections for LOS. The Synchro
software utilizes Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology to calculate intersection delay and LOS.
The results of the Syncho LOS analysis for the six signalized intersections and each of their approaches
within the study corridor are shown in Table 2 and on Figure 2. The Synchro worksheets for the LOS
analysis are provided in the Appendix.

The LOS analysis was conducted utilizing the existing signal cycle lengths and phasing observed during a
site visit. Also reported within Table 2 are the LOS analysis results when the cycle lengths are optimized
along the corridor. The optimization involved several changes to the existing signal lengths during the
peak hour along the corridor. The signal lengths used for the optimized LOS analysis are provided in
Table 3. Optimizing the signal cycle lengths results in an improved LOS for several intersection
approaches along the corridor, most notably for the eastbound approach at the Main Street intersection,
the north and southbound approaches at Garfield Avenue, and the southbound approach at Plaza Drive.
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Table 2. Existing Intersection LOS

Intersection Intersection
Approach

LOS
(AM/PM)

Optimized LOS
(AM/PM)

Via Appia A/B A/B

Northbound D/D C/D

Eastbound A/B A/B

Westbound A/A A/A

Garfield Avenue B/A A/A

Northbound D/D C/C

Southbound C/D B/C

Eastbound A/A A/A

Westbound A/A A/A

Centennial Drive A/A A/A

Southbound D/D D/D

Eastbound A/A A/A

Westbound A/A A/A

Main Street B/B A/B

Northbound D/D D/D

Eastbound B/B A/A

Westbound A/A A/A

Highway 42 C/D C/D

Northbound C/D D/D

Southbound D/D D/D

Eastbound C/D C/C

Westbound C/D C/D

Plaza Drive B/B A/A

Southbound C/D B/C

Eastbound A/A A/A

Westbound A/A A/A

Table 3. Peak Hour Signal Cycle Length

Intersection Existing Cycle Length
(seconds, AM/PM)

Optimized Cycle Length
(seconds, AM/PM)

Via Appia 100/120 90/120

Garfield Avenue 100/120 45/60

Centennial Drive 120/120 90/120

Main Street 120/120 90/120

Highway 42 75/120 90/120

Plaza Drive 105/120 45/60
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QUEUE LENGTHS

Queue lengths were also analyzed utilizing the Synchro traffic analysis software. The Synchro software
utilizes Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology to calculate queue lengths at each intersection
approach. The results of the queue analysis for each approach of the six study signalized intersections is
provided in Table 4. The Synchro worksheets showing the queue length analysis are provided in the
Appendix.

Table 4. Existing Queue Lengths

Intersection Movement Existing
Length
(feet)

Existing AM
(feet)

Existing PM
(feet)

Optimized
AM (feet)

Optimized PM
(feet)

Via Appia

Northbound Right 180 92 324 92 324

Northbound Left C 70 83 63 83

Eastbound Right 100’ 10 37 11 37

Westbound Left 140’ 58 193 23 74

Garfield Avenue

Northbound Left 65 113 64 64 38

Southbound Left 65 44 92 25 53

Eastbound Left 75 6 4 3 8

Eastbound Right 80 3 1 1 10

Westbound Left 70 16 17 8 27

Centennial Drive

Southbound Left C 130 144 103 146

Southbound Right 90 33 36 28 37

Eastbound Left 90 13 14 4 5

Main Street

Northbound Left C 109 131 91 131

Northbound Right 120 49 114 46 114

Eastbound Right 120 12 38 3 40

Westbound Left 180 51 75 8 69

Highway 42

Northbound Left 220 138 89 139 89

Southbound Left 155 65 96 61 96

Southbound Right 260 114 70 127 70

Eastbound Left 150/300 124 219 126 189

Westbound Left 220 112 147 121 141

Westbound Right 260 19 1 36 10

Plaza Drive

Southbound Left 150 52 238 29 124
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Intersection Movement Existing
Length
(feet)

Existing AM
(feet)

Existing PM
(feet)

Optimized
AM (feet)

Optimized PM
(feet)

Southbound Right C 47 54 39 36

Eastbound Left 275 21 23 5 18

Westbound Right 100 19 18 13 18

As shown in the table, all existing queues of the South Boulder Road key intersections are
accommodated within the existing storage bays except for the following:

· Westbound Left Turn at Via Appia,

· Northbound and Southbound Left Turns at the Garfield Avenue, and

· Southbound Left Turn at Plaza Drive

Traffic signal optimization of the Via Appia, Garfield Avenue, and Plaza Drive intersections along South
Boulder Road address the existing queueing issues observed.

TRAVEL TIMES

Actual travel time data was collected along the segment of South Boulder Road between Via Appia and
Plaza Drive based on vehicle travel runs. The eastbound and westbound AM and PM peak hour travel
times for this segment of the study corridor are provided in Table 5 below.

Table 5.  South Boulder Road – Existing Peak Hour Travel Times

Direction Travel Time

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Eastbound 3 minutes, 20 seconds 3 minutes, 44 seconds

Westbound 2 minutes, 56 seconds 2 minutes, 52 seconds

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (2015)

ACCIDENT HISTORY

Louisville provided accident history data for the study. Based on this data, a total of 157 accidents were
reported at the signalized intersections along the study corridor over the three year study period of 2012,
2013, and 2014. The 157 accidents involved 308 vehicles, resulting in 48 injuries. Data on the severity of
the injuries was not provided. The intersection with the highest accident concentration was the South
Boulder Road/Highway 42 intersection, where 62 of the crashes occurred.  The remaining five study area
intersections all had similar crash numbers and rates. The reported accidents by intersection are shown
in Figure 4.
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FUTURE CONDITIONS

Louisville’s Comprehensive Plan provides several recommendations for South Boulder Road. These
recommendations include:

· A silent railroad crossing of at-grade crossing east of Main Street;
· Consideration of a realignment for Main Street to Centennial Drive;
· Introducing a new roadway network connection between Main Street and Highway 42; and
· Locating retail and commercial land uses in close proximity to South Boulder Road to provide visibility

and access

Of the four recommendations provided above, it is understood that the City of Louisville does not desire to
evaluate a realignment of Main Street to Centennial Drive.  The recommendation included for evaluation
within this study is introducing the new roadway network connection, herein named Kaylix
Avenue/Cannon Street to intersection South Boulder Road at a signalized intersection between Main
Street and SH-42.  In addition, right turn lanes were removed where feasible as directed by the City’s
Planning Department to determine if acceptable operations would result.

Future traffic volumes were identified for the study area based on the planned development locations,
uses, and type. These were refined into three separate development densities, known as 1-story, 2-story,
and 3-story.  The 3-story development uses are possible to develop per the current zoning.  An evaluation
of the 1-story and 2-story build out options was conducted to provide an overall comparison.  The trip
generation for the new development in the study area for each development density is shown in Table 6.

Table 6.  South Boulder Road Trip Generation

Vehicle Trip Generation

Scenario Size
AM PM

In Out Total  In Out Total
3 Story
Residential 1,006 Units 107 322 429 331 195 526

Office 1,518,737 SF 1343 183 1526 268 1311 1579
Retail 504,019 SF 125 76 201 380 411 791
Total 1575 581 2156 979 1917 2896

2 Story
Residential 711 Units 56 167 223 180 106 286

Office 872,132 SF 793 108 901 145 710 855
Retail 507,522 SF 126 78 204 385 418 803
Total 975 353 1328 710 1234 1944

1 Story
Residential 627 Units 41 123 164 135 79 214

Office 277,963 SF 167 23 190 32 158 190
Retail 632,682 SF 181 111 292 573 621 1194
Total 389 257 646 740 858 1598
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As shown in the trip generation table, the 3-story alternative of development is anticipated to generate
approximately 2,156 morning peak hour and 2,896 afternoon peak hour new trips to the surrounding
street network.  By comparison, the 2-story development alternative would generate approximately 1,328
morning peak hour trips and 1,944 afternoon peak hour trips.  The 1-story development would generate
approximately 646 morning peak hour trips and 1,598 afternoon peak hour trips.  The future traffic
volumes for the three studied development horizons are shown in Figure 5 for the 1-Story Build Out,
Figure 6 for the 2-Story Build Out, and Figure 7 for the 3-Story Build Out.

Based on these future traffic volume estimates for the three build out options, Synchro traffic models were
developed to identify future level of service at the intersections.  These are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7.  South Boulder Road Intersection Delay and Level of Service

Intersection
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Delay
(sec/veh) LOS Delay

(sec/veh) LOS

1 Via Appia
 Existing Network 6.9 A 19.0 B

 Existing Optimized 8.7 A 21.8 C
 Buildout (1 Story) 11.7 B 29.6 C

 Buildout (2 Story) 14.0 B 31.7 C

 Buildout (3 Story) 17.2 B 42.9 D

2 Garfield Avenue
 Existing Network 9.9 A 5.4 A

 Existing Optimized 8.2 A 3.6 A
 Buildout (1 Story) 10.1 B 9.0 A

 Buildout (2 Story) 10.1 B 9.4 A

 Buildout (3 Story) 10.3 B 20.6 C

3 Centennial Drive
 Existing Network 12.8 B 7.8 A

 Existing Optimized 12.2 B 5.7 A
 Buildout (1 Story) 7.0 A 13.7 B

 Buildout (2 Story) 8.3 A 13.8 B

 Buildout (3 Story) 9.0 A 12.0 B

4 Main Street
 Existing Network 8.8 A 9.4 A

 Existing Optimized 11.3 B 8.6 A
 Buildout (1 Story) 5.6 A 8.8 A

 Buildout (2 Story) 7.2 A 9.7 A

 Buildout (3 Story) 6.8 A 15.8 B
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Intersection
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Delay
(sec/veh) LOS Delay

(sec/veh) LOS

5 Highway 42
 Existing Network 42.8 D 48.8 D

 Existing Optimized 41.9 D 44.8 D

 Buildout (1 Story) 46.8 D 57.1 E

 Buildout (2 Story) 57.2 E 58.7 E

 Buildout (3 Story) 64.6 E 100.7 F
6 Plaza Drive
 Existing Network 10.7 B 9.8 A

 Existing Optimized 5.7 A 5.8 A

 Buildout (1 Story) 14.4 B 15.7 B

 Buildout (2 Story) 15.7 B 16.4 B

 Buildout (3 Story) 17.4 B 20.2 C
7 Kaylix Avenue/Cannon Street
 Buildout (1 Story) 10.4 B 8.2 A

 Buildout (2 Story) 11.0 B 9.3 A

 Buildout (3 Story) 19.1 B 30.1 C

The increased development density results in an increase to the average vehicle delay through the
intersections.  Although all study intersections are anticipated to operate acceptably (LOS D or better)
during the morning and afternoon peak hours, with exception of the SH-42 and South Boulder Road
intersection.  This intersection is anticipated to operate at LOS D during the morning peak hour and a
LOS E during the afternoon peak hour with the 1-Story development alternative.  This degrades to LOS E
during both peak hours under the 2-Story development alternative and further degrades to LOS E during
the morning peak hour and LOS F during the afternoon peak hour with the 3-Story development build out.
Improvements that should be considered at this intersection to improve operations include an eastbound
right turn lane and northbound right turn lane if and when right-of-way becomes available.

In addition, a comparison of the corridor travel times was performed to provide a comparison of
congestion levels anticipated through the corridor based on each buildout alternative.  This is shown in
Table 8.
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Table 8.  South Boulder Road Measures of Effectiveness Comparison

South Boulder Road Corridor
Average Speed

(mph)
Average Corridor

Travel Time
Fuel Consumed

(gal)
EB WB EB WB EB WB

Existing Network

AM Peak 21 23 3 min
17 sec

3 min
0 sec 53 94

PM Peak 19 23 3 min
38 sec

3 min
0 sec 111 64

Existing Optimized

AM Peak 24 27 2 min
53 sec

2 min
33 sec 48 74

PM Peak 22 23 3 min
8 sec

3 min
0 sec 96 65

Buildout (1 Story)

AM Peak 21 23 3 min
17 sec

3 min
0 sec 68 91

PM Peak 17 18 4 min
4 sec

3 min
50 sec 139 116

AM Peak – Without Cannon/Kaylix Signal 23 25 3 min
0 sec

2 min
46 sec 61 84

PM Peak – Without Cannon/Kaylix Signal 20 19 3 min
27 sec

3 min
38 sec 129 114

Buildout (2 Story)

AM Peak 19 21 3 min
38 sec

3 min
17 sec 88 108

PM Peak 16 17 4 min
19 sec

4 min
4 sec 152 128

AM Peak – Without Cannon/Kaylix Signal 20 24 3 min
27 sec

2 min
53 sec 82 96

PM Peak – Without Cannon/Kaylix Signal 18 18 3 min
50 sec

3 min
50 sec 142 125

Buildout (3 Story)

AM Peak 16 18 4 min
19 sec

3 min
50 sec 112 128

PM Peak 12 13 5 min
45 sec

5 min
18 sec 195 181

AM Peak – Without Cannon/Kaylix Signal 19 20 3 min
38 sec

3 min
27 sec 104 117

PM Peak – Without Cannon/Kaylix Signal 13 14 5 min
18 sec

4 min
56 sec 183 170

As shown in the measures of effectiveness comparison table, optimization of the corridor traffic signal
timing and coordination can reduce existing travel times by around 25 seconds both directions during the
morning peak hour and by 30 seconds on eastbound South Boulder Road during the afternoon peak
hour.  A new traffic signal at the Cannon Drive/Kaylix Avenue intersection with South Boulder Road may
increase South Boulder Road travel times through the study corridor by 11 seconds eastbound and 24
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seconds westbound during the morning peak hour and by 29 seconds eastbound and 14 seconds
westbound during the afternoon peak hour with the 2 Story Buildout Option, for example.

The operational analysis of the study intersections along South Boulder Road results in the following
recommendations, as summarized in Figure 8.

Via Appia
· Lengthen Westbound Left Turn Lane to 300 feet
· Operate Northbound Right Turn on Overlap Phase (NB Right Turn Green Arrow During WB Left

Turn Protected Green Arrow Phase)

Garfield Avenue
Protected/Permissive Left Turn Phasing Eastbound and Westbound

Centennial Drive
Remove On-Street Parking to Lengthen Southbound Right Turn Lane to 200 feet

Kaylix Avenue/Cannon Street
· New Signalized Intersection
· Restrict Westbound Left Turns

Highway 42
· Lengthen Eastbound Dual Left Turn Lanes to 300 feet
· Lengthen Westbound Dual Left Turn Lanes to 300 feet
· Construct Separate 250-foot Westbound Right Turn Lane with removal of Westbound Auxiliary

Lane

Plaza Drive
· Protected/Permissive Left Turn Phasing Eastbound
· Remove Westbound Right Turn Deceleration Lane
· Remove Westbound Right Turn Acceleration Lane
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Figure 1: Study Area
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SOUTH BOULDER ROAD
EXISTING LANE CONFIGURATIONS, CONTROL AND LEVEL OF SERVICE FIGURE 2
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SOUTH BOULDER ROAD
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES FIGURE 3
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2012-2014 ACCIDENT HISTORY FIGURE 4SOUTH BOULDER ROAD
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SOUTH BOULDER ROAD
FUTURE BUILDOUT (1 STORY)

FIGURE 5
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SOUTH BOULDER ROAD
FUTURE BUILDOUT (2 STORY)

FIGURE 6
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SOUTH BOULDER ROAD
FUTURE BUILDOUT (3 STORY)

FIGURE 7
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SOUTH BOULDER ROAD
BUILDOUT LANE CONFIGURATIONS FIGURE 8CONTROL AND LEVEL OF SERVICE
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 541 22 297 1130 50 176
Future Volume (veh/h) 541 22 297 1130 50 176
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 588 24 323 1228 54 191
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2172 972 671 2680 235 358
Arrive On Green 0.61 0.61 0.19 1.00 0.13 0.13
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 588 24 323 1228 54 191
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.7 0.6 7.0 0.0 2.7 10.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.7 0.6 7.0 0.0 2.7 10.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2172 972 671 2680 235 358
V/C Ratio(X) 0.27 0.02 0.48 0.46 0.23 0.53
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2172 972 860 2680 514 608
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.81 0.81 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.9 7.6 4.8 0.0 38.8 34.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.8 0.3 3.3 0.2 1.4 4.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 9.3 7.6 5.0 0.5 39.3 35.3
LnGrp LOS A A A A D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 612 1551 245
Approach Delay, s/veh 9.2 1.4 36.2
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.4 67.4 81.7 18.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 20.0 35.0 60.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.0 9.7 2.0 12.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.4 21.2 40.7 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 6.9
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1157 56 260 663 51 355
Future Volume (veh/h) 1157 56 260 663 51 355
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1258 61 283 721 55 386
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1906 853 343 2384 417 519
Arrive On Green 0.54 0.54 0.19 1.00 0.23 0.23
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1258 61 283 721 55 386
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 30.5 2.2 8.9 0.0 2.9 26.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 30.5 2.2 8.9 0.0 2.9 26.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1906 853 343 2384 417 519
V/C Ratio(X) 0.66 0.07 0.82 0.30 0.13 0.74
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1906 853 503 2384 429 530
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.8 13.3 17.6 0.0 36.2 35.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.8 0.2 4.4 0.3 0.1 5.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 15.3 1.0 5.1 0.1 1.5 12.1
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 21.6 13.4 21.9 0.3 36.4 41.3
LnGrp LOS C B C A D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1319 1004 441
Approach Delay, s/veh 21.2 6.4 40.7
Approach LOS C A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 16.2 70.6 86.8 33.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 22.0 53.0 80.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.9 32.5 2.0 28.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.3 18.3 55.6 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.0
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak - Optimized Timings
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 541 22 297 1130 50 176
Future Volume (veh/h) 541 22 297 1130 50 176
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 588 24 323 1228 54 191
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1283 574 901 2828 113 673
Arrive On Green 0.36 0.36 0.48 1.00 0.06 0.06
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 588 24 323 1228 54 191
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 10.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 10.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1283 574 901 2828 113 673
V/C Ratio(X) 0.46 0.04 0.36 0.43 0.48 0.28
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1283 574 901 2828 643 1146
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.85 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.5 16.5 8.8 0.0 36.2 15.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.2 0.1 0.1 0.4 3.1 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 5.1 0.4 3.7 0.2 1.3 2.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.7 16.6 8.9 0.4 39.3 15.3
LnGrp LOS C B A A D B
Approach Vol, veh/h 612 1551 245
Approach Delay, s/veh 20.5 2.2 20.6
Approach LOS C A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 34.9 35.0 69.9 10.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 6.0 * 29 40.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 12.2 2.0 4.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.1 6.2 21.4 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.7
HCM 2010 LOS A

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak - Optimizing Timing
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1157 56 260 663 51 355
Future Volume (veh/h) 1157 56 260 663 51 355
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1258 61 283 721 55 386
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1563 699 743 3005 105 660
Arrive On Green 0.44 0.44 0.71 1.00 0.06 0.06
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1258 61 283 721 55 386
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 36.9 2.7 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 36.9 2.7 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1563 699 743 3005 105 660
V/C Ratio(X) 0.80 0.09 0.38 0.24 0.52 0.59
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1563 699 743 3005 429 949
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.96 0.96 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 29.0 19.5 9.8 0.0 54.8 27.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 4.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 4.0 0.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 19.0 1.2 2.7 0.1 1.9 9.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 33.5 19.7 9.9 0.2 58.8 27.8
LnGrp LOS C B A A E C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1319 1004 441
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.9 2.9 31.7
Approach LOS C A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 48.9 59.0 107.9 12.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 22.0 * 53 80.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 38.9 2.0 5.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 8.3 10.8 11.7 1.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 21.8
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) AM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 690 22 317 1180 50 235
Future Volume (veh/h) 690 22 317 1180 50 235
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 750 24 345 1283 54 255
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1319 590 932 2985 101 748
Arrive On Green 0.37 0.37 0.83 1.00 0.06 0.06
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 750 24 345 1283 54 255
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 18.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 18.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1319 590 932 2985 101 748
V/C Ratio(X) 0.57 0.04 0.37 0.43 0.54 0.34
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1319 590 932 2985 468 1076
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.80 0.80 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 27.5 22.0 2.9 0.0 50.5 18.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.8 0.1 0.1 0.4 4.4 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 9.4 0.5 1.4 0.2 1.7 4.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 29.2 22.1 3.0 0.4 54.9 18.5
LnGrp LOS C C A A D B
Approach Vol, veh/h 774 1628 309
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.0 0.9 24.9
Approach LOS C A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 51.8 47.0 98.8 11.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 24.0 * 41 70.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 20.6 2.0 5.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 15.6 8.8 30.2 1.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) PM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1325 56 396 1005 51 421
Future Volume (veh/h) 1325 56 396 1005 51 421
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1440 61 430 1092 55 458
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1445 647 749 2996 110 712
Arrive On Green 0.41 0.41 0.78 1.00 0.06 0.06
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1440 61 430 1092 55 458
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 48.7 2.8 4.7 0.0 3.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 48.7 2.8 4.7 0.0 3.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1445 647 749 2996 110 713
V/C Ratio(X) 1.00 0.09 0.57 0.36 0.50 0.64
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1445 647 749 2996 429 997
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.81 0.81 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 35.4 21.8 8.4 0.0 54.5 25.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 22.8 0.3 0.6 0.3 3.5 1.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 28.4 1.3 4.2 0.1 1.9 11.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 58.3 22.1 9.0 0.3 58.0 26.5
LnGrp LOS E C A A E C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1501 1522 513
Approach Delay, s/veh 56.8 2.7 29.9
Approach LOS E A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 52.6 55.0 107.6 12.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 26.0 * 49 80.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.7 50.7 2.0 5.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 12.4 0.0 23.8 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 29.6
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) AM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 863 22 340 1237 50 305
Future Volume (veh/h) 863 22 340 1237 50 305
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 938 24 370 1345 54 332
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1319 590 873 2975 105 748
Arrive On Green 0.37 0.37 0.83 1.00 0.06 0.06
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 938 24 370 1345 54 332
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 24.9 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 24.9 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1319 590 873 2975 105 748
V/C Ratio(X) 0.71 0.04 0.42 0.45 0.51 0.44
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1319 590 873 2975 468 1072
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.77 0.77 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 29.4 22.0 4.2 0.0 50.2 19.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.3 0.1 0.1 0.4 3.8 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 12.7 0.5 1.9 0.2 1.7 6.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 32.7 22.1 4.3 0.4 54.0 19.8
LnGrp LOS C C A A D B
Approach Vol, veh/h 962 1715 386
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.5 1.2 24.6
Approach LOS C A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 51.5 47.0 98.5 11.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 24.0 * 41 70.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 26.9 2.0 5.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 16.3 8.5 32.8 1.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.0
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) PM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1356 56 421 1067 51 433
Future Volume (veh/h) 1356 56 421 1067 51 433
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1474 61 458 1160 55 471
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1445 647 748 2994 110 712
Arrive On Green 0.41 0.41 0.78 1.00 0.06 0.06
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1474 61 458 1160 55 471
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 49.0 2.8 6.0 0.0 3.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 49.0 2.8 6.0 0.0 3.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1445 647 748 2994 110 713
V/C Ratio(X) 1.02 0.09 0.61 0.39 0.50 0.66
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1445 647 748 2994 429 997
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.77 0.77 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 35.5 21.8 8.5 0.0 54.5 25.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 28.8 0.3 0.8 0.3 3.4 1.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 29.7 1.3 4.7 0.1 1.9 12.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 64.3 22.1 9.4 0.3 57.9 26.9
LnGrp LOS F C A A E C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1535 1618 526
Approach Delay, s/veh 62.6 2.9 30.1
Approach LOS E A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 52.5 55.0 107.5 12.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 26.0 * 49 80.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.0 51.0 2.0 5.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 12.5 0.0 26.7 1.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 31.7
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) AM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1037 22 363 1295 50 374
Future Volume (veh/h) 1037 22 363 1295 50 374
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1127 24 395 1408 54 407
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1319 590 824 2966 110 748
Arrive On Green 0.37 0.37 0.82 1.00 0.06 0.06
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1127 24 395 1408 54 407
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 32.2 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 32.2 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1319 590 824 2966 110 748
V/C Ratio(X) 0.85 0.04 0.48 0.47 0.49 0.54
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1319 590 824 2966 468 1068
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.71 0.71 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.8 22.0 5.5 0.0 49.9 20.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 7.2 0.1 0.1 0.4 3.4 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 17.0 0.5 2.2 0.2 1.7 8.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 39.0 22.1 5.7 0.4 53.3 21.2
LnGrp LOS D C A A D C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1151 1803 461
Approach Delay, s/veh 38.6 1.5 25.0
Approach LOS D A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 51.2 47.0 98.2 11.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 24.0 * 41 70.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 34.2 2.0 5.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 16.9 5.3 35.5 1.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.2
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) PM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1463 56 508 1285 51 475
Future Volume (veh/h) 1463 56 508 1285 51 475
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1590 61 552 1397 55 516
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1445 647 745 2988 113 712
Arrive On Green 0.41 0.41 0.51 1.00 0.06 0.06
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1590 61 552 1397 55 516
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 49.0 2.8 24.1 0.0 3.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 49.0 2.8 24.1 0.0 3.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1445 647 745 2988 113 713
V/C Ratio(X) 1.10 0.09 0.74 0.47 0.48 0.72
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1445 647 745 2988 429 994
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.62 0.62 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 35.5 21.8 22.5 0.0 54.3 26.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 56.1 0.3 2.2 0.3 3.2 1.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 35.1 1.3 14.2 0.1 1.9 14.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 91.6 22.1 24.7 0.3 57.4 28.5
LnGrp LOS F C C A E C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1651 1949 571
Approach Delay, s/veh 89.0 7.2 31.3
Approach LOS F A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 52.3 55.0 107.3 12.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 26.0 * 49 80.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 26.1 51.0 2.0 5.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 38.1 2.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 42.9
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak
2: Garfield Ave & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 9 640 21 27 1235 21 103 10 30 31 8 40
Future Volume (veh/h) 9 640 21 27 1235 21 103 10 30 31 8 40
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 10 696 23 29 1342 23 112 11 33 34 9 43
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 259 2371 1061 561 2386 41 334 90 271 341 62 296
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Sat Flow, veh/h 397 3539 1583 730 3561 61 1347 411 1234 1357 281 1344
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 10 696 23 29 667 698 112 0 44 34 0 52
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 397 1770 1583 730 1770 1852 1347 0 1645 1357 0 1626
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.4 19.9 20.0 7.3 0.0 2.1 2.1 0.0 2.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 20.8 0.0 0.0 1.4 19.9 20.0 9.9 0.0 2.1 4.2 0.0 2.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.75 1.00 0.83
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 259 2371 1061 561 1186 1241 334 0 362 341 0 358
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.29 0.02 0.05 0.56 0.56 0.34 0.00 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.15
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 259 2371 1061 561 1186 1241 334 0 362 341 0 358
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 3.1 0.0 0.0 5.7 8.7 8.7 35.4 0.0 31.3 32.9 0.0 31.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.2 1.9 1.9 2.7 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 10.3 10.7 3.0 0.0 1.0 0.8 0.0 1.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 3.4 0.3 0.0 5.8 10.7 10.6 38.1 0.0 31.9 33.5 0.0 32.3
LnGrp LOS A A A A B B D C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 729 1394 156 86
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.3 10.5 36.4 32.8
Approach LOS A B D C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 73.0 27.0 73.0 27.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 67.0 22.0 67.0 22.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 22.8 11.9 22.0 6.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 37.0 0.4 37.5 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.9
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak
2: Garfield Ave & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 1464 72 69 810 42 36 13 41 57 9 14
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 1464 72 69 810 42 36 13 41 57 9 14
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 1591 78 75 880 46 39 14 45 62 10 15
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 493 2802 1253 294 2709 142 203 45 146 172 79 118
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12
Sat Flow, veh/h 602 3539 1583 296 3422 179 1380 390 1252 1338 674 1011
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 1591 78 75 455 471 39 0 59 62 0 25
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 602 1770 1583 296 1770 1831 1380 0 1642 1338 0 1684
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 0.0 0.0 8.5 8.7 8.7 3.1 0.0 4.0 5.3 0.0 1.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 9.3 0.0 0.0 8.5 8.7 8.7 4.7 0.0 4.0 9.3 0.0 1.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.10 1.00 0.76 1.00 0.60
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 493 2802 1253 294 1401 1450 203 0 192 172 0 197
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.57 0.06 0.25 0.32 0.32 0.19 0.00 0.31 0.36 0.00 0.13
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 493 2802 1253 294 1401 1450 203 0 192 172 0 197
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.4 0.0 0.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 49.6 0.0 48.6 52.8 0.0 47.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.8 0.1 2.1 0.6 0.6 2.1 0.0 4.1 5.8 0.0 1.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.9 4.4 4.6 1.3 0.0 2.0 2.3 0.0 0.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 0.7 0.8 0.1 5.6 4.1 4.1 51.7 0.0 52.7 58.6 0.0 48.9
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A D D E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1703 1001 98 87
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.8 4.2 52.3 55.8
Approach LOS A A D E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 101.0 19.0 101.0 19.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 95.0 14.0 95.0 14.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.3 6.7 10.7 11.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 75.9 0.2 76.5 0.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 5.4
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak - Optimized Timings
2: Garfield Ave & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 9 640 21 27 1235 21 103 10 30 31 8 40
Future Volume (veh/h) 9 640 21 27 1235 21 103 10 30 31 8 40
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 10 696 23 29 1342 23 112 11 33 34 9 43
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 312 2567 1148 570 2582 44 237 56 169 244 39 185
Arrive On Green 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
Sat Flow, veh/h 397 3539 1583 730 3561 61 1347 411 1234 1357 281 1344
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 10 696 23 29 667 698 112 0 44 34 0 52
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 397 1770 1583 730 1770 1852 1347 0 1645 1357 0 1626
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 5.4 0.3 1.1 13.3 13.3 6.5 0.0 1.9 1.8 0.0 2.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 14.2 5.4 0.3 6.5 13.3 13.3 8.7 0.0 1.9 3.7 0.0 2.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.75 1.00 0.83
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 312 2567 1148 570 1283 1343 237 0 226 244 0 223
V/C Ratio(X) 0.03 0.27 0.02 0.05 0.52 0.52 0.47 0.00 0.19 0.14 0.00 0.23
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 312 2567 1148 570 1283 1343 338 0 350 346 0 345
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.81 0.81 0.81 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.0 3.8 3.1 4.9 4.8 4.8 34.7 0.0 30.6 32.2 0.0 30.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 1.2 1.2 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 2.7 0.2 0.2 6.7 7.0 2.4 0.0 0.9 0.7 0.0 1.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 8.2 4.0 3.1 5.0 6.1 6.0 35.2 0.0 30.7 32.3 0.0 30.9
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A D C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 729 1394 156 86
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.0 6.0 33.9 31.5
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 64.0 16.0 64.0 16.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 52.0 17.0 52.0 17.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 16.2 10.7 15.3 5.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 30.8 0.3 31.5 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.2
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak - Optimizing Timing
2: Garfield Ave & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 1464 72 69 810 42 36 13 41 57 9 14
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 1464 72 69 810 42 36 13 41 57 9 14
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 1591 78 75 880 46 39 14 45 62 10 15
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 492 2536 1135 332 2452 128 239 39 125 209 67 101
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Sat Flow, veh/h 602 3539 1583 296 3422 179 1380 390 1252 1338 674 1011
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 1591 78 75 455 471 39 0 59 62 0 25
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 602 1770 1583 296 1770 1831 1380 0 1642 1338 0 1684
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.5 0.0 0.0 5.8 5.9 5.9 1.6 0.0 2.0 2.7 0.0 0.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.4 0.0 0.0 5.8 5.9 5.9 2.4 0.0 2.0 4.7 0.0 0.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.10 1.00 0.76 1.00 0.60
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 492 2536 1135 332 1268 1312 239 0 164 209 0 168
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.63 0.07 0.23 0.36 0.36 0.16 0.00 0.36 0.30 0.00 0.15
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 492 2536 1135 332 1268 1312 239 0 164 209 0 168
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.92 0.92 0.92 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.4 0.0 0.0 3.2 3.2 3.2 25.8 0.0 25.2 27.4 0.0 24.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.9 0.1 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.6 3.0 3.1 0.6 0.0 0.9 1.0 0.0 0.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 0.6 0.9 0.1 4.7 4.0 3.9 25.9 0.0 25.7 27.7 0.0 24.8
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1703 1001 98 87
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.8 4.0 25.8 26.9
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 49.0 11.0 49.0 11.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 43.0 6.0 43.0 6.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.4 4.4 7.9 6.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 33.1 0.1 33.6 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 3.6
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) AM Peak
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 14 843 21 29 1299 30 103 10 33 37 8 43
Future Volume (veh/h) 14 843 21 29 1299 30 103 10 33 37 8 43
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 15 916 23 32 1412 33 112 11 36 40 9 47
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 224 2245 56 527 2471 58 203 51 167 211 35 181
Arrive On Green 0.03 1.00 1.00 0.08 0.70 0.70 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3528 89 1774 3535 83 1342 384 1257 1353 261 1362
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 15 459 480 32 706 739 112 0 47 40 0 56
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1847 1774 1770 1848 1342 0 1641 1353 0 1622
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.0 22.1 9.0 0.0 2.8 3.0 0.0 3.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.0 22.1 12.4 0.0 2.8 5.8 0.0 3.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.77 1.00 0.84
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 224 1126 1175 527 1237 1292 203 0 218 211 0 216
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.41 0.41 0.06 0.57 0.57 0.55 0.00 0.22 0.19 0.00 0.26
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 265 1126 1175 527 1237 1292 256 0 283 265 0 280
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.75 0.75 0.75 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 11.5 0.0 0.0 8.1 8.3 8.3 48.4 0.0 42.5 45.1 0.0 42.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.5 1.4 0.9 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 11.1 11.6 3.4 0.0 1.3 1.1 0.0 1.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 11.6 1.0 1.0 8.2 9.7 9.7 49.3 0.0 42.7 45.3 0.0 43.0
LnGrp LOS B A A A A A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 954 1477 159 96
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.2 9.7 47.3 44.0
Approach LOS A A D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.4 76.0 19.6 7.5 82.9 19.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 70.0 19.0 4.0 70.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 14.4 2.4 24.1 7.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.8 16.6 0.3 0.0 28.5 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.1
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 38 1685 72 75 1271 55 36 13 44 86 9 29
Future Volume (veh/h) 38 1685 72 75 1271 55 36 13 44 86 9 29
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 41 1832 78 82 1382 60 39 14 48 93 10 32
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 255 2336 99 308 2464 107 192 45 153 175 47 151
Arrive On Green 0.05 1.00 1.00 0.06 0.71 0.71 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3460 146 1774 3456 150 1359 370 1269 1335 391 1251
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 41 931 979 82 706 736 39 0 62 93 0 42
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1837 1774 1770 1836 1359 0 1639 1335 0 1642
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.9 23.0 3.2 0.0 4.1 8.2 0.0 2.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.9 23.0 6.0 0.0 4.1 12.4 0.0 2.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.77 1.00 0.76
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 255 1194 1240 308 1262 1309 192 0 197 175 0 198
V/C Ratio(X) 0.16 0.78 0.79 0.27 0.56 0.56 0.20 0.00 0.31 0.53 0.00 0.21
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 299 1194 1240 308 1262 1309 210 0 219 192 0 219
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.75 0.75 0.75 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.5 0.0 0.0 11.5 8.2 8.2 50.3 0.0 48.2 53.9 0.0 47.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 3.1 3.1 0.3 1.4 1.3 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 1.0 1.1 1.5 11.5 11.9 1.2 0.0 1.9 3.1 0.0 1.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.7 3.1 3.1 11.9 9.6 9.6 50.5 0.0 48.6 54.8 0.0 47.8
LnGrp LOS B A A B A A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1951 1524 101 135
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.3 9.7 49.3 52.7
Approach LOS A A D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.5 87.0 19.5 9.0 91.6 19.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 6.0 81.0 16.0 6.0 81.0 16.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 8.0 3.0 25.0 14.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.4 60.3 0.3 0.0 32.2 0.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.0
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) AM Peak
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 19 1079 21 30 1374 41 103 10 37 43 8 47
Future Volume (veh/h) 19 1079 21 30 1374 41 103 10 37 43 8 47
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 21 1173 23 33 1493 45 112 11 40 47 9 51
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 209 2259 44 450 2429 73 203 48 174 211 33 187
Arrive On Green 0.03 1.00 1.00 0.07 0.69 0.69 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3550 70 1774 3508 106 1337 353 1283 1348 243 1377
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 21 585 611 33 752 786 112 0 51 47 0 60
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1850 1774 1770 1844 1337 0 1636 1348 0 1620
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.1 9.0 0.0 3.1 3.5 0.0 3.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.1 12.7 0.0 3.1 6.6 0.0 3.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.78 1.00 0.85
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 209 1126 1178 450 1225 1277 203 0 222 211 0 220
V/C Ratio(X) 0.10 0.52 0.52 0.07 0.61 0.62 0.55 0.00 0.23 0.22 0.00 0.27
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 243 1126 1178 450 1225 1277 252 0 283 261 0 280
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.69 0.69 0.69 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.3 0.0 0.0 8.6 9.0 9.1 48.3 0.0 42.4 45.3 0.0 42.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 1.5 1.4 0.0 1.6 1.5 0.9 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 12.7 13.2 3.4 0.0 1.4 1.3 0.0 1.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 12.4 1.5 1.4 8.6 10.6 10.6 49.2 0.0 42.6 45.5 0.0 42.9
LnGrp LOS B A A A B B D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1217 1571 163 107
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.6 10.6 47.1 44.1
Approach LOS A B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.1 76.0 19.9 7.9 82.2 19.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 70.0 19.0 4.0 70.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 14.7 2.5 27.1 8.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.2 25.1 0.3 0.0 29.4 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.1
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 39 1725 72 76 1355 57 36 13 45 91 9 32
Future Volume (veh/h) 39 1725 72 76 1355 57 36 13 45 91 9 32
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 42 1875 78 83 1473 62 39 14 49 99 10 35
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 234 2338 97 294 2451 103 196 46 159 180 46 159
Arrive On Green 0.05 1.00 1.00 0.06 0.71 0.71 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3464 143 1774 3461 145 1356 364 1274 1334 364 1274
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 42 951 1002 83 751 784 39 0 63 99 0 45
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1837 1774 1770 1837 1356 0 1638 1334 0 1638
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.9 26.1 3.2 0.0 4.2 8.8 0.0 3.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.9 26.1 6.2 0.0 4.2 13.0 0.0 3.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.78 1.00 0.78
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 234 1194 1240 294 1253 1301 196 0 205 180 0 205
V/C Ratio(X) 0.18 0.80 0.81 0.28 0.60 0.60 0.20 0.00 0.31 0.55 0.00 0.22
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 278 1194 1240 294 1253 1301 207 0 218 191 0 218
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.72 0.72 0.72 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 11.3 0.0 0.0 12.2 8.9 8.9 50.0 0.0 47.8 53.7 0.0 47.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 3.2 3.3 0.4 1.5 1.5 0.2 0.0 0.3 1.4 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 1.1 1.1 1.6 13.1 13.6 1.2 0.0 1.9 3.3 0.0 1.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 11.5 3.2 3.3 12.6 10.4 10.4 50.2 0.0 48.1 55.0 0.0 47.4
LnGrp LOS B A A B B B D D E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1995 1618 102 144
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.4 10.5 48.9 52.6
Approach LOS A B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.0 87.0 20.0 9.0 91.0 20.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 6.0 81.0 16.0 6.0 81.0 16.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 8.2 3.0 28.1 15.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.5 62.1 0.4 0.0 34.1 0.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.4
HCM 2010 LOS A
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 25 1316 21 32 1449 52 103 10 40 50 8 51
Future Volume (veh/h) 25 1316 21 32 1449 52 103 10 40 50 8 51
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 27 1430 23 35 1575 57 112 11 43 54 9 55
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 194 2269 36 389 2392 86 203 46 180 212 31 192
Arrive On Green 0.04 1.00 1.00 0.07 0.69 0.69 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3565 57 1774 3484 126 1332 333 1301 1345 227 1390
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 27 709 744 35 798 834 112 0 54 54 0 64
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1853 1774 1770 1841 1332 0 1633 1345 0 1617
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.3 28.6 9.1 0.0 3.2 4.1 0.0 3.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.3 28.6 13.0 0.0 3.2 7.3 0.0 3.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.80 1.00 0.86
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 194 1126 1179 389 1215 1264 203 0 226 212 0 224
V/C Ratio(X) 0.14 0.63 0.63 0.09 0.66 0.66 0.55 0.00 0.24 0.25 0.00 0.29
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 222 1126 1179 389 1215 1264 248 0 282 258 0 279
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.61 0.61 0.61 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.3 0.0 0.0 9.1 9.8 9.9 48.3 0.0 42.2 45.5 0.0 42.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 2.0 1.9 0.1 1.7 1.7 0.9 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.5 14.1 15.0 3.4 0.0 1.5 1.5 0.0 1.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.5 2.0 1.9 9.1 11.5 11.5 49.2 0.0 42.4 45.7 0.0 42.8
LnGrp LOS B A A A B B D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1480 1667 166 118
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.2 11.5 47.0 44.1
Approach LOS A B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.8 76.0 20.2 8.2 81.5 20.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 70.0 19.0 4.0 70.0 19.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 15.0 2.7 30.6 9.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.5 35.5 0.3 0.0 29.6 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.3
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 43 1865 72 79 1649 65 36 13 47 109 9 42
Future Volume (veh/h) 43 1865 72 79 1649 65 36 13 47 109 9 42
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 47 2027 78 86 1792 71 39 14 51 118 10 46
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 170 2288 87 208 2425 96 197 47 171 190 39 178
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.66 0.66 0.07 0.70 0.70 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3476 133 1774 3471 137 1342 352 1284 1331 291 1336
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 47 1026 1079 86 909 954 39 0 65 118 0 56
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1839 1774 1770 1839 1342 0 1636 1331 0 1627
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 56.5 58.3 0.0 38.2 39.0 3.2 0.0 4.3 10.5 0.0 3.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 56.5 58.3 0.0 38.2 39.0 6.9 0.0 4.3 14.8 0.0 3.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.78 1.00 0.82
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 170 1165 1211 208 1236 1284 197 0 218 190 0 217
V/C Ratio(X) 0.28 0.88 0.89 0.41 0.73 0.74 0.20 0.00 0.30 0.62 0.00 0.26
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 182 1165 1211 208 1236 1284 197 0 218 190 0 217
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.53 0.53 0.53 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.3 16.7 17.0 49.0 11.2 11.3 49.8 0.0 46.9 53.6 0.0 46.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 4.8 5.1 0.7 2.1 2.1 0.2 0.0 0.3 4.6 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 28.9 30.8 2.7 19.1 20.4 1.2 0.0 2.0 4.1 0.0 1.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 17.7 21.4 22.0 49.7 13.3 13.4 50.0 0.0 47.2 58.2 0.0 46.9
LnGrp LOS B C C D B B D D E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 2152 1949 104 174
Approach Delay, s/veh 21.7 15.0 48.2 54.6
Approach LOS C B D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 85.0 21.0 9.2 89.8 21.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 79.0 16.0 4.0 83.0 16.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 60.3 8.9 3.2 41.0 16.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.6 17.9 0.4 0.0 35.4 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.6
HCM 2010 LOS C
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 32 713 1286 61 94 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 32 713 1286 61 94 35
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 35 775 1398 66 102 38
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 301 2713 2294 108 251 224
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.77 0.67 0.67 0.14 0.14
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3535 162 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 35 775 717 747 102 38
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1834 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 7.9 27.3 27.5 6.3 2.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 7.9 27.3 27.5 6.3 2.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 301 2713 1180 1223 251 224
V/C Ratio(X) 0.12 0.29 0.61 0.61 0.41 0.17
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 301 2713 1180 1223 251 224
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 18.6 4.2 11.2 11.2 46.9 45.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.3 2.3 2.3 4.8 1.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 3.9 13.9 14.5 3.4 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.4 4.4 13.5 13.5 51.7 46.9
LnGrp LOS B A B B D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 810 1464 140
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.1 13.5 50.4
Approach LOS A B D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 98.0 22.0 12.0 86.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 92.0 17.0 6.0 80.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.9 8.3 2.0 29.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 13.6 0.1 2.6 30.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.8
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 28 1518 902 107 109 48
Future Volume (veh/h) 28 1518 902 107 109 48
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 30 1650 980 116 118 52
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 385 2654 2099 248 281 251
Arrive On Green 0.08 1.00 0.66 0.66 0.16 0.16
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3282 377 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 30 1650 544 552 118 52
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1796 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 18.2 18.2 7.2 3.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 18.2 18.2 7.2 3.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 385 2654 1165 1182 281 251
V/C Ratio(X) 0.08 0.62 0.47 0.47 0.42 0.21
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 385 2654 1165 1182 281 251
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.3 0.0 10.1 10.1 45.5 43.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 1.1 1.3 1.3 4.6 1.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.4 9.2 9.3 3.9 3.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.7 1.1 11.5 11.4 50.1 45.8
LnGrp LOS B A B B D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1680 1096 170
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.3 11.4 48.8
Approach LOS A B D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 96.0 24.0 11.0 85.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 90.0 19.0 5.0 79.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 9.2 2.0 20.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 51.4 0.2 2.8 20.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 7.8
HCM 2010 LOS A
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 32 713 1286 61 94 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 32 713 1286 61 94 35
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 35 775 1398 66 102 38
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 446 2776 1905 90 139 124
Arrive On Green 0.31 1.00 0.55 0.55 0.08 0.08
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3535 162 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 35 775 717 747 102 38
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1834 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 24.4 24.5 4.5 1.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 24.4 24.5 4.5 1.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 446 2776 980 1015 139 124
V/C Ratio(X) 0.08 0.28 0.73 0.74 0.73 0.31
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 446 2776 1106 1146 222 198
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.98 0.98 0.86 0.86 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.7 0.0 13.4 13.4 36.1 34.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 2.6 2.6 2.8 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.1 12.5 13.0 2.3 1.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.7 0.2 16.0 16.0 38.9 35.3
LnGrp LOS B A B B D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 810 1464 140
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.8 16.0 37.9
Approach LOS A B D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 68.7 11.3 18.4 50.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 59.0 10.0 3.0 50.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 6.5 2.0 26.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 13.0 0.1 0.7 17.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.2
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 28 1518 902 107 109 48
Future Volume (veh/h) 28 1518 902 107 109 48
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 30 1650 980 116 118 52
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 423 2921 2422 287 147 131
Arrive On Green 0.03 1.00 0.76 0.76 0.08 0.08
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3282 377 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 30 1650 544 552 118 52
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1796 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.4 0.0 12.8 12.8 7.8 3.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.4 0.0 12.8 12.8 7.8 3.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 423 2921 1344 1364 147 131
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.56 0.40 0.40 0.80 0.40
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 468 2921 1344 1364 281 251
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.83 0.83 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 3.6 0.0 5.0 5.0 54.0 52.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.7 0.4 0.4 3.8 0.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.3 6.3 6.4 4.0 3.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 3.6 0.7 5.4 5.4 57.8 52.9
LnGrp LOS A A A A E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1680 1096 170
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.7 5.4 56.3
Approach LOS A A E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 105.0 15.0 7.9 97.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 90.0 19.0 5.0 79.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 9.8 2.4 14.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 79.6 0.2 0.0 59.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 5.7
HCM 2010 LOS A
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 43 904 1359 97 97 36
Future Volume (veh/h) 43 904 1359 97 97 36
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 47 983 1477 105 105 39
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 279 2916 2510 178 135 120
Arrive On Green 0.03 1.00 0.75 0.75 0.08 0.08
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3446 237 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 47 983 776 806 105 39
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1821 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 0.0 21.6 21.9 6.4 2.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 0.0 21.6 21.9 6.4 2.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 279 2916 1325 1363 135 120
V/C Ratio(X) 0.17 0.34 0.59 0.59 0.78 0.32
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 339 2916 1325 1363 210 187
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.33 1.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.94 0.94 0.83 0.83 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 5.6 0.0 6.2 6.2 49.9 48.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.3 0.9 0.9 3.7 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.1 10.7 11.1 3.3 2.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 5.7 0.3 7.1 7.1 53.6 48.7
LnGrp LOS A A A A D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1030 1582 144
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.5 7.1 52.3
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 96.6 13.4 8.3 88.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 86.0 13.0 6.0 74.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 8.4 2.6 23.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 73.6 0.1 0.0 46.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 7.0
HCM 2010 LOS A
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 29 1768 1351 111 166 65
Future Volume (veh/h) 29 1768 1351 111 166 65
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 32 1922 1468 121 180 71
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 420 2796 1910 157 210 187
Arrive On Green 0.33 1.00 0.58 0.58 0.12 0.12
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3406 272 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 32 1922 780 809 180 71
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1815 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 40.1 40.8 11.9 5.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 40.1 40.8 11.9 5.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.15 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 420 2796 1020 1046 210 187
V/C Ratio(X) 0.08 0.69 0.76 0.77 0.86 0.38
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 420 2796 1150 1180 325 290
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.59 0.59 0.82 0.82 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.0 0.0 19.2 19.4 51.9 48.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.8 3.0 3.1 8.2 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 0.3 20.4 21.3 6.3 4.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.0 0.8 22.2 22.5 60.2 49.3
LnGrp LOS B A C C E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1954 1589 251
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.1 22.4 57.1
Approach LOS A C E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 100.8 19.2 25.6 75.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 87.0 22.0 3.0 78.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 13.9 2.0 42.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 63.0 0.2 1.0 26.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 13.7
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 55 1126 1445 139 101 37
Future Volume (veh/h) 55 1126 1445 139 101 37
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 60 1224 1571 151 110 40
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 247 2906 2429 231 140 125
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.82 0.74 0.74 0.08 0.08
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3360 311 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 60 1224 844 878 110 40
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1808 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.8 10.4 25.7 26.6 6.7 2.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.8 10.4 25.7 26.6 6.7 2.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.17 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 247 2906 1316 1344 140 125
V/C Ratio(X) 0.24 0.42 0.64 0.65 0.79 0.32
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 303 2906 1316 1344 210 187
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.89 0.89 0.78 0.78 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.4 2.7 6.9 7.0 49.7 47.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.4 1.2 1.2 5.6 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 5.1 12.9 13.6 3.5 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 7.5 3.1 8.1 8.3 55.3 48.4
LnGrp LOS A A A A E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1284 1722 150
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.3 8.2 53.5
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 96.3 13.7 8.5 87.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 86.0 13.0 6.0 74.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 12.4 8.7 2.8 28.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 69.9 0.1 0.0 43.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.3
HCM 2010 LOS A
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 29 1814 1432 112 177 68
Future Volume (veh/h) 29 1814 1432 112 177 68
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 32 1972 1557 122 192 74
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 369 2773 1982 154 222 198
Arrive On Green 0.28 1.00 0.60 0.60 0.12 0.12
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3421 259 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 32 1972 823 856 192 74
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1817 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 42.2 43.2 12.7 5.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 42.2 43.2 12.7 5.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.14 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 369 2773 1054 1082 222 198
V/C Ratio(X) 0.09 0.71 0.78 0.79 0.87 0.37
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 369 2773 1150 1181 325 290
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.56 0.56 0.79 0.79 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 23.0 0.0 18.4 18.6 51.5 48.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.9 3.2 3.4 11.0 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 0.3 21.3 22.7 6.9 4.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 23.0 0.9 21.6 22.0 62.5 48.6
LnGrp LOS C A C C E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 2004 1679 266
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.2 21.8 58.7
Approach LOS A C E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 100.0 20.0 22.6 77.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 87.0 22.0 3.0 78.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 14.7 2.0 45.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 65.1 0.2 1.0 26.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 13.8
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) AM Peak
3: S Boulder Rd & Centennial Dr 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 67 1348 1530 181 105 38
Future Volume (veh/h) 67 1348 1530 181 105 38
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 73 1465 1663 197 114 41
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 219 2898 2362 275 144 129
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.82 0.74 0.74 0.08 0.08
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3288 372 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 73 1465 909 951 114 41
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1797 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 14.1 30.3 32.2 6.9 2.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.0 14.1 30.3 32.2 6.9 2.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 219 2898 1309 1329 144 129
V/C Ratio(X) 0.33 0.51 0.69 0.72 0.79 0.32
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 272 2898 1309 1329 210 187
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.81 0.81 0.73 0.73 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.3 3.1 7.7 7.9 49.6 47.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.5 1.5 1.7 7.1 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.0 6.9 14.9 16.2 3.7 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.5 3.6 9.2 9.6 56.7 48.2
LnGrp LOS B A A A E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1538 1860 155
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.9 9.4 54.4
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 96.1 13.9 8.7 87.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 86.0 13.0 6.0 74.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 16.1 8.9 3.0 34.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 68.5 0.1 0.0 39.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.0
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) PM Peak
3: S Boulder Rd & Centennial Dr 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 30 1973 1718 115 213 78
Future Volume (veh/h) 30 1973 1718 115 213 78
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 33 2145 1867 125 232 85
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 156 2696 2342 155 260 232
Arrive On Green 0.03 1.00 0.70 0.70 0.15 0.15
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3463 223 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 33 2145 970 1022 232 85
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1823 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 0.0 44.4 46.6 15.4 5.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 0.0 44.4 46.6 15.4 5.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.12 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 156 2696 1230 1267 260 232
V/C Ratio(X) 0.21 0.80 0.79 0.81 0.89 0.37
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 171 2696 1230 1267 310 277
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.41 0.41 0.67 0.67 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 15.8 0.0 12.4 12.7 50.3 46.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 1.1 2.7 3.0 21.2 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.4 22.2 24.0 9.1 5.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 15.9 1.1 15.1 15.7 71.5 46.5
LnGrp LOS B A B B E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 2178 1992 317
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.3 15.4 64.8
Approach LOS A B E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 97.4 22.6 8.0 89.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 88.0 21.0 3.0 79.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 17.4 2.6 48.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 85.6 0.2 0.0 30.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 12.0
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 694 114 133 1268 81 98
Future Volume (veh/h) 694 114 133 1268 81 98
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 754 124 145 1378 88 107
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1917 858 612 2536 325 290
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.13 0.72 0.18 0.18
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 754 124 145 1378 88 107
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.7 5.1 7.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.7 5.1 7.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1917 858 612 2536 325 290
V/C Ratio(X) 0.39 0.14 0.24 0.54 0.27 0.37
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1917 858 612 2536 325 290
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 0.0 9.6 7.9 42.1 42.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.6 0.4 0.9 0.8 2.0 3.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.1 2.3 10.8 2.7 3.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 0.6 0.4 10.5 8.7 44.1 46.5
LnGrp LOS A A B A D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 878 1523 195
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.6 8.9 45.4
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 21.0 71.0 92.0 28.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 65.0 86.0 22.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 23.7 9.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 10.8 14.5 34.7 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.8
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1489 143 116 917 95 190
Future Volume (veh/h) 1489 143 116 917 95 190
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1618 155 126 997 103 207
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2212 990 371 2684 251 224
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.17 1.00 0.14 0.14
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1618 155 126 997 103 207
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 15.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 15.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2212 990 371 2684 251 224
V/C Ratio(X) 0.73 0.16 0.34 0.37 0.41 0.92
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2212 990 371 2684 251 224
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 46.9 50.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.2 0.3 2.5 0.4 4.9 42.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.1 2.3 0.1 3.5 9.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 2.2 0.3 11.5 0.4 51.8 93.8
LnGrp LOS A A B A D F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1773 1123 310
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.0 1.6 79.8
Approach LOS A A E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 16.0 81.0 97.0 23.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 75.0 91.0 17.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 17.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.9 47.9 22.9 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.4
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak - Optimized Timings
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 694 114 133 1268 81 98
Future Volume (veh/h) 694 114 133 1268 81 98
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 754 124 145 1378 88 107
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2205 987 474 2683 163 146
Arrive On Green 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.76 0.09 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 754 124 145 1378 88 107
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 14.6 5.1 2.1 12.3 3.8 5.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 14.6 5.1 2.1 12.3 3.8 5.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2205 987 474 2683 163 146
V/C Ratio(X) 0.34 0.13 0.31 0.51 0.54 0.74
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2205 987 545 2683 355 317
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.96 0.96 0.70 0.70 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.8 14.0 5.9 3.8 34.7 35.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.2 1.0 2.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 7.3 2.3 1.1 6.0 1.9 2.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 18.2 14.3 6.5 4.1 35.7 38.1
LnGrp LOS B B A A D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 878 1523 195
Approach Delay, s/veh 17.6 4.3 37.0
Approach LOS B A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.8 55.8 66.6 13.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 38.0 52.0 16.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.1 16.6 14.3 7.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.3 19.8 33.2 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.3
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak - Optimizing Timing
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1489 143 116 917 95 190
Future Volume (veh/h) 1489 143 116 917 95 190
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1618 155 126 997 103 207
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2212 990 371 2684 251 224
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.17 1.00 0.14 0.14
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1618 155 126 997 103 207
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 15.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 15.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2212 990 371 2684 251 224
V/C Ratio(X) 0.73 0.16 0.34 0.37 0.41 0.92
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2212 990 371 2684 251 224
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.78 0.78 0.83 0.83 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 46.9 50.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.7 0.3 1.0 0.2 0.4 38.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.1 2.1 0.1 3.1 9.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 1.7 0.3 10.0 0.2 47.3 89.7
LnGrp LOS A A B A D F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1773 1123 310
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.6 1.3 75.6
Approach LOS A A E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 16.0 81.0 97.0 23.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 75.0 91.0 17.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 17.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.9 47.9 22.9 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.6
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) AM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 871 131 156 1366 97 129
Future Volume (veh/h) 871 131 156 1366 97 129
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 947 142 170 1485 105 140
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2397 1072 487 2776 189 169
Arrive On Green 0.90 0.90 0.11 1.00 0.11 0.11
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 947 142 170 1485 105 140
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.5 1.1 3.1 0.0 6.2 9.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.5 1.1 3.1 0.0 6.2 9.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2397 1072 487 2776 189 169
V/C Ratio(X) 0.40 0.13 0.35 0.53 0.56 0.83
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2397 1072 652 2776 274 245
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.33 1.33 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.94 0.94 0.42 0.42 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 2.0 1.8 3.9 0.0 46.7 48.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.2 1.0 9.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.2 0.5 1.5 0.1 3.1 4.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 2.4 2.1 4.3 0.2 47.6 58.0
LnGrp LOS A A A A D E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1089 1655 245
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.4 0.6 53.6
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 11.8 80.5 92.3 17.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 59.0 81.0 17.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.1 6.5 2.0 11.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.7 47.8 68.9 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 5.6
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) PM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1762 178 192 1321 149 257
Future Volume (veh/h) 1762 178 192 1321 149 257
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1915 193 209 1436 162 279
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2183 976 398 2803 192 369
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.11 0.11
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1915 193 209 1436 162 279
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.8 4.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.8 4.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2183 976 398 2803 192 369
V/C Ratio(X) 0.88 0.20 0.53 0.51 0.84 0.76
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2183 976 398 2803 222 396
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.64 0.64 0.45 0.45 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 0.0 19.4 0.0 52.5 42.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.6 0.3 1.1 0.1 20.0 6.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.1 0.1 5.3 0.1 6.3 2.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 3.6 0.3 20.5 0.1 72.5 49.3
LnGrp LOS A A C A E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 2108 1645 441
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.3 2.7 57.8
Approach LOS A A E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 21.0 80.0 101.0 19.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.0 74.0 93.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 12.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 9.6 58.1 46.1 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.8
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) AM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1078 151 182 1479 115 165
Future Volume (veh/h) 1078 151 182 1479 115 165
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1172 164 198 1608 125 179
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2277 1019 404 2692 231 207
Arrive On Green 0.86 0.86 0.13 1.00 0.13 0.13
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1172 164 198 1608 125 179
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 9.4 1.9 4.1 0.0 7.3 12.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 9.4 1.9 4.1 0.0 7.3 12.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2277 1019 404 2692 231 207
V/C Ratio(X) 0.51 0.16 0.49 0.60 0.54 0.87
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2277 1019 551 2692 274 245
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.33 1.33 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.89 0.89 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 3.5 3.0 5.4 0.0 44.7 46.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.7 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.7 21.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 4.5 0.9 1.9 0.1 3.6 6.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 4.3 3.3 6.1 0.2 45.5 68.1
LnGrp LOS A A A A D E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1336 1806 304
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.1 0.8 58.8
Approach LOS A A E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 12.9 76.8 89.7 20.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 59.0 81.0 17.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.1 11.4 2.0 14.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.8 45.7 72.1 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 7.2
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) PM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1811 184 206 1394 159 269
Future Volume (veh/h) 1811 184 206 1394 159 269
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1968 200 224 1515 173 292
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2183 976 381 2782 202 369
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.24 1.00 0.11 0.11
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1968 200 224 1515 173 292
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 11.5 6.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 11.5 6.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2183 976 381 2782 202 369
V/C Ratio(X) 0.90 0.20 0.59 0.54 0.86 0.79
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2183 976 381 2782 222 387
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.61 0.61 0.38 0.38 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 0.0 22.7 0.0 52.2 43.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 4.2 0.3 1.4 0.2 23.3 9.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 0.1 5.8 0.1 6.9 3.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 4.2 0.3 24.1 0.2 75.5 52.4
LnGrp LOS A A C A E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 2168 1739 465
Approach Delay, s/veh 3.8 3.2 61.0
Approach LOS A A E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 20.3 80.0 100.3 19.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.0 74.0 93.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 2.0 2.0 13.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 9.7 59.6 50.8 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.7
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) AM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1284 171 208 1593 134 201
Future Volume (veh/h) 1284 171 208 1593 134 201
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1396 186 226 1732 146 218
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2157 965 392 2610 272 243
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.15 1.00 0.15 0.15
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1396 186 226 1732 146 218
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 8.4 14.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 8.4 14.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2157 965 392 2610 272 243
V/C Ratio(X) 0.65 0.19 0.58 0.66 0.54 0.90
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2157 965 520 2610 274 245
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.84 0.84 0.12 0.12 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 43.0 45.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.3 0.4 0.3 0.1 1.1 31.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.1 2.4 0.0 4.2 8.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 1.3 0.4 5.6 0.1 44.0 76.7
LnGrp LOS A A A A D E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1582 1958 364
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.2 0.7 63.6
Approach LOS A A E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.1 73.0 87.1 22.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 59.0 81.0 17.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 7.2 2.0 2.0 16.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.9 55.7 74.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 6.8
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) PM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015
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Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1985 206 254 1651 194 311
Future Volume (veh/h) 1985 206 254 1651 194 311
Number 2 12 1 6 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 2158 224 276 1795 211 338
Adj No. of Lanes 2 1 1 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 2183 976 340 2743 222 369
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.14 1.00 0.13 0.13
Sat Flow, veh/h 3632 1583 1774 3632 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 2158 224 276 1795 211 338
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1770 1583 1774 1770 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 7.5 0.0 14.2 12.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 0.0 7.5 0.0 14.2 12.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 2183 976 340 2743 222 369
V/C Ratio(X) 0.99 0.23 0.81 0.65 0.95 0.91
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 2183 976 340 2743 222 369
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.33 1.33 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.48 0.48 0.09 0.09 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 0.0 35.5 0.0 52.1 44.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 11.0 0.3 1.6 0.1 46.4 26.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.3 0.1 8.7 0.0 9.8 7.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 11.0 0.3 37.1 0.1 98.5 71.1
LnGrp LOS B A D A F E
Approach Vol, veh/h 2382 2071 549
Approach Delay, s/veh 10.0 5.0 81.6
Approach LOS B A F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 19.0 80.0 99.0 21.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.0 74.0 93.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.5 2.0 2.0 16.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.4 64.1 66.1 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.8
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 260 430 235 225 590 125 300 515 135 110 580 330
Future Volume (veh/h) 260 430 235 225 590 125 300 515 135 110 580 330
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 283 467 255 245 641 0 326 560 147 120 630 359
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 367 621 337 321 944 422 413 778 203 184 755 338
Arrive On Green 0.11 0.28 0.28 0.09 0.27 0.00 0.12 0.28 0.28 0.05 0.21 0.21
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2217 1203 3442 3539 1583 3442 2777 727 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 283 372 350 245 641 0 326 356 351 120 630 359
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1650 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1735 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.0 14.4 14.5 5.2 12.2 0.0 6.9 13.6 13.7 2.6 12.8 16.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.0 14.4 14.5 5.2 12.2 0.0 6.9 13.6 13.7 2.6 12.8 16.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.73 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.42 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 367 495 462 321 944 422 413 495 486 184 755 338
V/C Ratio(X) 0.77 0.75 0.76 0.76 0.68 0.00 0.79 0.72 0.72 0.65 0.83 1.06
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 367 495 462 321 944 422 413 495 486 184 755 338
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 32.6 24.6 24.7 33.2 24.6 0.0 32.1 24.3 24.4 34.8 28.2 29.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 14.5 10.1 11.0 15.7 3.9 0.0 14.2 8.7 9.0 16.7 10.5 66.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.6 8.4 8.0 3.2 6.4 0.0 4.1 7.8 7.7 1.6 7.3 13.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 47.1 34.7 35.7 48.9 28.6 0.0 46.3 33.0 33.4 51.5 38.8 96.1
LnGrp LOS D C D D C D C C D D F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1005 886 1033 1109
Approach Delay, s/veh 38.5 34.2 37.3 58.7
Approach LOS D C D E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 12.0 27.0 14.0 22.0 13.0 26.0 9.0 27.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.0 21.0 9.0 16.0 8.0 20.0 4.0 21.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 7.2 16.5 8.9 18.0 8.0 14.2 4.6 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 42.8
HCM 2010 LOS D
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 360 705 210 225 555 85 130 560 245 125 570 305
Future Volume (veh/h) 360 705 210 225 555 85 130 560 245 125 570 305
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 391 766 228 245 603 0 141 609 266 136 620 332
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 574 986 294 344 1062 475 258 700 306 201 973 435
Arrive On Green 0.11 0.25 0.25 0.20 0.60 0.00 0.08 0.29 0.29 0.06 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2690 801 3442 3539 1583 3442 2400 1048 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 391 504 490 245 603 0 141 449 426 136 620 332
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1721 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1678 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 13.1 31.8 31.9 8.0 12.4 0.0 4.7 28.9 28.9 4.6 18.5 23.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 13.1 31.8 31.9 8.0 12.4 0.0 4.7 28.9 28.9 4.6 18.5 23.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.47 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.62 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 574 649 631 344 1062 475 258 516 489 201 973 435
V/C Ratio(X) 0.68 0.78 0.78 0.71 0.57 0.00 0.55 0.87 0.87 0.68 0.64 0.76
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 574 649 631 344 1062 475 258 516 489 201 973 435
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.67 0.67 0.67 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 50.2 40.7 40.7 46.4 19.3 0.0 53.5 40.3 40.4 55.4 38.2 39.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 6.4 8.9 9.1 11.8 2.2 0.0 8.1 17.9 18.7 16.9 3.2 11.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 6.8 17.2 16.7 4.3 6.2 0.0 2.5 16.7 15.9 2.7 9.5 11.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.7 49.5 49.8 58.2 21.5 0.0 61.6 58.2 59.1 72.3 41.4 51.8
LnGrp LOS E D D E C E E E E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1385 848 1016 1088
Approach Delay, s/veh 51.6 32.1 59.0 48.5
Approach LOS D C E D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 17.0 50.0 14.0 39.0 25.0 42.0 12.0 41.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.0 44.0 9.0 33.0 20.0 36.0 7.0 35.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.0 33.9 6.7 25.1 15.1 14.4 6.6 30.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 6.7 0.0 5.7 0.4 11.1 0.0 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 48.8
HCM 2010 LOS D
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak - Optimized Timings
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 260 430 235 225 590 125 300 515 135 110 580 330
Future Volume (veh/h) 260 430 235 225 590 125 300 515 135 110 580 330
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 283 467 255 245 641 0 326 560 147 120 630 359
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 367 637 346 349 1042 466 406 666 174 288 728 326
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.09 0.09 0.20 0.59 0.00 0.12 0.24 0.24 0.08 0.21 0.21
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2217 1203 3442 3539 1583 3442 2777 727 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 283 372 350 245 641 0 326 356 351 120 630 359
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1650 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1735 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.5 16.4 16.5 5.3 9.3 0.0 7.4 15.3 15.4 2.6 13.8 11.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.5 16.4 16.5 5.3 9.3 0.0 7.4 15.3 15.4 2.6 13.8 11.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.73 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.42 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 367 509 474 349 1042 466 406 424 416 288 728 326
V/C Ratio(X) 0.77 0.73 0.74 0.70 0.61 0.00 0.80 0.84 0.84 0.42 0.87 1.10
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 387 509 474 349 1042 466 430 487 477 288 752 336
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.6 33.2 33.3 30.8 13.5 0.0 34.4 28.9 29.0 34.8 30.7 15.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 7.3 8.4 9.2 5.0 2.5 0.0 9.1 11.1 11.7 0.4 10.1 80.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.5 9.2 8.8 2.8 4.8 0.0 4.0 8.7 8.8 1.3 7.8 12.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 44.9 41.6 42.5 35.8 16.1 0.0 43.5 40.0 40.7 35.1 40.8 95.3
LnGrp LOS D D D D B D D D D D F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1005 886 1033 1109
Approach Delay, s/veh 42.8 21.5 41.3 57.8
Approach LOS D C D E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.1 29.0 14.4 22.5 13.5 29.6 11.7 25.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 * 23 10.0 17.0 9.0 22.0 5.0 22.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 7.3 18.5 9.4 15.8 8.5 11.3 4.6 17.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 1.8 0.1 0.7 0.0 3.5 0.0 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 41.9
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak - Optimizing Timing
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 360 705 210 225 555 85 130 560 245 125 570 305
Future Volume (veh/h) 360 705 210 225 555 85 130 560 245 125 570 305
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 391 766 228 245 603 0 141 609 266 136 620 332
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 577 1049 312 296 1062 475 196 666 290 190 1005 450
Arrive On Green 0.11 0.26 0.26 0.17 0.60 0.00 0.06 0.28 0.28 0.06 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2690 801 3442 3539 1583 3442 2400 1048 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 391 504 490 245 603 0 141 449 426 136 620 332
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1721 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1678 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 13.1 31.2 31.2 8.2 12.4 0.0 4.8 29.5 29.5 4.7 18.2 14.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 13.1 31.2 31.2 8.2 12.4 0.0 4.8 29.5 29.5 4.7 18.2 14.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.47 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.62 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 577 690 671 296 1062 475 196 491 465 190 1005 450
V/C Ratio(X) 0.68 0.73 0.73 0.83 0.57 0.00 0.72 0.91 0.92 0.72 0.62 0.74
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 577 690 671 344 1062 475 258 516 489 201 1005 450
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.67 0.67 0.67 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.96 0.96 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 50.2 38.6 38.6 48.8 19.3 0.0 55.7 42.0 42.0 55.8 37.3 15.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.8 4.7 4.8 11.4 2.1 0.0 3.8 20.4 21.4 9.1 1.1 6.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 6.4 16.2 15.8 4.3 6.2 0.0 2.4 17.1 16.5 2.5 9.1 7.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.0 43.2 43.4 60.2 21.4 0.0 59.5 62.4 63.4 64.9 38.4 21.6
LnGrp LOS D D D E C E E E E D C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1385 848 1016 1088
Approach Delay, s/veh 45.7 32.6 62.4 36.6
Approach LOS D C E D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 15.3 52.8 11.8 40.1 26.1 42.0 12.6 39.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 * 6 6.0 * 6
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.0 44.0 9.0 33.0 20.0 * 36 7.0 * 35
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.2 33.2 6.8 20.2 15.1 14.4 6.7 31.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 5.3 0.0 4.6 2.4 4.0 0.0 1.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 44.8
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) AM Peak
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 314 561 146 237 636 139 349 589 209 124 618 353
Future Volume (veh/h) 314 561 146 237 636 139 349 589 209 124 618 353
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 341 610 159 258 691 0 379 640 227 135 672 384
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 400 809 210 434 1096 490 442 815 289 193 869 389
Arrive On Green 0.15 0.39 0.39 0.13 0.31 0.00 0.13 0.32 0.32 0.06 0.25 0.25
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2781 724 3442 3539 1583 3442 2563 909 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 341 388 381 258 691 0 379 442 425 135 672 384
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1735 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1702 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 10.6 20.9 20.9 7.8 18.4 0.0 11.9 25.0 25.0 4.2 19.5 26.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 10.6 20.9 20.9 7.8 18.4 0.0 11.9 25.0 25.0 4.2 19.5 26.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.42 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.53 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 400 515 505 434 1096 490 442 562 541 193 869 389
V/C Ratio(X) 0.85 0.75 0.76 0.59 0.63 0.00 0.86 0.79 0.79 0.70 0.77 0.99
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 469 515 505 434 1096 490 532 579 557 250 869 389
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.82 0.82 0.82 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 45.6 30.3 30.3 45.4 32.6 0.0 46.9 34.1 34.1 51.0 38.7 41.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 9.3 8.2 8.4 1.5 2.8 0.0 10.0 6.9 7.2 3.2 4.4 42.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 5.5 11.3 11.1 3.8 9.4 0.0 6.2 13.2 12.8 2.1 10.0 16.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 54.8 38.5 38.7 46.9 35.3 0.0 56.9 41.0 41.3 54.2 43.0 83.7
LnGrp LOS D D D D D E D D D D F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1110 949 1246 1191
Approach Delay, s/veh 43.6 38.5 45.9 57.4
Approach LOS D D D E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 19.9 38.0 19.1 33.0 17.8 40.1 11.2 41.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.0 * 32 17.0 27.0 15.0 29.0 8.0 36.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.8 22.9 13.9 28.6 12.6 20.4 6.2 27.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.3 3.2 0.3 0.0 0.2 3.3 0.0 6.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 46.8
HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) PM Peak
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 436 868 157 370 825 116 183 651 299 163 798 429
Future Volume (veh/h) 436 868 157 370 825 116 183 651 299 163 798 429
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 474 943 171 402 897 0 199 708 325 177 867 466
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 516 1023 185 913 1648 737 253 688 316 201 950 425
Arrive On Green 0.30 0.68 0.68 0.27 0.47 0.00 0.07 0.29 0.29 0.06 0.27 0.27
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2994 543 3442 3539 1583 3442 2359 1082 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 474 557 557 402 897 0 199 531 502 177 867 466
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1767 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1672 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 16.0 32.3 32.4 11.7 21.8 0.0 6.8 35.0 35.0 6.1 28.5 28.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.0 32.3 32.4 11.7 21.8 0.0 6.8 35.0 35.0 6.1 28.5 28.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.31 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.65 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 516 605 604 913 1648 737 253 517 488 201 950 425
V/C Ratio(X) 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.44 0.54 0.00 0.79 1.03 1.03 0.88 0.91 1.10
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 516 605 604 913 1648 737 258 517 488 201 973 435
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.70 0.70 0.70 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 41.3 17.6 17.6 36.7 23.0 0.0 54.7 42.5 42.5 56.1 42.5 33.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 16.3 16.6 16.8 0.1 1.3 0.0 13.3 47.0 48.3 32.5 12.5 72.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 8.7 18.0 18.0 5.5 10.9 0.0 3.7 23.8 22.7 3.8 15.6 20.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 57.6 34.3 34.4 36.8 24.3 0.0 67.9 89.5 90.8 88.5 55.0 106.0
LnGrp LOS E C C D C E F F F E F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1588 1299 1232 1510
Approach Delay, s/veh 41.3 28.1 86.5 74.7
Approach LOS D C F E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 38.0 47.0 14.8 38.2 23.0 62.0 12.0 41.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 * 6 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 * 41 9.0 * 33 18.0 38.0 7.0 35.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.7 34.4 8.8 30.5 18.0 23.8 8.1 37.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.5 3.7 0.0 1.7 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 57.1
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes

265



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) AM Peak
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 377 715 159 252 689 155 406 674 294 141 662 381
Future Volume (veh/h) 377 715 159 252 689 155 406 674 294 141 662 381
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 410 777 173 274 749 0 441 733 320 153 720 414
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 466 890 198 335 991 443 499 776 338 211 847 379
Arrive On Green 0.18 0.41 0.41 0.10 0.28 0.00 0.15 0.32 0.32 0.06 0.24 0.24
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2878 641 3442 3539 1583 3442 2400 1047 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 410 478 472 274 749 0 441 540 513 153 720 414
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1750 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1678 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 12.8 27.3 27.3 8.6 21.3 0.0 13.8 32.7 32.8 4.8 21.4 26.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 12.8 27.3 27.3 8.6 21.3 0.0 13.8 32.7 32.8 4.8 21.4 26.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.37 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.62 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 466 547 541 335 991 443 499 572 542 211 847 379
V/C Ratio(X) 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.82 0.76 0.00 0.88 0.94 0.95 0.72 0.85 1.09
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 501 547 541 344 991 443 532 579 549 219 847 379
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.73 0.73 0.73 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 44.2 30.4 30.4 48.7 36.2 0.0 46.1 36.3 36.3 50.7 40.0 41.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 11.3 13.4 13.5 13.0 5.4 0.0 14.6 24.4 25.4 9.3 8.2 73.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 6.8 15.2 15.1 4.7 11.1 0.0 7.6 19.8 18.9 2.6 11.4 19.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 55.5 43.8 43.9 61.7 41.5 0.0 60.7 60.6 61.7 60.0 48.2 115.3
LnGrp LOS E D D E D E E E E D F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1360 1023 1494 1287
Approach Delay, s/veh 47.4 46.9 61.0 71.2
Approach LOS D D E E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 16.7 40.0 21.0 32.3 19.9 36.8 11.7 41.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.0 * 34 17.0 26.0 16.0 29.0 7.0 36.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.6 29.3 15.8 28.3 14.8 23.3 6.8 34.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 2.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 2.7 0.0 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 57.2
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) PM Peak
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015
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Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 450 897 170 397 874 122 193 668 309 170 839 452
Future Volume (veh/h) 450 897 170 397 874 122 193 668 309 170 839 452
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 489 975 185 432 950 0 210 726 336 185 912 491
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 516 1015 192 1548 2299 1029 229 706 326 201 1003 449
Arrive On Green 0.30 0.68 0.68 0.45 0.65 0.00 0.07 0.30 0.30 0.06 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2970 563 3442 3539 1583 3442 2352 1088 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 489 580 580 432 950 0 210 546 516 185 912 491
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1763 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1671 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 16.7 36.2 36.4 9.5 15.4 0.0 7.3 36.0 36.0 6.4 29.9 34.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.7 36.2 36.4 9.5 15.4 0.0 7.3 36.0 36.0 6.4 29.9 34.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.32 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.65 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 516 605 602 1548 2299 1029 229 531 501 201 1003 449
V/C Ratio(X) 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.28 0.41 0.00 0.92 1.03 1.03 0.92 0.91 1.09
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 516 605 602 1548 2299 1029 229 531 501 201 1003 449
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.67 0.67 0.67 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 41.5 18.2 18.3 20.8 10.1 0.0 55.7 42.0 42.0 56.2 41.5 69.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 20.4 21.8 22.1 0.0 0.6 0.0 36.5 46.6 47.9 41.4 12.0 70.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 9.3 20.7 20.8 4.5 7.7 0.0 4.6 24.4 23.2 4.2 16.2 8.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 62.0 40.0 40.4 20.8 10.6 0.0 92.2 88.6 89.9 97.7 53.5 139.9
LnGrp LOS E D D C B F F F F D F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1649 1382 1272 1588
Approach Delay, s/veh 46.7 13.8 89.7 85.4
Approach LOS D B F F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 61.0 47.0 14.0 40.0 23.0 85.0 12.0 42.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 6.0 * 6 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 * 41 8.0 * 34 18.0 38.0 7.0 35.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.5 38.4 9.3 36.0 18.7 17.4 8.4 38.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.5 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 58.7
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) AM Peak
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 440 868 172 266 743 171 463 760 380 157 706 408
Future Volume (veh/h) 440 868 172 266 743 171 463 760 380 157 706 408
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 478 943 187 289 808 0 503 826 413 171 767 443
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 501 964 191 1251 1962 878 532 771 383 188 837 374
Arrive On Green 0.29 0.65 0.65 0.36 0.55 0.00 0.15 0.34 0.34 0.05 0.24 0.24
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2946 584 3442 3539 1583 3442 2292 1139 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 478 566 564 289 808 0 503 636 603 171 767 443
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1760 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1662 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 15.0 33.8 33.9 6.4 14.5 0.0 15.9 37.0 37.0 5.4 23.2 26.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 15.0 33.8 33.9 6.4 14.5 0.0 15.9 37.0 37.0 5.4 23.2 26.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.69 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 501 579 576 1251 1962 878 532 595 559 188 837 374
V/C Ratio(X) 0.95 0.98 0.98 0.23 0.41 0.00 0.95 1.07 1.08 0.91 0.92 1.18
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 501 579 576 1251 1962 878 532 595 559 188 837 374
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.65 0.65 0.65 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 38.6 18.6 18.6 24.3 14.2 0.0 46.0 36.5 36.5 51.7 40.9 42.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 21.9 25.3 25.7 0.0 0.6 0.0 25.8 56.8 60.8 40.7 14.8 106.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 8.6 19.8 20.1 3.1 7.2 0.0 9.5 27.4 26.4 3.6 13.0 22.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 60.6 43.9 44.3 24.4 14.8 0.0 71.8 93.3 97.3 92.4 55.7 148.7
LnGrp LOS E D D C B E F F F E F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1608 1097 1742 1381
Approach Delay, s/veh 49.0 17.3 88.5 90.1
Approach LOS D B F F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 46.5 42.0 22.0 32.0 21.0 67.5 11.0 43.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 * 6 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 * 36 17.0 26.0 16.0 29.0 6.0 37.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.4 35.9 17.9 28.0 17.0 16.5 7.4 39.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 64.6
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 499 1001 216 489 1046 142 227 726 344 194 981 531
Future Volume (veh/h) 499 1001 216 489 1046 142 227 726 344 194 981 531
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 542 1088 235 532 1137 0 247 789 374 211 1066 577
Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 1408 1790 385 459 1180 528 201 661 313 172 973 435
Arrive On Green 0.27 0.41 0.41 0.13 0.33 0.00 0.06 0.28 0.28 0.05 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 2899 623 3442 3539 1583 3442 2334 1103 3442 3539 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 542 662 661 532 1137 0 247 598 565 211 1066 577
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1721 1770 1753 1721 1770 1583 1721 1770 1668 1721 1770 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 15.3 35.1 35.5 16.0 37.9 0.0 7.0 34.0 34.0 6.0 33.0 33.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 15.3 35.1 35.5 16.0 37.9 0.0 7.0 34.0 34.0 6.0 33.0 33.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.36 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.66 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1408 1093 1082 459 1180 528 201 501 473 172 973 435
V/C Ratio(X) 0.38 0.61 0.61 1.16 0.96 0.00 1.23 1.19 1.20 1.23 1.10 1.33
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1408 1093 1082 459 1180 528 201 501 473 172 973 435
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.67 0.67 0.67 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.52 0.52 0.52 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.3 23.8 23.9 52.0 39.3 0.0 56.5 43.0 43.0 57.0 43.5 43.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 1.3 1.4 93.6 18.8 0.0 139.3 104.7 107.5 142.3 58.5 161.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 7.3 17.6 17.7 13.5 21.6 0.0 7.2 31.2 29.7 6.2 24.0 33.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 31.3 25.1 25.2 145.6 58.1 0.0 195.8 147.7 150.5 199.3 102.0 205.1
LnGrp LOS C C C F E F F F F F F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1865 1669 1410 1854
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.9 86.0 157.2 145.1
Approach LOS C F F F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 21.0 80.6 12.0 39.0 55.6 46.0 11.0 40.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 * 6 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 42.0 7.0 33.0 18.0 * 40 6.0 34.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 18.0 37.5 9.0 35.0 17.3 39.9 8.0 36.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 100.7
HCM 2010 LOS F

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 33 488 951 105 40 117
Future Volume (veh/h) 33 488 951 105 40 117
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 36 530 1034 114 43 127
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 327 2359 2359 1056 405 362
Arrive On Green 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.23 0.23
Sat Flow, veh/h 488 3632 3632 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 36 530 1034 114 43 127
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 488 1770 1770 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.9 6.2 14.4 2.7 2.0 7.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 18.4 6.2 14.4 2.7 2.0 7.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 327 2359 2359 1056 405 362
V/C Ratio(X) 0.11 0.22 0.44 0.11 0.11 0.35
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 327 2359 2359 1056 405 362
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.6 6.9 8.2 6.3 32.0 34.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.5 2.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 3.0 7.2 1.2 1.0 3.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 13.3 7.1 8.8 6.5 32.5 36.6
LnGrp LOS B A A A C D
Approach Vol, veh/h 566 1148 170
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.5 8.6 35.6
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 76.0 29.0 76.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 70.0 24.0 70.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.4 9.1 16.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.4 0.3 2.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.7
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 6

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 88 1086 637 116 205 141
Future Volume (veh/h) 88 1086 637 116 205 141
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 96 1180 692 126 223 153
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 529 2698 2698 1207 259 231
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.76 0.76 0.15 0.15
Sat Flow, veh/h 666 3632 3632 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 96 1180 692 126 223 153
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 666 1770 1770 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.6 0.0 6.9 2.5 14.7 11.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.5 0.0 6.9 2.5 14.7 11.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 529 2698 2698 1207 259 231
V/C Ratio(X) 0.18 0.44 0.26 0.10 0.86 0.66
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 529 2698 2698 1207 503 449
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.55 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.3 0.0 4.2 3.7 50.1 48.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 6.3 2.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.1 3.5 1.1 7.7 5.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 0.7 0.3 4.4 3.9 56.4 50.9
LnGrp LOS A A A A E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1276 818 376
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.3 4.3 54.1
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 97.5 22.5 97.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 75.0 34.0 75.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.5 16.7 8.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.1 0.8 3.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.8
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak - Optimized Timings
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
Page 8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 33 488 951 105 40 117
Future Volume (veh/h) 33 488 951 105 40 117
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 36 530 1034 114 43 127
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 412 2686 2686 1202 184 164
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.76 0.76 0.10 0.10
Sat Flow, veh/h 488 3632 3632 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 36 530 1034 114 43 127
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 488 1770 1770 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 0.0 8.0 1.5 1.8 6.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.8 0.0 8.0 1.5 1.8 6.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 412 2686 2686 1202 184 164
V/C Ratio(X) 0.09 0.20 0.38 0.09 0.23 0.77
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 412 2686 2686 1202 377 336
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.72 0.72 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.6 0.0 3.3 2.5 32.9 34.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.5 5.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 3.9 0.7 0.9 3.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 0.9 0.1 3.7 2.7 33.4 40.7
LnGrp LOS A A A A C D
Approach Vol, veh/h 566 1148 170
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.2 3.6 38.8
Approach LOS A A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 66.7 13.3 66.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 52.0 17.0 52.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.8 8.3 10.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.4 0.2 2.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 5.7
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing PM Peak - Optimizing Timing
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 88 1086 637 116 205 141
Future Volume (veh/h) 88 1086 637 116 205 141
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 96 1180 692 126 223 153
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 500 2316 2316 1036 288 257
Arrive On Green 1.00 1.00 0.65 0.65 0.16 0.16
Sat Flow, veh/h 666 3632 3632 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 96 1180 692 126 223 153
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 666 1770 1770 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.4 0.0 5.0 1.8 7.2 5.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.5 0.0 5.0 1.8 7.2 5.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 500 2316 2316 1036 288 257
V/C Ratio(X) 0.19 0.51 0.30 0.12 0.78 0.60
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 500 2316 2316 1036 473 422
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.60 0.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.4 0.0 4.5 3.9 24.1 23.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2 3.3 1.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.2 2.5 0.8 3.8 2.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 0.9 0.5 4.8 4.1 27.4 25.0
LnGrp LOS A A A A C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1276 818 376
Approach Delay, s/veh 0.5 4.7 26.4
Approach LOS A A C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 45.3 14.7 45.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.0 16.0 33.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.5 9.2 7.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.1 0.5 3.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 5.8
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) AM Peak
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 63 597 1016 116 43 123
Future Volume (veh/h) 63 597 1016 116 43 123
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 68 649 1104 126 47 134
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 369 2510 1689 192 161 144
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.71 0.53 0.53 0.09 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3296 365 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 68 649 609 621 47 134
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1798 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 3.6 13.7 13.7 1.4 4.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 3.6 13.7 13.7 1.4 4.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.20 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 369 2510 933 948 161 144
V/C Ratio(X) 0.18 0.26 0.65 0.65 0.29 0.93
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 369 2510 933 948 161 144
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 15.2 2.8 9.4 9.4 23.3 24.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.2 3.5 3.5 0.7 54.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.9 1.8 7.5 7.7 0.7 6.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 15.5 3.1 12.9 12.9 24.1 79.1
LnGrp LOS B A B B C E
Approach Vol, veh/h 717 1230 181
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.3 12.9 64.8
Approach LOS A B E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 45.0 10.0 10.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 39.0 5.0 4.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.6 6.6 2.0 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.0 0.0 0.3 1.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 14.4
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) PM Peak
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 102 1279 879 124 227 196
Future Volume (veh/h) 102 1279 879 124 227 196
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 111 1390 955 135 247 213
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 378 2282 1402 198 305 272
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.64 0.45 0.45 0.17 0.17
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3208 440 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 111 1390 542 548 247 213
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1785 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 13.8 14.6 14.6 8.0 7.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 13.8 14.6 14.6 8.0 7.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.25 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 378 2282 796 803 305 272
V/C Ratio(X) 0.29 0.61 0.68 0.68 0.81 0.78
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 378 2282 796 803 355 317
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.4 6.2 13.1 13.1 23.9 23.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 1.2 4.7 4.6 11.0 9.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.7 7.0 8.1 8.2 4.8 7.2
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.8 7.4 17.8 17.7 34.9 33.6
LnGrp LOS C A B B C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1501 1090 460
Approach Delay, s/veh 8.4 17.8 34.3
Approach LOS A B C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 44.7 15.3 11.7 33.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 37.0 12.0 4.0 27.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 15.8 10.0 2.0 16.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.5 0.3 0.8 1.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.7
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) AM Peak
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 98 723 1093 128 47 130
Future Volume (veh/h) 98 723 1093 128 47 130
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 107 786 1188 139 51 141
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 346 2510 1684 197 161 144
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.71 0.53 0.53 0.09 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3287 373 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 107 786 657 670 51 141
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1797 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 4.6 15.3 15.5 1.5 4.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 4.6 15.3 15.5 1.5 4.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 346 2510 933 947 161 144
V/C Ratio(X) 0.31 0.31 0.70 0.71 0.32 0.98
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 346 2510 933 947 161 144
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.0 3.0 9.8 9.8 23.4 24.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.3 4.4 4.4 0.8 68.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.6 2.3 8.4 8.6 0.8 6.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.5 3.3 14.2 14.2 24.2 93.5
LnGrp LOS B A B B C F
Approach Vol, veh/h 893 1327 192
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.3 14.2 75.1
Approach LOS A B E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 45.0 10.0 10.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 39.0 5.0 4.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.6 6.9 2.0 17.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.4 0.0 0.5 1.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.7
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) PM Peak
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 104 1314 923 126 231 206
Future Volume (veh/h) 104 1314 923 126 231 206
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 113 1428 1003 137 251 224
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 362 2275 1408 192 308 275
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.64 0.45 0.45 0.17 0.17
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3223 427 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 113 1428 567 573 251 224
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1787 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 14.5 15.6 15.6 8.2 8.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 14.5 15.6 15.6 8.2 8.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.24 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 362 2275 796 804 308 275
V/C Ratio(X) 0.31 0.63 0.71 0.71 0.81 0.81
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 362 2275 796 804 355 317
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 21.5 6.4 13.4 13.4 23.8 23.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 1.3 5.4 5.3 11.4 12.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.7 7.4 8.7 8.8 5.0 7.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 22.0 7.7 18.7 18.7 35.3 36.5
LnGrp LOS C A B B D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1541 1140 475
Approach Delay, s/veh 8.8 18.7 35.8
Approach LOS A B D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 44.6 15.4 11.6 33.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 37.0 12.0 4.0 27.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 16.5 10.2 2.0 17.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.6 0.3 0.8 1.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 16.4
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) AM Peak
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 133 850 1169 140 50 137
Future Volume (veh/h) 133 850 1169 140 50 137
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 145 924 1271 152 54 149
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 326 2510 1680 200 161 144
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.71 0.53 0.53 0.09 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3279 379 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 145 924 704 719 54 149
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1796 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 5.7 17.2 17.4 1.6 5.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 5.7 17.2 17.4 1.6 5.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 326 2510 933 947 161 144
V/C Ratio(X) 0.45 0.37 0.75 0.76 0.33 1.04
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 326 2510 933 947 161 144
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 21.5 3.1 10.2 10.3 23.4 25.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.0 0.4 5.6 5.7 0.9 84.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.1 2.8 9.7 9.9 0.8 7.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 22.4 3.6 15.8 16.0 24.3 110.0
LnGrp LOS C A B B C F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1069 1423 203
Approach Delay, s/veh 6.1 15.9 87.2
Approach LOS A B F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 45.0 10.0 10.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 39.0 5.0 4.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 7.7 7.0 2.0 19.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.7 0.0 0.6 1.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.4
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) PM Peak
6: S Boulder Rd & Plaza Dr 12/28/2015
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 113 1436 1077 131 245 241
Future Volume (veh/h) 113 1436 1077 131 245 241
Number 5 2 6 16 7 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 123 1561 1171 142 266 262
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 2 0 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 302 2194 1378 167 349 312
Arrive On Green 0.09 0.62 0.43 0.43 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3632 3273 385 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 123 1561 650 663 266 262
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1770 1795 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 18.0 19.8 19.9 8.5 9.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 18.0 19.8 19.9 8.5 9.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 302 2194 767 778 349 312
V/C Ratio(X) 0.41 0.71 0.85 0.85 0.76 0.84
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 302 2194 767 778 384 343
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 24.6 7.8 15.2 15.3 22.8 23.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 2.0 11.3 11.4 7.5 15.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.9 9.3 12.0 12.2 4.9 9.1
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 25.4 9.7 26.5 26.6 30.2 38.4
LnGrp LOS C A C C C D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1684 1313 528
Approach Delay, s/veh 10.9 26.6 34.3
Approach LOS B C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 43.2 16.8 11.2 32.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 36.0 13.0 4.0 26.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.0 11.6 2.0 21.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.8 0.2 0.9 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.2
HCM 2010 LOS C
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 95 940 150 0 1270 70 25 15 25 165 15 70
Future Volume (veh/h) 95 940 150 0 1270 70 25 15 25 165 15 70
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 0 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 103 1022 163 0 1380 76 27 16 27 179 16 76
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 226 1673 267 0 1519 83 461 215 362 509 97 462
Arrive On Green 0.09 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.89 0.89 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3059 487 0 3505 187 1299 624 1053 1358 283 1343
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 103 591 594 0 714 742 27 0 43 179 0 92
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1777 0 1770 1830 1299 0 1677 1358 0 1626
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.3 25.8 1.6 0.0 1.9 11.2 0.0 4.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.3 25.8 6.0 0.0 1.9 13.1 0.0 4.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.27 0.00 0.10 1.00 0.63 1.00 0.83
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 226 968 972 0 788 814 461 0 577 509 0 559
V/C Ratio(X) 0.46 0.61 0.61 0.00 0.91 0.91 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.35 0.00 0.16
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 287 1126 1131 0 885 915 461 0 577 509 0 559
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.00 0.68 0.68 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 4.8 27.2 0.0 24.3 28.7 0.0 25.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.3 0.7 0.7 0.0 8.7 8.9 0.2 0.0 0.3 1.9 0.0 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.7 0.2 0.2 0.0 12.6 13.1 0.6 0.0 0.9 4.5 0.0 2.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.2 0.7 0.7 0.0 13.5 13.6 27.4 0.0 24.5 30.6 0.0 25.7
LnGrp LOS B A A B B C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1288 1456 70 271
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.2 13.6 25.6 29.0
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 43.8 66.2 43.8 11.2 55.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 28.0 70.0 28.0 9.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.0 2.0 15.1 5.4 27.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.3 39.4 1.1 0.1 21.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 10.4
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (1 Story) PM Peak
7: Cannon Cir/Kaylix Ave & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 165 1300 205 0 1365 70 50 15 75 85 15 110
Future Volume (veh/h) 165 1300 205 0 1365 70 50 15 75 85 15 110
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 0 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 179 1413 223 0 1484 76 54 16 82 92 16 120
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 295 1837 286 0 1640 84 356 80 409 392 57 429
Arrive On Green 0.14 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3069 479 0 3520 175 1248 265 1358 1292 190 1422
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 179 807 829 0 764 796 54 0 98 92 0 136
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1778 0 1770 1832 1248 0 1623 1292 0 1612
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3 17.1 4.1 0.0 5.4 6.8 0.0 7.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3 17.1 11.9 0.0 5.4 12.2 0.0 7.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.27 0.00 0.10 1.00 0.84 1.00 0.88
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 295 1059 1064 0 847 877 356 0 489 392 0 486
V/C Ratio(X) 0.61 0.76 0.78 0.00 0.90 0.91 0.15 0.00 0.20 0.23 0.00 0.28
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 437 1312 1319 0 959 992 356 0 489 392 0 486
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.00 0.57 0.57 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 14.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.7 36.5 0.0 31.2 35.7 0.0 32.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.9 1.1 0.0 6.7 6.9 0.9 0.0 0.9 1.4 0.0 1.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 6.7 7.4 1.5 0.0 2.5 2.6 0.0 3.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 15.4 0.9 1.1 0.0 8.4 8.6 37.4 0.0 32.1 37.1 0.0 33.4
LnGrp LOS B A A A A D C D C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1815 1560 152 228
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.4 8.5 34.0 34.9
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 42.2 77.8 42.2 14.4 63.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 19.0 89.0 19.0 18.0 65.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.9 2.0 14.2 8.1 19.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.8 63.0 0.8 0.3 38.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 8.2
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) AM Peak
7: Cannon Cir/Kaylix Ave & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 120 1155 150 0 1390 85 25 20 25 200 20 85
Future Volume (veh/h) 120 1155 150 0 1390 85 25 20 25 200 20 85
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 0 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 130 1255 163 0 1511 92 27 22 27 217 22 92
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 238 1834 237 0 1602 97 393 236 289 455 97 407
Arrive On Green 0.11 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3153 408 0 3484 206 1273 762 935 1351 315 1316
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 130 702 716 0 786 817 27 0 49 217 0 114
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1791 0 1770 1826 1273 0 1698 1351 0 1631
Q Serve(g_s), s 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.8 25.7 1.8 0.0 2.3 15.0 0.0 5.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.8 25.7 7.5 0.0 2.3 17.2 0.0 5.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.23 0.00 0.11 1.00 0.55 1.00 0.81
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 238 1030 1042 0 836 863 393 0 525 455 0 504
V/C Ratio(X) 0.55 0.68 0.69 0.00 0.94 0.95 0.07 0.00 0.09 0.48 0.00 0.23
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 286 1142 1156 0 901 930 393 0 525 455 0 504
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.00 0.56 0.56 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 17.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.3 31.0 0.0 27.0 33.2 0.0 28.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.6 1.2 1.3 0.0 10.7 11.4 0.3 0.0 0.4 3.5 0.0 1.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.0 0.4 0.4 0.0 10.7 11.8 0.7 0.0 1.1 6.1 0.0 2.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 18.6 1.2 1.3 0.0 13.0 13.7 31.3 0.0 27.4 36.7 0.0 29.3
LnGrp LOS B A A B B C C D C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1548 1603 76 331
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.7 13.4 28.8 34.1
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.0 70.0 40.0 12.0 58.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 27.0 71.0 27.0 9.0 56.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.5 2.0 19.2 6.0 27.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.5 49.3 1.1 0.1 24.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 11.0
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (2 Story) PM Peak
7: Cannon Cir/Kaylix Ave & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 200 1340 250 0 1435 85 50 20 75 100 20 135
Future Volume (veh/h) 200 1340 250 0 1435 85 50 20 75 100 20 135
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 0 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 217 1457 272 0 1560 92 54 22 82 109 22 147
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 314 1853 339 0 1662 98 297 97 361 357 59 393
Arrive On Green 0.16 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.98 0.98 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2988 548 0 3491 199 1211 346 1289 1285 210 1405
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 217 852 877 0 809 843 54 0 104 109 0 169
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1766 0 1770 1828 1211 0 1635 1285 0 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.8 15.5 4.5 0.0 5.9 8.6 0.0 10.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.8 15.5 14.6 0.0 5.9 14.5 0.0 10.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.31 0.00 0.11 1.00 0.79 1.00 0.87
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 314 1097 1095 0 866 894 297 0 458 357 0 452
V/C Ratio(X) 0.69 0.78 0.80 0.00 0.93 0.94 0.18 0.00 0.23 0.31 0.00 0.37
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 436 1312 1310 0 959 990 297 0 458 357 0 452
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.48 0.48 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.8 40.6 0.0 33.2 38.8 0.0 34.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.1 1.0 1.2 0.0 8.4 9.1 1.3 0.0 1.2 2.2 0.0 2.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.6 0.3 0.4 0.0 3.8 4.1 1.6 0.0 2.8 3.2 0.0 4.8
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 14.9 1.0 1.2 0.0 9.2 9.9 42.0 0.0 34.4 41.0 0.0 37.1
LnGrp LOS B A A A A D C D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1946 1652 158 278
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.7 9.6 37.0 38.6
Approach LOS A A D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 39.5 80.5 39.5 15.7 64.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 19.0 89.0 19.0 18.0 65.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 16.6 2.0 16.5 9.3 17.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.5 68.4 0.6 0.4 41.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 9.3
HCM 2010 LOS A
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) AM Peak
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 175 1155 150 0 1490 125 25 25 25 300 25 125
Future Volume (veh/h) 175 1155 150 0 1490 125 25 25 25 300 25 125
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 0 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 190 1255 163 0 1620 136 27 27 27 326 27 136
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 239 1947 252 0 1609 134 296 234 234 398 74 370
Arrive On Green 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.97 0.97 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3153 408 0 3402 275 1218 856 856 1345 269 1355
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 190 702 716 0 860 896 27 0 54 326 0 163
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1791 0 1770 1814 1218 0 1712 1345 0 1624
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.6 53.5 2.0 0.0 2.6 26.5 0.0 8.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.6 53.5 11.3 0.0 2.6 29.4 0.0 8.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.23 0.00 0.15 1.00 0.50 1.00 0.83
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 239 1093 1106 0 860 882 296 0 468 398 0 444
V/C Ratio(X) 0.79 0.64 0.65 0.00 1.00 1.02 0.09 0.00 0.12 0.82 0.00 0.37
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 248 1126 1140 0 885 907 296 0 468 398 0 444
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.00 0.42 0.42 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 21.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 1.5 37.0 0.0 30.0 41.2 0.0 32.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 11.6 0.9 0.9 0.0 19.2 23.6 0.6 0.0 0.5 17.0 0.0 2.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 13.6 15.0 0.7 0.0 1.3 11.8 0.0 4.3
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 32.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 20.7 25.1 37.6 0.0 30.5 58.2 0.0 34.6
LnGrp LOS C A A C F D C E C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1608 1756 81 489
Approach Delay, s/veh 4.7 22.9 32.8 50.3
Approach LOS A C C D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 35.6 74.4 35.6 14.1 60.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 28.0 70.0 28.0 9.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.3 2.0 31.4 7.8 55.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.1 52.4 0.0 0.1 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.1
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Buildout (3 Story) PM Peak
7: Cannon Cir/Kaylix Ave & S Boulder Rd 12/28/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
Page 9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 350 1490 375 0 1680 125 50 25 75 150 25 200
Future Volume (veh/h) 350 1490 375 0 1680 125 50 25 75 150 25 200
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1900 0 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 380 1620 408 0 1826 136 54 27 82 163 27 217
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 370 2145 518 0 1783 131 60 58 175 163 25 203
Arrive On Green 0.17 0.76 0.76 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 2828 683 0 3436 246 1131 407 1237 1279 178 1432
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 380 988 1040 0 956 1006 54 0 109 163 0 244
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1742 0 1770 1819 1131 0 1644 1279 0 1610
Q Serve(g_s), s 21.0 36.7 43.0 0.0 64.0 64.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 9.7 0.0 17.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 21.0 36.7 43.0 0.0 64.0 64.0 17.0 0.0 7.3 17.0 0.0 17.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.39 0.00 0.14 1.00 0.75 1.00 0.89
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 370 1342 1321 0 944 970 60 0 233 163 0 228
V/C Ratio(X) 1.03 0.74 0.79 0.00 1.01 1.04 0.90 0.00 0.47 1.00 0.00 1.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 370 1342 1321 0 944 970 60 0 233 163 0 228
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.17 0.17 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 42.5 7.9 8.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 47.3 56.9 0.0 51.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 27.4 0.4 0.6 0.0 15.2 22.9 90.0 0.0 6.6 70.0 0.0 79.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 15.1 17.7 20.5 0.0 4.0 6.2 3.3 0.0 3.8 8.6 0.0 12.6
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 69.9 8.4 9.3 0.0 15.2 22.9 150.0 0.0 54.0 126.9 0.0 130.8
LnGrp LOS F A A F F F D F F
Approach Vol, veh/h 2408 1962 163 407
Approach Delay, s/veh 18.5 19.2 85.8 129.2
Approach LOS B B F F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 23.0 97.0 23.0 27.0 70.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 17.0 91.0 17.0 21.0 64.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 19.0 45.0 19.0 23.0 66.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 44.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 30.1
HCM 2010 LOS C

285



Queues Existing AM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 588 24 323 1228 54 191
v/c Ratio 0.24 0.02 0.46 0.41 0.36 0.47
Control Delay 7.1 3.3 4.5 2.8 49.1 16.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 7.1 3.3 4.5 2.8 49.1 16.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 69 0 31 82 33 38
Queue Length 95th (ft) 115 10 58 123 70 92
Internal Link Dist (ft) 245 1006 416
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 140 180
Base Capacity (vph) 2442 1099 824 2966 513 577
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.24 0.02 0.39 0.41 0.11 0.33

Intersection Summary
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Queues Existing PM Peak
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 3/23/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1258 61 283 721 55 386
v/c Ratio 0.59 0.06 0.52 0.24 0.41 0.76
Control Delay 18.0 8.8 16.3 5.7 61.2 44.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 18.0 8.8 16.3 5.7 61.2 44.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 310 11 105 116 41 251
Queue Length 95th (ft) 462 37 193 154 83 324
Internal Link Dist (ft) 245 1006 416
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 140 180
Base Capacity (vph) 2120 958 543 3044 427 507
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.59 0.06 0.52 0.24 0.13 0.76

Intersection Summary
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Queues Existing AM Peak - Optimized
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 588 24 323 1228 54 191
v/c Ratio 0.25 0.02 0.46 0.42 0.34 0.45
Control Delay 7.9 3.7 2.8 0.9 43.3 16.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 7.9 3.7 2.8 0.9 43.3 16.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 68 0 7 18 29 43
Queue Length 95th (ft) 120 11 23 29 63 92
Internal Link Dist (ft) 245 1006 416
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 140 180
Base Capacity (vph) 2327 1048 784 2914 570 544
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.25 0.02 0.41 0.42 0.09 0.35

Intersection Summary
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Queues Existing PM Peak - Optimized
1: Via Appia & S Boulder Rd 3/23/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 8 Report
Page 1

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1258 61 283 721 55 386
v/c Ratio 0.59 0.06 0.52 0.24 0.41 0.76
Control Delay 18.0 8.8 17.7 0.6 61.2 44.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 18.0 8.8 17.7 0.6 61.2 44.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 310 11 48 5 41 251
Queue Length 95th (ft) 462 37 74 14 83 324
Internal Link Dist (ft) 245 1006 416
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 140 180
Base Capacity (vph) 2120 958 543 3044 427 507
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.59 0.06 0.52 0.24 0.13 0.76

Intersection Summary
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Queues Existing AM Peak
2: Garfield Ave & S Boulder Rd 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 10 696 23 29 1365 112 44 34 52
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.29 0.02 0.06 0.58 0.38 0.11 0.11 0.13
Control Delay 5.3 5.4 1.5 6.1 10.1 37.6 15.1 32.5 13.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 5.3 5.4 1.5 6.1 10.1 37.6 15.1 32.5 13.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 61 1 6 219 61 6 18 5
Queue Length 95th (ft) m6 83 3 16 274 113 34 44 35
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1006 1220 430 375
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 70 65 65
Base Capacity (vph) 189 2371 1068 465 2365 296 389 298 392
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.05 0.29 0.02 0.06 0.58 0.38 0.11 0.11 0.13

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing PM Peak
2: Garfield Ave & S Boulder Rd 3/23/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 1591 78 75 926 39 59 62 25
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.57 0.06 0.39 0.33 0.24 0.25 0.40 0.12
Control Delay 1.9 3.3 0.2 9.3 3.3 52.5 22.0 57.4 29.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 1.9 3.3 0.2 9.3 3.3 52.5 22.0 57.4 29.1
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 121 0 9 56 28 10 45 7
Queue Length 95th (ft) m4 100 m1 17 60 64 51 92 34
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1006 1220 430 375
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 70 65 65
Base Capacity (vph) 439 2801 1269 194 2785 161 232 156 211
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.57 0.06 0.39 0.33 0.24 0.25 0.40 0.12

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing AM Peak - Optimized
2: Garfield Ave & S Boulder Rd 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 10 696 23 29 1365 112 44 34 52
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.29 0.02 0.06 0.58 0.53 0.15 0.16 0.18
Control Delay 4.2 3.5 0.3 3.2 4.7 26.8 9.9 17.7 9.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 4.2 3.5 0.3 3.2 4.7 26.8 9.9 17.7 9.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 1 35 0 2 131 26 2 8 2
Queue Length 95th (ft) m3 43 m1 m8 230 #64 22 25 23
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1006 1220 430 375
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 70 65 65
Base Capacity (vph) 201 2368 1075 482 2364 239 320 241 325
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.05 0.29 0.02 0.06 0.58 0.47 0.14 0.14 0.16

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing PM Peak - Optimized
2: Garfield Ave & S Boulder Rd 3/23/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 8 Report
Page 2

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 1591 78 75 926 39 59 62 25
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.54 0.06 0.36 0.32 0.22 0.30 0.35 0.14
Control Delay 2.1 2.6 0.6 7.7 0.9 28.3 16.1 31.0 18.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 2.1 2.6 0.6 7.7 0.9 28.3 16.1 31.0 18.3
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 77 1 6 33 13 5 21 3
Queue Length 95th (ft) m8 188 m10 27 20 38 34 53 23
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1006 1220 430 375
Turn Bay Length (ft) 75 70 65 65
Base Capacity (vph) 476 2937 1327 208 2920 186 205 186 183
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.07 0.54 0.06 0.36 0.32 0.21 0.29 0.33 0.14

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing AM Peak
3: S Boulder Rd & Centennial Dr 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT SBL SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 35 775 1464 102 38
v/c Ratio 0.13 0.29 0.62 0.41 0.15
Control Delay 5.3 4.5 6.8 52.4 15.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 5.3 4.5 6.8 52.4 15.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 80 98 73 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 13 100 110 130 33
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1220 237 608
Turn Bay Length (ft) 90 90
Base Capacity (vph) 261 2713 2345 250 256
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 42 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.13 0.29 0.62 0.41 0.15

Intersection Summary
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Queues Existing PM Peak
3: S Boulder Rd & Centennial Dr 3/23/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT SBL SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 30 1650 1096 118 52
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.62 0.48 0.42 0.18
Control Delay 5.5 6.8 4.3 50.8 13.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.3 0.2 2.8 0.0
Total Delay 5.5 7.0 4.5 53.6 13.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 139 64 84 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) m14 314 103 144 36
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1220 237 608
Turn Bay Length (ft) 90 90
Base Capacity (vph) 364 2654 2300 280 294
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 439 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 356 0 86 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.72 0.59 0.61 0.18

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing AM Peak - Optimized
3: S Boulder Rd & Centennial Dr 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT SBL SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 35 775 1464 102 38
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.27 0.56 0.55 0.19
Control Delay 2.0 1.2 3.1 49.1 14.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 2.0 1.2 3.1 49.1 14.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 21 61 56 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 25 88 103 28
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1220 237 608
Turn Bay Length (ft) 90 90
Base Capacity (vph) 281 2866 2622 255 261
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 5 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.12 0.27 0.56 0.40 0.15

Intersection Summary
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Queues Existing PM Peak - Optimized
3: S Boulder Rd & Centennial Dr 3/23/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 8 Report
Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT SBL SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 30 1650 1096 118 52
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.58 0.42 0.65 0.25
Control Delay 2.1 3.2 3.0 67.6 15.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.9 0.0
Total Delay 2.1 3.3 3.4 68.5 15.5
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 72 37 89 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) m5 78 101 146 37
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1220 237 608
Turn Bay Length (ft) 90 90
Base Capacity (vph) 385 2849 2615 280 294
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 898 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 96 0 44 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.60 0.64 0.50 0.18

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing AM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 4

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 754 124 145 1378 88 107
v/c Ratio 0.39 0.14 0.25 0.54 0.27 0.28
Control Delay 13.9 1.8 7.9 8.9 44.8 9.9
Queue Delay 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 14.4 1.8 7.9 8.9 44.8 9.9
Queue Length 50th (ft) 120 0 31 231 59 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 143 12 51 279 109 49
Internal Link Dist (ft) 237 1112 463
Turn Bay Length (ft) 120 180 120 120
Base Capacity (vph) 1916 912 569 2536 324 377
Starvation Cap Reductn 701 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 57 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.62 0.14 0.25 0.56 0.27 0.28

Intersection Summary
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Queues Existing PM Peak
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 3/23/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 8 Report
Page 4

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1618 155 126 997 103 207
v/c Ratio 0.73 0.15 0.49 0.37 0.41 0.58
Control Delay 17.6 6.1 21.3 1.7 52.6 20.6
Queue Delay 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 17.9 6.7 21.3 1.7 52.6 20.6
Queue Length 50th (ft) 393 21 29 31 74 35
Queue Length 95th (ft) 712 38 75 35 131 114
Internal Link Dist (ft) 237 1112 463
Turn Bay Length (ft) 120 180 120 120
Base Capacity (vph) 2211 1020 258 2683 250 359
Starvation Cap Reductn 143 567 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.78 0.34 0.49 0.37 0.41 0.58

Intersection Summary
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Queues Existing AM Peak - Optimized
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 4

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 754 124 145 1378 88 107
v/c Ratio 0.36 0.12 0.26 0.51 0.51 0.42
Control Delay 8.0 1.3 1.8 2.7 47.9 13.0
Queue Delay 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.2 1.3 1.8 2.7 47.9 13.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 86 0 5 26 48 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 117 3 m8 32 91 46
Internal Link Dist (ft) 237 1112 463
Turn Bay Length (ft) 120 180 120 120
Base Capacity (vph) 2110 993 559 2718 354 402
Starvation Cap Reductn 664 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 17 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.52 0.12 0.26 0.51 0.25 0.27

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing PM Peak - Optimized
4: Main St & S Boulder Rd 3/23/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 8 Report
Page 4

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1618 155 126 997 103 207
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.14 0.48 0.35 0.61 0.70
Control Delay 8.0 2.4 21.4 1.2 66.3 27.9
Queue Delay 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.8 3.0 21.4 1.2 66.3 27.9
Queue Length 50th (ft) 206 6 25 23 78 37
Queue Length 95th (ft) 293 40 69 27 131 114
Internal Link Dist (ft) 237 1112 463
Turn Bay Length (ft) 120 180 120 120
Base Capacity (vph) 2393 1097 272 2845 250 359
Starvation Cap Reductn 426 634 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 8 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.82 0.33 0.46 0.35 0.41 0.58

Intersection Summary

301



Queues Existing AM Peak
5: Highway 42 & S Boulder Rd 3/18/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 8 Report
Page 5

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 283 722 245 641 136 326 707 120 630 359
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.70 0.77 0.68 0.24 0.79 0.71 0.66 0.84 0.65
Control Delay 48.7 23.6 50.7 28.9 2.6 48.0 27.4 53.3 39.9 13.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 48.7 23.6 50.7 28.9 2.6 48.0 27.4 53.3 39.9 13.1
Queue Length 50th (ft) 67 127 58 140 0 77 145 28 148 32
Queue Length 95th (ft) #124 186 #112 196 19 #138 205 #65 #232 114
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1112 1210 1330 1218
Turn Bay Length (ft) 150 220 220 155 260
Base Capacity (vph) 366 1036 320 943 560 411 991 183 754 556
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.77 0.70 0.77 0.68 0.24 0.79 0.71 0.66 0.84 0.65

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 391 994 245 603 92 141 875 136 620 332
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.78 0.71 0.57 0.16 0.55 0.85 0.68 0.64 0.49
Control Delay 52.8 47.2 66.3 34.0 0.6 62.1 46.8 72.9 41.8 6.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 52.8 47.2 66.3 34.0 0.6 62.1 46.8 72.9 41.8 6.3
Queue Length 50th (ft) 166 327 101 156 0 55 316 54 222 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 219 401 #147 198 1 89 #402 #96 286 70
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1112 1210 1330 1218
Turn Bay Length (ft) 150 220 220 155 260
Base Capacity (vph) 572 1277 343 1061 589 257 1025 200 973 676
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.68 0.78 0.71 0.57 0.16 0.55 0.85 0.68 0.64 0.49

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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Queues Existing AM Peak - Optimized
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 283 722 245 641 136 326 707 120 630 359
v/c Ratio 0.76 0.65 0.73 0.61 0.23 0.76 0.72 0.48 0.79 0.63
Control Delay 42.4 20.1 48.9 27.0 5.6 50.0 32.4 46.6 40.9 13.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 42.4 20.1 48.9 27.0 5.6 50.0 32.4 46.6 40.9 13.5
Queue Length 50th (ft) 84 155 71 142 2 92 177 34 176 38
Queue Length 95th (ft) #126 211 #121 185 36 #139 241 61 238 127
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1112 1210 1330 1218
Turn Bay Length (ft) 150 220 220 155 260
Base Capacity (vph) 382 1109 344 1049 580 457 1018 267 829 582
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.74 0.65 0.71 0.61 0.23 0.71 0.69 0.45 0.76 0.62

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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Queues Existing PM Peak - Optimized
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 391 994 245 603 92 141 875 136 620 332
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.74 0.76 0.55 0.15 0.59 0.89 0.67 0.65 0.50
Control Delay 42.2 25.3 71.1 32.8 2.8 64.8 50.9 71.8 42.5 6.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 42.2 25.3 71.1 32.8 2.8 64.8 50.9 71.8 42.5 6.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 128 251 84 164 0 55 316 54 222 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 189 354 #141 206 10 89 #402 #96 286 70
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1112 1210 1330 1218
Turn Bay Length (ft) 150 220 220 155 260
Base Capacity (vph) 572 1337 343 1104 619 257 1025 206 976 677
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.68 0.74 0.71 0.55 0.15 0.55 0.85 0.66 0.64 0.49

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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Queues Existing AM Peak
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 36 530 1034 114 43 127
v/c Ratio 0.12 0.22 0.44 0.10 0.11 0.28
Control Delay 7.5 7.1 9.0 1.6 33.0 7.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 7.5 7.1 9.0 1.6 33.0 7.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 8 66 155 1 23 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) 21 88 194 19 52 47
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1210 593 491
Turn Bay Length (ft) 275 100 100
Base Capacity (vph) 299 2359 2359 1091 404 459
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.12 0.22 0.44 0.10 0.11 0.28

Intersection Summary

306
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 96 1180 692 126 223 153
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.45 0.26 0.10 0.76 0.39
Control Delay 4.3 4.5 5.8 1.2 63.2 9.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 4.3 4.5 5.8 1.2 63.2 9.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 15 114 78 0 166 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) m23 140 128 18 238 54
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1210 701 491
Turn Bay Length (ft) 275 100 100 100
Base Capacity (vph) 524 2623 2623 1206 501 558
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.45 0.26 0.10 0.45 0.27

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing AM Peak - Optimized
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 36 530 1034 114 43 127
v/c Ratio 0.11 0.22 0.43 0.10 0.17 0.41
Control Delay 3.7 3.0 5.2 1.4 18.1 10.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 3.7 3.0 5.2 1.4 18.1 10.9
Queue Length 50th (ft) 1 13 58 0 10 6
Queue Length 95th (ft) m5 34 104 13 29 39
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1210 593 491
Turn Bay Length (ft) 275 100 100
Base Capacity (vph) 341 2431 2431 1123 314 365
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.11 0.22 0.43 0.10 0.14 0.35

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues Existing PM Peak - Optimized
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 96 1180 692 126 223 153
v/c Ratio 0.22 0.54 0.32 0.12 0.63 0.35
Control Delay 3.9 4.1 6.5 1.8 29.5 6.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 3.9 4.1 6.5 1.8 29.5 6.2
Queue Length 50th (ft) 8 64 54 0 74 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) m18 118 96 18 124 36
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1210 701 491
Turn Bay Length (ft) 275 100 100 100
Base Capacity (vph) 446 2178 2178 1023 472 534
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.22 0.54 0.32 0.12 0.47 0.29

Intersection Summary
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Measures of Effectiveness Existing AM Peak
11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 15 21 36
Stops  (#) 1824 3440 5264
Average Speed (mph) 21 23 22
Total Travel Time (hr) 36 60 96
Distance Traveled (mi) 740 1371 2111
Fuel Consumed (gal) 53 94 146
Fuel Economy (mpg) 14.0 14.6 14.4
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 179 298 477
Performance Index 19.8 30.7 50.5

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 6
Total Delay (hr) 61
Stops  (#) 7247
Average Speed (mph) 20
Total Travel Time (hr) 138
Distance Traveled (mi) 2710
Fuel Consumed (gal) 202
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.4
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 561
Performance Index 80.9
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Measures of Effectiveness Existing PM Peak
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 37 16 53
Stops  (#) 3784 1741 5525
Average Speed (mph) 19 23 20
Total Travel Time (hr) 78 46 124
Distance Traveled (mi) 1450 1033 2483
Fuel Consumed (gal) 111 64 175
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.1 16.1 14.2
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 360 179 539
Performance Index 47.2 20.9 68.0

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 6
Total Delay (hr) 90
Stops  (#) 7883
Average Speed (mph) 17
Total Travel Time (hr) 180
Distance Traveled (mi) 3120
Fuel Consumed (gal) 245
Fuel Economy (mpg) 12.8
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 599
Performance Index 112.4
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Measures of Effectiveness Existing AM Peak - Optimized Timings
11/4/2015

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 Baseline Synchro 9 Report
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 10 12 22
Stops  (#) 1565 1759 3324
Average Speed (mph) 24 27 26
Total Travel Time (hr) 31 51 82
Distance Traveled (mi) 740 1371 2111
Fuel Consumed (gal) 48 74 122
Fuel Economy (mpg) 15.6 18.5 17.4
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 150 209 359
Performance Index 14.6 16.6 31.2

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 6
Total Delay (hr) 47
Stops  (#) 5312
Average Speed (mph) 22
Total Travel Time (hr) 124
Distance Traveled (mi) 2710
Fuel Consumed (gal) 177
Fuel Economy (mpg) 15.3
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 434
Performance Index 61.5
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 23 16 39
Stops  (#) 3200 1900 5100
Average Speed (mph) 22 23 23
Total Travel Time (hr) 65 45 110
Distance Traveled (mi) 1450 1033 2483
Fuel Consumed (gal) 96 65 162
Fuel Economy (mpg) 15.0 15.9 15.4
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 368 146 514
Performance Index 32.2 21.0 53.2

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 6
Total Delay (hr) 77
Stops  (#) 7509
Average Speed (mph) 19
Total Travel Time (hr) 166
Distance Traveled (mi) 3120
Fuel Consumed (gal) 232
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.4
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 570
Performance Index 98.0
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (1 Story) AM Peak
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 17 21 38
Stops  (#) 2579 2693 5272
Average Speed (mph) 21 23 22
Total Travel Time (hr) 44 62 106
Distance Traveled (mi) 933 1449 2382
Fuel Consumed (gal) 68 91 158
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.8 16.0 15.1
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 193 190 383
Performance Index 24.3 28.2 52.5

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 78
Stops  (#) 7926
Average Speed (mph) 19
Total Travel Time (hr) 166
Distance Traveled (mi) 3084
Fuel Consumed (gal) 234
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.2
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 449
Performance Index 99.5
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (1 Story) PM Peak
1/12/2016

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 52 40 92
Stops  (#) 4720 3745 8465
Average Speed (mph) 17 18 18
Total Travel Time (hr) 101 84 185
Distance Traveled (mi) 1710 1525 3235
Fuel Consumed (gal) 139 116 254
Fuel Economy (mpg) 12.3 13.2 12.7
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 408 336 744
Performance Index 64.8 50.8 115.6

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 159
Stops  (#) 11944
Average Speed (mph) 15
Total Travel Time (hr) 276
Distance Traveled (mi) 4083
Fuel Consumed (gal) 362
Fuel Economy (mpg) 11.3
Unserved Vehicles (#) 5
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 824
Performance Index 192.6
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (1 Story) AM Peak w/o Cannon
1/12/2016

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 15 17 31
Stops  (#) 2094 2143 4237
Average Speed (mph) 23 25 24
Total Travel Time (hr) 41 58 99
Distance Traveled (mi) 918 1451 2370
Fuel Consumed (gal) 61 84 145
Fuel Economy (mpg) 15.0 17.3 16.3
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 170 202 372
Performance Index 20.3 22.9 43.3

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 74
Stops  (#) 6983
Average Speed (mph) 19
Total Travel Time (hr) 163
Distance Traveled (mi) 3113
Fuel Consumed (gal) 225
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.8
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 437
Performance Index 93.2
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (1 Story) PM Peak w/o Cannon
1/12/2016

SOUTH BOULDER RD  1/20/2015 PM PEAK Synchro 9 Report
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 38 36 74
Stops  (#) 4814 3877 8691
Average Speed (mph) 20 19 19
Total Travel Time (hr) 87 80 167
Distance Traveled (mi) 1703 1525 3228
Fuel Consumed (gal) 129 114 243
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.2 13.4 13.3
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 290 284 574
Performance Index 51.8 46.8 98.6

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 146
Stops  (#) 12345
Average Speed (mph) 16
Total Travel Time (hr) 263
Distance Traveled (mi) 4107
Fuel Consumed (gal) 356
Fuel Economy (mpg) 11.5
Unserved Vehicles (#) 19
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 647
Performance Index 179.9
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (2 Story) AM Peak
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 29 29 58
Stops  (#) 2988 3523 6511
Average Speed (mph) 19 21 20
Total Travel Time (hr) 62 74 136
Distance Traveled (mi) 1158 1559 2717
Fuel Consumed (gal) 88 108 195
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.2 14.5 13.9
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 364 440 804
Performance Index 36.9 39.2 76.1

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 107
Stops  (#) 9528
Average Speed (mph) 17
Total Travel Time (hr) 208
Distance Traveled (mi) 3522
Fuel Consumed (gal) 284
Fuel Economy (mpg) 12.4
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 884
Performance Index 133.6
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (2 Story) PM Peak
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 63 48 111
Stops  (#) 5093 4238 9331
Average Speed (mph) 16 17 16
Total Travel Time (hr) 114 94 207
Distance Traveled (mi) 1769 1616 3385
Fuel Consumed (gal) 152 128 280
Fuel Economy (mpg) 11.6 12.6 12.1
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 3 3
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 345 276 621
Performance Index 77.3 59.4 136.7

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 186
Stops  (#) 12976
Average Speed (mph) 14
Total Travel Time (hr) 308
Distance Traveled (mi) 4268
Fuel Consumed (gal) 396
Fuel Economy (mpg) 10.8
Unserved Vehicles (#) 33
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 706
Performance Index 221.8
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (2 Story) AM Peak w/o Cannon
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 23 22 45
Stops  (#) 2876 2797 5673
Average Speed (mph) 20 24 22
Total Travel Time (hr) 56 66 122
Distance Traveled (mi) 1142 1559 2701
Fuel Consumed (gal) 82 96 179
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.9 16.2 15.1
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 0 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 281 291 572
Performance Index 31.3 29.5 60.8

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 98
Stops  (#) 8776
Average Speed (mph) 18
Total Travel Time (hr) 199
Distance Traveled (mi) 3548
Fuel Consumed (gal) 273
Fuel Economy (mpg) 13.0
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 649
Performance Index 122.2
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (2 Story) PM Peak w/o Cannon
1/12/2016
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Page 1

S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 46 43 88
Stops  (#) 5517 4269 9786
Average Speed (mph) 18 18 18
Total Travel Time (hr) 96 89 185
Distance Traveled (mi) 1761 1616 3377
Fuel Consumed (gal) 142 125 267
Fuel Economy (mpg) 12.4 12.9 12.6
Unserved Vehicles (#) 3 3 6
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 352 293 645
Performance Index 60.9 54.6 115.5

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 165
Stops  (#) 13607
Average Speed (mph) 15
Total Travel Time (hr) 287
Distance Traveled (mi) 4291
Fuel Consumed (gal) 387
Fuel Economy (mpg) 11.1
Unserved Vehicles (#) 35
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 719
Performance Index 202.5
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 45 44 90
Stops  (#) 3665 4177 7842
Average Speed (mph) 16 18 17
Total Travel Time (hr) 84 92 176
Distance Traveled (mi) 1355 1667 3022
Fuel Consumed (gal) 112 128 240
Fuel Economy (mpg) 12.1 13.1 12.6
Unserved Vehicles (#) 0 9 9
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 407 496 903
Performance Index 55.5 56.1 111.6

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 162
Stops  (#) 11307
Average Speed (mph) 14
Total Travel Time (hr) 275
Distance Traveled (mi) 3927
Fuel Consumed (gal) 354
Fuel Economy (mpg) 11.1
Unserved Vehicles (#) 57
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 995
Performance Index 193.8
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (3 Story) PM Peak
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 104 95 200
Stops  (#) 5875 4966 10841
Average Speed (mph) 12 13 13
Total Travel Time (hr) 160 150 311
Distance Traveled (mi) 1960 1930 3890
Fuel Consumed (gal) 195 181 376
Fuel Economy (mpg) 10.0 10.7 10.3
Unserved Vehicles (#) 126 237 363
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 446 410 856
Performance Index 120.8 109.0 229.8

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 333
Stops  (#) 14995
Average Speed (mph) 10
Total Travel Time (hr) 473
Distance Traveled (mi) 4896
Fuel Consumed (gal) 543
Fuel Economy (mpg) 9.0
Unserved Vehicles (#) 687
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 947
Performance Index 374.6
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (3 Story) AM Peak w/o Cannon
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 32 34 66
Stops  (#) 3986 3835 7821
Average Speed (mph) 19 20 20
Total Travel Time (hr) 70 81 152
Distance Traveled (mi) 1330 1667 2996
Fuel Consumed (gal) 104 117 221
Fuel Economy (mpg) 12.7 14.2 13.5
Unserved Vehicles (#) 9 4 13
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 318 336 654
Performance Index 43.3 44.4 87.7

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 143
Stops  (#) 11399
Average Speed (mph) 16
Total Travel Time (hr) 256
Distance Traveled (mi) 3975
Fuel Consumed (gal) 342
Fuel Economy (mpg) 11.6
Unserved Vehicles (#) 88
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 744
Performance Index 174.3
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Measures of Effectiveness Buildout (3 Story) PM Peak w/o Cannon
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S Boulder Rd

Direction EB WB All
Total Delay (hr) 98 82 180
Stops  (#) 16999 4802 21801
Average Speed (mph) 13 14 13
Total Travel Time (hr) 154 137 290
Distance Traveled (mi) 1947 1930 3877
Fuel Consumed (gal) 274 170 444
Fuel Economy (mpg) 7.1 11.4 8.7
Unserved Vehicles (#) 125 170 295
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 325 319 644
Performance Index 145.3 95.0 240.3

Network Totals

Number of Intersections 7
Total Delay (hr) 316
Stops  (#) 26211
Average Speed (mph) 11
Total Travel Time (hr) 457
Distance Traveled (mi) 4934
Fuel Consumed (gal) 617
Fuel Economy (mpg) 8.0
Unserved Vehicles (#) 659
Vehicles in dilemma zone (#) 726
Performance Index 388.5
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1

Scott Robinson

From: Scott Belonger <sbelonger@lorisandassociates.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 1:28 PM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: RE: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

Sounds great!  Although I am interested in seeing the Main St intersection realigned, my greatest interest is an 
underpass at Via Appia/Cottonwood Park!  I bike and walk this corridor many times per week.  Although I have 
seen several possible locations mentioned as possibilities for an underpass,  this location is BY FAR the most 
appropriate location for an underpass in this corridor.  Once the new trail map / wayfinding system is 
implemented and the proposed North Drainage and SH 42 / Hecla underpass come on line, this is going to be an 
even more critical location for an underpass.  I don’t think people fully appreciate what a significant trail 
corridor this will be in the future.  I am very glad to hear that this location is being closely considered for an 
underpass.  I hope to find ways to get involved and further promote this project in the future.  I think an 
underpass at Cottonwood Park is also an IDEAL candidate for funding through DRCOG or other 
sources.     Thanks for the info.  –scott 

Scott Belonger, P.E.

Loris and Associates, Inc.

Ph:  720.974.5603

From: Scott Robinson [mailto:scottr@louisvilleco.gov]
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 1:14 PM 
To: Scott Belonger 
Subject: RE: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan 

Scott, 

Council directed us to not explore realigning Main to meet up with Centennial, so that will not be 
discussed.  We will be looking at geometric changes at most of the intersections to improve operations and the 
pedestrian experience.  Right now we are focusing on an underpass at Via Appia/Cottonwood Park with the 
possibility of exploring other locations. 

Thanks
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Scott Robinson, AICP 

Planner II 

City of Louisville 

303-335-4596

scottr@louisvilleco.gov

From: Scott Belonger [mailto:sbelonger@lorisandassociates.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 9:04 PM 
To: Scott Robinson 
Subject: RE: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan 

Thanks for the response.   I know how everything seems to come together right before the meeting!  If I can’t 
make it, I will watch for the postings after.   

I am especially interested in the location of possible future underpasses beneath South Boulder Road and 
reconfiguration of the Main Street / SBR intersection.  Will these items be part of the discussion? 

From: Scott Robinson [mailto:scottr@louisvilleco.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 5:34 PM 
To: Scott Belong 
Subject: RE: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan 

Scott, 

We are still working on the drawings, and probably will be right up to the meeting.  We will, however, post 
them on the website and accept additional comments after the meeting.  Or we will have hard copies available 
in City hall for review.  I hope you’ll give us your feedback even if you can’t make the meeting.  Please let me 
know if you have any more questions. 

Thanks
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Scott Robinson, AICP 

Planner II 

City of Louisville 

303-335-4596

scottr@louisvilleco.gov

From: Scott Belonger [mailto:sbelonger@lorisandassociates.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 11:10 AM 
To: Scott Robinson 
Subject: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan 

Scott,  Are any of the displays that will be used in next week’s meeting available prior to the meeting.  Not sure 
that I can make it but I would definitely like to see what options are being considered. If I can make it, I’d like 
to show up with some ideas.  Please let me know.  Thanks!  -scott 

Scott Belonger, P.E.

Associate Principal

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

L  O  R  I  S 

Loris and Associates, Inc.

818 W. South Boulder Road, Suite 200

Louisville, CO  80027

Ph:  720.974.5603

Fax:  303.444.0611

http://www.lorisandassociates.com
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Scott Robinson

From: Linda Abrams <lindadba@msn.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 2:56 PM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: s boulder plan

I see nothing wrong with the King Soopers shopping area. Leave it alone. 

The Alfalfa's area probably could use a few nice shops or dining options. I cannot figure out why a 3-4 story 
apartment building is being built there creating more traffic and more people whining about train horns!

Linda Abrams 
415 Fairfield Ln 
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Memorandum 

To: Scott Robbinson 

From: Scott Belonger, Patsy McEntee, 697 Fireside Street 

Date: 12/1/2015 

Re: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan Transportation Improvements 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments regarding the South Boulder Road Small Area 
Plan.  We are excited to live in a community that is willing to challenge themselves to create a new 
vision of what this community could be.  The confidence and high expectations that have developed 
in our community in the recent years is truly energizing.  We hope to further challenge our city 
planners, councilpersons, and residents to think big, envision the ideal solutions and pursue, 
develop and fund the best plan possible. 

We have reviewed the information presented at the South Boulder Road Place- Making Workshop 
#3 on November 5, 2015. We are encouraged by what we see in the materials presented.  We 
would like to offer some additional thoughts, primarily focused on the “Transportation 
Improvement Alternatives” display. 

GENERAL DISPLAY PRESENTATION COMMENT 

It would be helpful if the display would graphically differentiate between: 

a. Existing facilities to remain in-place as part of the plan. 

b. Existing facilities to be improved (sidewalks widened, roadway separation increased, 
intersections to be improved, etc.). 

c. New facilities to be developed.  

IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES 

Below is a list of recommended transportation listed in order of importance. 

(1) Establish an east-west pedestrian focused corridor to be used as an alternative to South 
Boulder Road. 

Need: 

The need for this is two-fold.  Firstly, this would provide a much more pleasant and safe user 
experience for users of the alternative corridor.  Secondly, it would improve the vehicle 
capacity and function of the signalized intersections on South Boulder Road.  Although 
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pedestrians are not currently a significant factor at the intersections, if pedestrian activity 
increases as part of this overall plan, heavy pedestrian volumes at the SBR intersections may 
reduce vehicle capacity.   

Implementation: 

This alternative corridor can be established relatively easily by utilizing portions of the 
existing and currently planned future trail system (the soon to be named Goodhue Trail & 
Lake to Lake Trail) located north of the SBR.  

For this alternative corridor to be effective, it must provide a main-line trail alignment that is 
as efficient and direct as possible and be well connected to destinations along the route.  To 
achieve this, the following improvements should be pursued.  These are listed in order of 
significance to achieve the objective: 

(a) Construct an underpass beneath the BNSF rail line at a location aligned/parallel with 
planned Hwy 42 underpass.   

The currently planned “North Drainage Underpass” is approximately 1700 feet north of 
this location, requiring a total of 0.64 miles of out of direction travel if it is to serve this 
suggested alternative east/west corridor.  This more than doubles the distance between 
Centennial Drive and Louisville Plaza, making it much less likely to be used as a 
pedestrian route between areas west and east of the BNSF.  The North Drainage 
Underpass should be scaled back to focus on drainage only if needed to allow 
development of an underpass at this location to effectively serve this alternate 
pedestrian corridor.  This underpass certainly represents a significant challenge and cost 
but is the single most critical aspect establishing an effective alternative pedestrian 
corridor. 

The ideal crossing from a user connectivity standpoint would be to stay aligned with 
current trail alignments that occur along and/or aligned with the Davidson Highline 
Ditch. An underpass at this farther south location will allow the maximum number of 
users to access connections to the South (Downtown) and to the East (Waneka and King 
Soopers Center). 

(b) Construct an underpass beneath South Boulder Road, east of Via Appia Way at 
Cottonwood Park. 

The underpass shown for consideration at Via Appia should be pursued as a priority.  
This will provide a critical connection and improvement to the Goodhue / Lake to Lake 
trails. 

(c) Provide a new connection between the existing trail and Village Square. 

(d) Provide additional neighborhood connections along the existing undeveloped city-
owned irrigation / drainage/utility ROW corridors to the north and west of the study 
area. 

(e) Plan for a woonerf or other improved pedestrian connection through the Balfour 
development to Louisville Plaza. 
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If the Louisville Plaza is redeveloped, as shown in other displays in the Small Area Plan, a 
primary pedestrian access point oriented toward the north, through the Balfour 
development would greatly improve the overall connectivity and strength of the 
alternative east-west corridor. 

(2) Provide improved north/south pedestrian connectivity between the Goodhue / Lake to 
Lake Trail and the SBR / Main Street Intersection. 

Need: 

The Goodhue / Lake to Lake Trail and Main Street are two significant destinations in close 
proximity, with poor quality pedestrian connection between them.  Existing sidewalks are 
narrow (4 feet to 6 feet), in poor condition and overgrown with vegetation.  This would also 
provide improved connectivity to the SBR / Hwy 42 intersection, which is currently 8’ wide 
east of the railroad tracks, but 6 feet wide or less between Centennial Drive and the tracks. 

Implementation: 

A trail and/or improved sidewalk, with a minimum of 8 foot width and 5 foot separation 
from existing roadways should be developed between the existing Goodhue / Lake to Lake 
trails and the SBR / Main Street intersection.  This could be done in any of three locations.  
The preferred location would be adjacent to the railroad tracks.  However, technical 
challenges and property ownership issues may make this location prohibitive.  The next best 
location would be on the west side of Centennial Drive, to line up with the existing crosswalk 
at the Centennial Drive / SBR intersection.  The third option would be at the east side of 
Centennial Drive. 

(3) Provide Dedicated Pedestrian Access to Louisville Plaza. 

Need:   

There is currently NO dedicated pedestrian access between the existing sidewalks along SBR 
and Hwy 42 and the Louisville Plaza.  Any pedestrian wishing to access any of the businesses 
in the Louisville Plaza must enter the relatively narrow vehicular access drives until getting 
into the parking lot.  It is assumed that this will be corrected if the area is redeveloped.  
However, the current configuration is so inadequate that an interim solution should be 
provided.   

Implementation: 

Curb ramps should be provided at multiple locations providing dedicated pedestrian access 
between the existing sidewalks and safe locations within the parking lot (away from vehicle 
access points). 
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(4) Provide Improved Transit Stops. 

Need:   

South Boulder Road is a significant transit route for both the DASH and Route 228.  Route 
228 will become a more important route as the BRT service to Denver comes on line soon.  
Existing transit stops on SBR are minimal at best and do not include any bike parking/storage 
facilities.  Transit should become a more visible and celebrated element of the overall 
transportation system on SBR. 

Implementation: 

Improved transit stops should be developed and should incorporate high quality aesthetic 
treatments similar to other facilities within the City.  Bike parking should be provided, as 
should weather protection for transit users. Artistic treatments are a civic enhancement that 
contributes to community, sense of place, and desire to use those facilities and landscapes. 
Our treatment of transit stops should symbolize a level of respect for transit as a 
transportation mode and not appear to be an afterthought, or bare minimum level of 
treatment required to provide basic access to those restricted to transit.  A high-level transit 
treatment should be incorporated into the Cottonwood Park / Via Appia underpass design.  
This transit stop is heavily used and should be treated as a public amenity. 

        
 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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Scott Robinson

From: Justine Vigil-Tapia <jvigilt@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 8:31 PM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: Small Area Plan (South Boulder Road) Feedback

Hi Scott, 
I favor Louisville Plaza #1 and Village Square #1.  Louisville Plaza 1 looks like a nice balance of building to 
open/public space area.  

Transportation is definitely a big concern. Can't really tell from the plan how walkable or easily accessible (or 
safe) it will be to get from west side of 42 to east side?  I live in old town and mostly shop at King Soopers.  I 
would love to walk or ride my bike safely to Kings.   

Don't know what a solution would look like but coming out of Walgreens/Alfalfas onto South Boulder Road 
requires cars to come across the sidewalk and as we get more peds/bikes using the sidewalk it creates unsafe 
situations for all. The fiscal impact seems too great with the 3-story scenario (too many units, people).   

Regards, Justine 
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Scott Robinson

From: Marianne Gibbs <marianne.gibbs@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 12:36 PM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: RE: South Boulder Road small area plan

Thank you for getting back!  I’m glad to hear there was some conversation surrounding this point…  And really 
appreciate your response. 

An over/underpass from Old Town (whether it’s at Main/LaFarge/Jefferson or Griffith across 96, then…toward 
that new farm area???  Have we exhausted the possibilities?… )   …kind of makes or breaks the decision to take 
the car vs use the bicycle… for grocery and errands. 

If any way possible, would love, love, love to improve walkability, bike-ability to tie the travel to/fro grocery 
shopping and other shopping (not to mention school and school programs) at South Boulder/96th to Old Town 
residence base….at same time tying in all new housing north of South Boulder Rd to Old Town events, 
restaurants and shopping without need for car…. 

Hmmmmmm, gotta be a way…. If not now, when?   

Is there discussion on the City website outlining the un-surmountables?  Or discussion on this? 

Many thanks again, 

~ Marianne 

…improved cross walk….well, better than nothing, …right direction, but probably not sufficient for serious 
errand running via bikes…  Are improved bike lanes in the works?…biking on Main Street sometimes scary w/ 
buses, car doors, etc…  I’m thinking Europe, Scandinavia, Holland, incredible bike-ability, next to no need for 
cars, solves lots of parking problems, traffic, etc…  also makes for great community interaction…  still hoping! 
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From: Scott Robinson [mailto:scottr@louisvilleco.gov]
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 12:09 PM 
To: 'Marianne Gibbs' <marianne.gibbs@comcast.net>
Subject: RE: South Boulder Road small area plan 

Marianne, 

Thank you for your comments, we will be sure to include them in the decision-making process.  We have 
looked into an underpass or overpass at Main Street, but neither was feasible at this time with the land and 
utility constraints in the area.  The transportation plan calls for improvements to the crosswalks to make getting 
across South Boulder Road and Highway 42 easier though.  Let me know if you have any more questions. 

Thanks

Scott Robinson, AICP 

Planner II 

City of Louisville 

303-335-4596

scottr@louisvilleco.gov

From: Marianne Gibbs [mailto:marianne.gibbs@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 7:49 PM 
To: Scott Robinson 
Subject: South Boulder Road small area plan 

Hi Scott, 

Marianne Gibbs here, old town resident on La Farge. 
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I didn’t see any suggested pedestrian under or over pass proposed or discussed where Main Street, from Old 
Town, meets South Boulder Road . 

Has there been discussion regarding making local travel via bicycle or walk from Old Town area to Alfalfa’s or 
King Sooper’s safer?  I would love to see a pedestrian/cycle only under or over pass across South Boulder 
Road.  I did see somewhere one being proposed at Via Appia which is lovely, but would much prefer one, or 
see additional one tie old town near Main Street to grocery areas…. 

Apologies if this has been detailed already, I may have missed it on the City of Louisville website. 

Thank you for all you do, 

~ Marianne 
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Scott Robinson

From: Planning Commission
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 8:28 AM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: FW: Adopt S. Boulder Rd Plan

 
 

Monica Garland 
Senior Administrative Assistant 
Planning & Building Safety Division 
City of Louisville 
Phone: 303.335.4592 
Fax: 303.335.4588 
monicag@louisvilleco.gov 
 
From: Nick Simpson [mailto:nsimpsonco@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2016 10:15 AM 
To: Planning Commission 
Subject: Adopt S. Boulder Rd Plan 

 
Members of Planning Commission, Please adopt the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan at this week's 
meeting. 
 
Regarding the 'South Boulder Road Small Area Plan'  up before the Louisville Planning Commission. 
 
My Name: Nicholas Simpson 
My Address: 884 W Chestnut Circle 
Louisville, CO, 80027 
Action items: 
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Scott Robinson

From: Planning Commission
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 8:28 AM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: FW: planning commission

 
 

Monica Garland 
Senior Administrative Assistant 
Planning & Building Safety Division 
City of Louisville 
Phone: 303.335.4592 
Fax: 303.335.4588 
monicag@louisvilleco.gov 
 
From: sandra aris [mailto:sandra.mary.aris@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 7:54 PM 
To: Planning Commission 
Subject: planning commission 

 
Members of Planning Commission, Please adopt the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan at tonight's meeting. 
 
 
--  
Warm Regards, 
 
Sandra Aris 
Cell: 310 908 8314  
915 w chestnut cir 
Louisville co 80027 
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Scott Robinson

From: Planning Commission
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 8:28 AM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: FW: planning committee issue

 
 

Monica Garland 
Senior Administrative Assistant 
Planning & Building Safety Division 
City of Louisville 
Phone: 303.335.4592 
Fax: 303.335.4588 
monicag@louisvilleco.gov 
 
From: djruffbroker@comcast.net [mailto:djruffbroker@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 9:33 PM 
To: Planning Commission 
Subject: re: planning committee issue 

 
To the Members of Louisville Planning Commission, - Please adopt the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan at 
your meeting tomorrow. I have been a citizen and property owner in Louisville since 1985. I am deeply 
concerned with the amount of growth this city has had in the last several years and hate to see Louisville lose its 
small town charm. I owe my home here and also have 2 rental properties in Hunter's Ridge which have been 
easy to rent out due to the awesome amenities of Louisville. I have noticed more and more traffic congestion 
and accidents and even more crime.  I hope you take into consideration that Louisville is a unique awesome 
place to live and that if you continue to build and build it will lose that charm and be just like most other cities. 
  
I have already purchased and paid for an acre lot on the Dived Ranch golf course in Ridgway CO which I will 
build on much quicker than planned (and quite easily with the proceeds of my 3 properties in Louisville)  if 
Louisville loses more of its charming small town appeal. Your decision will not only affect  the quality of 
lifestyle here for its residents but also the kind of people you will attract here. I encourage you to temper the 
growth and maintain the appeal that originally attracted people to this awesome city that I chose to live in after 
graduating CU business school in 1984. Thank you for your time and consideration.  Regards, Donna Ruff   
1875 Quail Ct. 
Louisville, CO 
and also the owner of 103 Pheasant Run and 175 Pheasant Run in Louisville  
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Scott Robinson

From: Planning Commission
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 3:37 PM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: FW: Small Area Plan

 
 
Monica Garland 
Senior Administrative Assistant 
Planning & Building Safety Division 
City of Louisville 
Phone: 303.335.4592 
Fax: 303.335.4588 
monicag@louisvilleco.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: jo emery [mailto:joemery32@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 1:35 PM 
To: Planning Commission 
Subject: Small Area Plan 
 
Please adopt this plan at your meeting. 
Roy and Jo Emery, 650 W. Aspen Way, Louisville. 
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Scott Robinson

From: Planning Commission
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 3:10 PM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: FW: Small Area Plan

 
 

Monica Garland 
Senior Administrative Assistant 
Planning & Building Safety Division 
City of Louisville 
Phone: 303.335.4592 
Fax: 303.335.4588 
monicag@louisvilleco.gov 
 
From: Mike Ross [mailto:2mikeross@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 2:41 PM 
To: Planning Commission 
Cc: sherry sommer 
Subject: Small Area Plan 

 
Members of Planning Commission,  
 
Please adopt the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan at tomorrow night's meeting. 
 
Best Regards, 
Mike & Natalie Ross 
 
Mike Ross 
888 S. Palisade Ct. 
Louisville, CO 80027 
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Scott Robinson

From: Planning Commission
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 8:28 AM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: FW: South Boulder Road small area plan - Feb 11 PC Meeting
Attachments: South Boulder Road SAP_Petition_021116.pdf

 
 

Monica Garland 
Senior Administrative Assistant 
Planning & Building Safety Division 
City of Louisville 
Phone: 303.335.4592 
Fax: 303.335.4588 
monicag@louisvilleco.gov 
 
From: James Williams [mailto:jamesmunroewilliams@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 8:17 PM 
To: Planning Commission 
Subject: South Boulder Road small area plan - Feb 11 PC Meeting 

 
Scott - 
 
Attached is a petition requesting the proposed pedestrian underpass at South Boulder Road/Cottonwood Park to 
be included in the 1-5 year Schedule in the Recommended Public Improvements (as opposed to 6-10 year).  The 
petition clearly states the reasoning behind this request and is signed by 27 Louisville residents.  Additional 
signatures may be delivered prior to Thursday meeting. 
 
For my personal comments:  
 
Of the three underpasses included in the plan, the South Boulder Road/Cottonwood Park underpass is closest to 
downtown and provides the much needed benefit of safe pedestrian/bicycle crossing of South Boulder 
Road.  The BNSF underpass, while certainly important, is not even within the South Boulder Road small area 
plan boundary.  In fact, one could argue that the South Boulder Road/Cottonwood Park underpass should be the 
logical first underpass to be built, as it would allow Louisville connectivity that the other two underpasses 
would build-on. 
 
Please confirm your receipt of this email and attachment, both of which should be read into public comments 
this Thursday at the Planning Commission meeting.  As of right now, I will not be able to make the meeting, so 
I am sending in advance. 
 
Appreciate your hard work on this important endeavor to shape the future of South Boulder Road small 
area with particular attention to the pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure. 
 
Regards, 
 
James Williams 
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1889 Garfield Avenue 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

 

Proposed Underpass and 
Trail Connection 
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Scott Robinson

From: Planning Commission
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2016 9:38 AM
To: Scott Robinson
Subject: FW: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan

 
 

Monica Garland 
Senior Administrative Assistant 
Planning & Building Safety Division 
City of Louisville 
Phone: 303.335.4592 
Fax: 303.335.4588 
monicag@louisvilleco.gov 
 
From: Doris Ostrander [mailto:dorishostrander@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2016 8:11 AM 
To: Planning Commission 
Subject: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan 

 
Members of Planning Commission, please adopt the So. Bldr. Road Small Area Plan at tonight's meeting. 
 
Doris Ostrander 
598 Ridge View Dr. 
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Scott Robinson

From: Scott Belonger <sbelonger@lorisandassociates.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2016 1:59 PM
To: Planning Commission; Scott Robinson
Subject: South Boulder Road Small Area Plan Comments
Attachments: SOBORO SMP ~ SJB Comments.pdf

I have reviewed the latest version of South Boulder Road Small Area Plan and would like to reiterate comments 
that I have made previously that have not been incorporated into the plan.  The numbered comments below 
relate to the numbered items in the attachment. 

 

1.        The current 4’ sidewalk along Centennial Dr. between the trail and South Boulder Road should be 
widened to 10’ to provide a trail/shared use path connection between the existing trail and South Boulder Road / 
Main Street. 

2.       A connection should be provided  between the Village Shopping Center and the trail. 

3.       The proposed underpass beneath the BNSF RR should be located to be aligned with the existing trail near 
Fireside St.  and the proposed underpass at SH 42. 

4.       A trail connection should be added to the existing public right of way as shown in the 
attachment.  Although this is not shaded green in the attachment, it is all City of Louisville right of way and is 
an excellent opportunity for an additional trail to improve connectivity in this area.  I realize that it slightly 
outside of the study area.  However, the plan does include other new trails outside of the study area. 

5.       The plan shows an existing trail along the east side of the BNSF RR through Steel Ranch.  There is no 
trail or sidewalk in this area so it should not be shown as an existing trail in the map.  

 

Scott Belonger, P.E. 

Associate Principal 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

L  O  R  I  S 

Loris and Associates, Inc. 

100 Superior Plaza Way, Suite 220 

Superior, CO  80027 

Ph:  720.974.5603 
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Fax:  303.444.0611 

http://www.lorisandassociates.com 
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

February 11, 2016 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

 
Call to Order: Pritchard called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM.  

Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 

Commission Members Present: Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman 
Steve Brauneis 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
David Hsu 

Commission Members Absent: Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
Staff Members Present: Sean McCartney, Principal Planner 

Scott Robinson, Planner II 
  

Approval of Agenda: 
Moline moved and Hsu seconded a motion to approve the February 11, 2016 agenda. Motion 
passed by voice vote.  
 
Approval of Minutes: 
Brauneis moved and Moline seconded a motion to approve the January 14, 2016 minutes as 
prepared by staff.  Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Public Comments: Items not on the Agenda  
None heard. 
 
Regular Business – Public Hearing Items 
  

 South Boulder Road Small Area Plan: A request to review a draft copy of the South 
Boulder Road Small Area Plan.   
 Staff Member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 
Emails entered into the record:  Tengler moved and Brauneis seconded the motion to enter 
emails into the public record. Motion passed by unanimous voice vote.  
 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
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This is a legislative act and does not have the same public notice requirements as usual quasi-
judicial applications. Staff posted signs along South Boulder Road and posted notice on City 
website. Agenda posted per regulations and email sent to email distribution list.  
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Robinson presented from Power Point: 

 Staff has worked on Small Area Plan since October 2013 and presents a draft plan for 
the PC to review.  

 What is a Small Area Plan? The Comp Plan updated in 2013 is a city-wide policy 
document. What is built on the ground is controlled by zoning and design guidelines. To 
go from the Comp Plan to zoning and design guidelines, Staff uses the small area 
planning process. It takes the big ideas from the Comp Plan and translates them into 
one specific area, such as the South Boulder Road area. Out of this, Staff will create the 
zoning and design guidelines that will then create the built environment the community 
wants to see. The South Boulder Road study area includes both sides of South Boulder 
Road from Via Appia on the west to the city limit at Lafayette on the east, and along 
Highway 42/96th Street to the city limit at Paschal on the north.  

 Three big questions in the Small Area Plan are: 
o What are desired land uses for the corridor? 
o What are the preferred physical character design guidelines for the corridor? 
o What are the public infrastructure priorities and public investment needed? 

 
There are some public investment items called out in the plan, but for the most part, this sets 
design guidelines or parameters for design guidelines that will control private development.  
Staff will present some drawings and renderings, but these are to give the PC an idea of what 
these guidelines would produce. The City is not proposing to tear down any buildings or build 
any new buildings. Staff is putting the guidelines in place so that when and if areas develop or 
redevelop, they will be built with the character and design that the community wants to see.   
 

 Project Schedule: 
o October 2014 – Kick-off Meeting (talked about general goals for the plan) 
o January 2015 – Walkability Audit and first Placemaking Workshop #1 (looked at 

transportation, walking, and biking issues) 
o February 2015 – Placemaking Workshop #2 (looked at different sites in the 

corridor and asked what people would or would not like to see on the sites) 
o November 2015 – Placemaking Workshop #3 

 Development scenarios 
 1 story 
 2 story 
 3 story 

 Urban design elements 
 Roadway improvements 

 
We took the outcome of the November 2015 meeting and all public comments received through 
the planning process (including the survey done in late 2014 and early 2015) and used it to 
create the preferred alternative which is the basis for the Draft Plan presented tonight. In 
general, the Plan has six sections: 

 Introduction    
 Process  
 Context  
 Project Principles 

1. Provide for safer and more convenient connections across South Boulder Road 
and Highway 42 for bikes and pedestrians. 
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2. Utilize policy and design to encourage desired uses to locate in the corridor. 
3. Establish design regulations to ensure development closely reflects the 

community’s vision for the corridor while accommodating creativity in design. 
4. Mitigate impacts of trains and improve safety of railroad crossings. 
5. Balance the regional traffic needs of South Boulder Road and Highway 42 with 

the community’s desire for safety and accessibility. 
6. Provide for community gathering spaces and public infrastructure to encourage 

visitors to spend time in the corridor. 
 The Plan 

o Community Design Principles. 
 Go To and Stay at Places 

o Public spaces that encourage gathering and interaction 
o A range of retail and entertainment uses that encourage longer 

visits 
o Small parks and plazas that increase the appeal and experience 

of daily activities 
 Easy to get to, easy to get around 

o Safe grade separated trail connections to all quadrants 
o Properties connected with driveways and walks 
o A street network that offers balanced choices to move around 
o Opportunities to “park once and walk” 

 A Zipper not a barrier 
o Sidewalks and plazas facing onto South Boulder Road 
o Safe intersections that allow people to cross South Boulder Road 

and Highway 42 
o Traffic flow/speed that is not detrimental to businesses or people 

along the corridor 
o A continuous and connected high quality pedestrian experience 

 Development that Contributes 
o To be defined by the community 

• Greenspaces 
• Housing choices 
• New trail connections 
• Semi-public gathering spaces 

o Placemaking Concepts. 
 Transitional Street 
 Pedestrian Refuges 
 Views into the Community 
 Parking Rooms 

o Urban Design Plan. (current zoning land uses)  
o Street Improvements.  Additional signal at Cannon and Kaylix on South Boulder 

Road. Staff had a transportation consultant look at it. There are benefits and 
drawbacks. The signal can work from a traffic perspective but will cause 
additional delay, and timing will be tight. If there is an accident, there could be a 
breakdown of these intersections and significant delays. On the other hand, it 
provides additional access to developments on either side. It will be easier and 
safer to make turns off South Boulder Road into developments. It will provide a 
parallel connection to Highway 42 so traffic can move from north to south without 
accessing Highway 42.  Proposed Kaylix will connect to Baseline in the north and 
to the DELO project in the south. It will provide a safe pedestrian crossing with a 
new signal. There are two other signals planned that are included in the Highway 
42 Gateway Plan adopted a few years ago. One is at Hecla and the other is at 
Cannon Circle on Highway 42. There are also new proposed public streets at the 
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new Coal Creek Station development and the extension of Kaylix through the 
Kestrel development, which includes the middle portion of Kaylix. The northern 
portion extends through the RV Storage currently there. The City has an 
easement through the Christopher Plaza development that would be turned into 
a full street. Currently, the road at Steel Street goes into the North Main 
Apartments as a right-in. Staff is proposing some modifications of the Main Street 
intersection to turn it into a right-in / right-out. Drivers can get from Steel Ranch to 
South Boulder Road without going out to Highway 42. There are dash lines which 
represent connections that may not be public streets but private streets or public 
easements through existing or new developments. They create an opportunity to 
move through the corridor easier to get to these developments.   

o Trail Improvements. Staff suggests new trails and sidewalk improvements which 
include widening or improving the sidewalk along South Boulder Road and 
Highway 42 where there is room. In some places, there is no room, especially 
along the south side. Staff is proposing a new trail connection parallel to South 
Boulder Road. For people not comfortable walking or riding a bike along South 
Boulder Road, there will be a parallel connection to move east to west through 
the corridor without having to be on South Boulder Road. Staff is proposing three 
underpasses. Two are already planned; one on Highway 42 at the Kestrel/North 
End development north of Hecla and one under the railroad at Bullhead Gulch 
connecting Centennial Drive to Steel Ranch. A new third underpass is proposed 
at Via Appia and Cottonwood Park to create a better connection across South 
Boulder Road. Staff has looked at other places because the public mentioned 
better crossings of South Boulder Road. The only place one would work was at 
Main Street which involved the realignment of Main Street to line up with 
Centennial. City Council directed Staff to not pursue this any further. Without the 
Main Street realignment, there was no room to put in an underpass. 

o Roadway Improvements. Staff is proposing to take out acceleration/deceleration 
lanes and make other geometric improvements. We are putting in pedestrian 
refuges in the center island to make it safer, easier, and more comfortable to 
cross South Boulder Road. The Santilli property located the far southeast portion 
of South Boulder Road is currently zoned commercial, and the plan has it 
remaining commercial. It is long, narrow, and separated from other developments 
in town, so it is not a great site for commercial development. I spoke with the 
Open Space Advisory Board (OSAB) last night and brought this item up. They 
said it does have potential for public land, whether as open space, other park 
space, or some utility use with drainage improvements. OSAB will consider 
putting it on their priority acquisition list. This South Boulder Road Plan says to 
consider this land for open space acquisition if and when it becomes available 
based on comments from OSAB last night.  

o Building Heights. Three alternatives were 1 story, 2 story, and 3 story. The public 
said they don’t like the idea of 3 story buildings along South Boulder Road and 
Highway 42. Staff is proposing 1 story buildings fronting the street with the option 
of going to 2 stories if they meet certain conditions such as not creating 
additional shadows on adjoining properties, not blocking views, meeting fiscal 
performance requirements, and additional benefits to the public realm and design 
benefits.  

o Urban Design Elements. Staff presents a conceptual diagram of Village 
Shopping Center showing what redevelopment could look like under the 
proposed guidelines. Staff proposes a variety of building types and styles, active 
pedestrian plazas, 10-20 foot setbacks, parking between buildings, views into the 
development, wide sidewalks with landscaping, no consistent street wall, and a 
mix of hard and soft landscaping. Staff presents a conceptual diagram of 
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Louisville Plaza/King Soopers. Staff proposes a mix of pedestrian and auto-
oriented design, varied 1-2 stories along the arterial, green spaces within the 
development, connections into the development, varied 2-3 stories within the 
development, a series of smaller building footprints, connections between 
developments, break up of larger parking lots, and creation of an internal 
network.   

• Implementation 
o Draft and adopt design standards and guidelines 
o Timeline 
o Cost estimates to be given in ranges 

 
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Brauneis says we have looked at a number of the elements of this plan in the past. Can you 
clarify what Staff is looking for? 
Robinson says we are looking for the PC to adopt a resolution recommending approval of the 
plan to City Council (CC). If there are changes or recommendations requested, the PC can give 
the direction to Staff who will come back at the March PC meeting with the changes so it can be 
adopted. It will then go to CC and additional public hearings. Anyone thinking they were not 
adequately heard tonight, or still have concerns, can come to the CC meetings.   
Pritchard says Staff is also looking for additional direction regarding signalization of Cannon 
and South Boulder Road. 
Moline asks about the cost estimates. I am weighing the challenge of approving a plan without 
cost estimates.   
Robinson says Staff does not have them ready yet. If the PC is not comfortable approving 
without them, we will have them by the March meeting.   
Moline says at one of the early public meetings, there was some cost analysis done on some of 
the alternatives.   
Robinson says Staff did the fiscal analysis. This is about ranges of cost for actual public 
improvements. We are calling for an additional underpass and want to know generally how 
much will that cost. Also included will be street improvements, infrastructure improvements, and 
new trails and sidewalks.  
Rice says on page 29, there is a plan impact analysis. Traffic impact is discussed. There is a 
matrix listed that shows the change in travel times with and without Kaylix. The information 
shows westbound traffic will be quicker with Kaylix signal than without.  
Robinson says the signal timing going west, travel time actually goes down in the am.  For the 
other directions, the overall travel time increases.   
Hsu asks if any of the new streets are dependent on the traffic signal? 
Robinson says no. Staff is recommending the streets with or without the Kaylix signal. The 
streets have benefits even if the signal is not installed.   
Rice says the Main Street railroad crossing and the South Boulder Road configuration as it 
currently exists is pretty complex. The Steel Street entrance will move entering traffic from the 
north.  How will that work?   
Robinson says the reason it was designed as a right-in was because there was concern about 
cars coming out and cutting across South Boulder Road to make a left onto Main Street. Staff 
wanted to prevent that movement. Staff is now proposing putting in a raised median between 
the left turn lane and the west bound through lane and extending it all the way back to Steel 
Street. A driver would be physically prevented from cutting across to make the left turn. With this 
improvement, it will be safe to include that connection. It will be necessary to make the changes 
on Main Street so drivers can’t make the weave movement across South Boulder Road.  
Hsu asks about the traffic light at Kaylix. If the City does not install it now, are there impacts to 
deciding later? 
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Robinson says no. The signal timings are different. Our traffic engineer has recommended 
signal timing to optimize traffic without the signal. If the signal is installed, timings would be 
adjusted. There is nothing to prevent the signal to be installed in the future.  
Rice asks about the impact analysis on page 29, listing development impact and fiscal impact.  
Regarding development impact, as I read it, it gives us a synopsis of what currently exists in 
terms of what has been built out. It says what is projected over the next 20 years based on what 
could be built given the zoning that exists now.  
Robinson says yes, with the existing allowed uses and then assuming these design guidelines 
are adopted.  
Rice says that existing development is 407 residential units but then it shows an additional 546 
potential residential units. Where are these 546 units? Does this include Kestrel? A good portion 
has already been approved, correct? 
Robinson says it includes Kestrel development, Coal Creek Station development, the Foundry 
development, the proposed North End Marketplace development, the Centre Court apartments, 
and a few currently zoned residential that are undeveloped.   
Rice says generally, this summary says that net fiscal impact is positive. The only negative is in 
the area of capital projects fund of about $5 million. What is that? 
Robinson says the way the model works is that for every new resident and employee projected, 
it assumes additional impact on capital facilities such as city buildings (City Hall, Rec Center, 
and Police building). It is streets, trails, parks, and open space. The model is a marginal cost 
model. It has incremental costs so if it projects enough new people to trigger a new park, it then 
adds the cost of the new park to the model. With the new residents and employees projected in 
the first table, it says we will need to make these capital improvements to keep our current level 
of service with our capital facilities. After we got the model adopted and we saw most 
developments end up with this capital deficit, it is supposed to be offset by the impact fees we 
charge. One of the things highlighted is we may need to update our impact fees. We will look at 
that in the next couple years and do a new impact fee study, and we may raise the impact fees.  
It should balance that out the capital deficit we see in proposed developments. 
Rice says we are talking about capital impact city-wide. The capital costs of these 
improvements such as underpasses, are they included in any of this?  
Robinson says not specifically. The model uses existing levels of service to project estimated 
capital costs. It doesn’t have specific projects. Some of the improvements recommended here 
are to improve the level of service such as new trails and a new underpass. It would be 
considered enhanced level of service. Those are costs not necessarily derived from any 
additional development. They are costs from existing residents.  
Moline asks what would that money be, and what are some of the things it might pay? 
Robinson says the general fund mostly goes towards operational expenses such as staff 
salaries, daily running costs, utilities, and roads. 
 
Public Comment: 
Suzanne Brandler, 1609 Cottonwood Drive, #11, Louisville, CO 
Looking at the traffic along South Boulder Road, does the police get to comment on this plan? 
Does the Fire Department get to comment and review it? I live close to South Boulder Road and 
I hear sirens and emergency vehicles. I want to make sure they get a chance to look at it.  
Pritchard says the Police Department, the Fire Department, and basic staff such as Public 
Works are notified. We have not received anything from the Police Department on this matter.  
Have we seen a surge in traffic accidents along this corridor? 
Robinson says no, I am aware of any. 
 
John Leary, 1116 Lafarge Avenue, Louisville, CO 
I want to talk about what City Council said about land uses in this area. I heard them say that 
they did not want additional residential. This plan has the Special Review Use (SRU) provision 
for residential at Village Square and part of North End along South Boulder Road. The SRU 
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process comments were from Jeff Lipton when he was Chairman of the PC regarding the first 
Safeway proposal. He criticized having SRU as a planning process. When SRU is mentioned, 
it’s maybe we’ll do this and maybe we won’t at some time in the future. It gives no certainty to 
the public and it gives no certainty to anyone interested in development. They may withhold 
development if the promise of something may happen eventually. The main message from the 
public in this process was about connectivity across South Boulder Road. It may be impossible 
to do an underpass and I don’t know how deeply it has been examined. There is another option 
that may not be visibly attractive but an overpass is a possibility. I don’t think that can be 
dismissed as technically unfeasible. The #1 priority of the public is connectivity, especially 
residents who live north of South Boulder Road. Looking at the traffic estimates, they are 
actually underestimated because time is added to the existing situation. This is a 20 year plan 
and by 2035, there will be more traffic. When you add traffic, it is not linear. You get more 
delays when you add traffic. It would be good to get an idea of traffic levels for 2025. Regarding 
the current Highway 42 plan, there are some goals and principles about traffic. The goal is to 
move traffic through there as quickly as possible. The Highway 42 plan does not do that. There 
were trade-offs in terms of how it is constructed with lights and speeds that do not move cars 
through as quickly as possible. The financial analysis is lacking some detail and documentation 
so it is hard to look at. I appreciate the comments you brought up because if none of those 
capital projects are in there and that surplus is long gone. Doing the 20 year projection ignores 
the time value of money. It is only valid if your expenditures and your revenues match each 
year. If they don’t, you need to have a discount rate which could change significantly. Regarding 
build-out projections, I am not sure they are consistent with market analysis for a small area 
plan process. It was a shallow analysis looking at doubling the office space in the next 20 years 
in that area. I think the best market analysis done was for the Urban Renewal Area and I don’t 
think it projected that kind of demand for offices. I don’t know if it is over the next 20 years or the 
next 10 years, but I don’t think it is realistic. I don’t know if the retail is realistic. It seems a little 
on the low side for a 20 year projection. I think we need to tie that back to the information done 
by market people. When I look at the drawings of the King Soopers area, I see the parking there 
today when two-thirds of the lot is packed out to the street in front of ARC and Hobby Lobby and 
King Soopers. If we put streets through there and more and more buildings, I don’t think anyone 
is going to want to invest in a parking structure there.  How realistic are these projections?   
 
Alexandra Bradley, 1385 Caledonia Circle, Louisville, CO 
I am really surprised to see the traffic light at Kaylix. I talked to the traffic consultant at the last 
public meeting and he said the light wasn’t feasible. I thought it was a done deal. I have grave 
concerns about the traffic flow with that additional light. I want to bring up the small entrance 
change for Cottonwood Park being proposed. My understanding is that it will allow a spur road 
off Via Appia to get to the parking lot. It is a lovely idea but Cottonwood Park is a treasure park 
for our children because it is totally safe. It is fenced off and the parking lot is far away in terms 
of little kids running into it. There are mature trees where the little spur road would go. The road 
would be right next to the playground so we would lose that safe treasure. It is the best park in 
town to take kids if they bolt so I want the park to be protected. It doesn’t help people coming off 
South Boulder Road to try to get into the park. It only helps people coming on Via Appia from 
the Rec Center. It would save 10 seconds since you’d only have to turn the corner. My biggest 
concern in town is school enrollment, and specifically Louisville Elementary School (LES). Glen 
Segrue, BVSD Project Manager, sent new 5 year projections today. His newest projections look 
at 653 students in 2018-2019, which is over capacity. LES is very crowded. What are the odds 
that we will get the exact number in each classroom? We are looking at portables and not 
enough space in the classrooms.  The last time I checked with Jennifer Rocke, LES Principal, 
about classrooms, there was one more classroom available for growth. The kids are eating into 
massive shifts so they can fit into the cafeteria. If the numbers increase past that, or if it is 
decided that school cannot handle the capacity, we are looking at redrawing boundaries for the 
entire city. Growth in this corridor will not just impact LES but all the schools. In this plan, if it 
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allows any more possibility of more kids with more development, I urge that it be taken out. The 
community really expressed to CC and through the public means that we don’t want any more 
density. If there is any slight inkling of it in this plan, I’d like it taken out. I love the conceptual 
idea of smaller stores and smaller parking lots, but many of us have to leave Louisville to shop 
in big box stores. The possibility of having big box stores such as Hobby Lobby or ARC leave 
and not be replaced might cause the City to lose good tax revenue. How can little stores pull in 
the same sales tax? 
 
Moline says that his children went to Coal Creek Elementary when there were many portables, 
and they had a fine, really good experience. I don’t know that portables necessarily mean a real 
decline in education here in Louisville.  
Bradley says portables themselves are not necessarily a horrific thing. It is the whole size of the 
school. Having a school over 600 kids puts a strain on the whole entire system. It is the size of 
the hallways, the cafeteria size, and the poor art teacher who has 600 kids that come through 
her class currently. There have been national studies that the best size of an elementary school 
is around 400 kids. Below that or above that, you have impacts on test scores. A huge 
elementary school impacts the kids negatively. The staff and the infrastructure are affected.  
Moline says in other parts of the county, when schools are not meeting those enrollments, they 
get closed and schools combine. I look at this issue and think that the school district should deal 
with this complexity. If the school district is saying that the capacity is something you feel is far 
in excess of what the program and what the building can support, it is a problem for the district 
to try and solve.  
Bradley says it is the responsibility of the City to try and evaluate the impact to the community.  
If we know, as a city, that we have a problem with the schools in Louisville, that the current 
drawn boundaries do not put kids in the schools equally, and we know we are running into a 
problem for LES, the capacity should be readdressed by BVSD. They are already doing that. It 
is a big problem and the responsibility of BVSD, but I think there is some responsibility for the 
City itself. What the PC decides directly impacts the community whether BVSD acts or not. If 
BVSD acts and decides LES can no longer support the number of kids attending and we need 
to redraw the boundaries, it just impacted your community. 
Moline says that BVSD says they can accommodate the size by ratcheting down open 
enrollment.  
Bradley says open enrollment has been closed. There is a big argument in the community as to 
whether LES can accommodate 600 students.  At 653 students, the defined capacity of the 
school is based on the number of physical classrooms. It does not address how many kids are 
flowing through the hallways.  
Tengler says I am very sympathetic to what you suggest. I think that as much as we might like 
to provide that sort of guidance, we cannot tell a builder downtown what type of architectural 
design they can use. There are certain things that are out of the scope of what we are allowed 
to effectively voice our opinion on, or make any judgement on, in this PC.   
Bradley says I think you have a lot of power and ability to voice your opinions and suggestions.  
BVSD can take them or leave them, but I think that as a city, we have an opportunity to request 
and ask. I am asking the PC to look at what the impact of increased development will be in this 
area. My son is a third grader and was at LES. He is no longer at LES because he could not 
take the noise and eat in the cafeteria. We had to withdraw him from the school which was 
devastating to me because we loved LES. It is a wonderful school and wonderful community. 
Tengler says I agree, as a city we do, and as individuals we certainly have that opportunity. But 
for the PC to effectively put a condition on approval of something and suggest that BVSD needs 
to build a new school, it is out of our scope. 
 
Randy Caranci, 441 Elk Trail, Lafayette, CO 
I have voiced my opinion several times at different types of meetings regarding the 
redevelopment of Highway 42 which has yet to be funded. The impact on Highway 42 continues 
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to grow. I am not against development or seeing additional retail business to help support the 
sales taxes. I hear different conversations with different people and they seem to want to put a 
spin on Highway 42, which will not happen for a while. There is no projected date for funding. If 
you look at where Lafayette may bring in their ballfields and soccer fields on Highway 42, they 
will impact Highway 42 and everything north. It is already a nightmare at morning and evening 
work commute. Regarding the underpass at Hecla, is the City funding that? The Kestrel 
developer told me that they were paying 100% of that pedestrian underpass. I want to make 
sure that is on public record. They are not present tonight to respond. 
Robinson says Kestrel is not paying for the underpass, but they are paying for the trail to the 
underpass. The County is going to provide some funding towards the Hecla underpass as part 
of a separate agreement we have had for several years. The underpass will require some City 
funding as well. Boulder County Housing Authority (BCHA) as part of the Kestrel development 
will build the trail on the west side of the underpass but I don’t know the exact amount. 
Caranci says the Kestrel developer then basically misled that group. I asked that same question 
at the public meeting. When somebody says “some” funding, I don’t know how much that is. It 
might be a fraction amount. There are a lot of costs associated with the underpass. The Kestrel 
development is going to do really well. I am not a big proponent of public housing or BCHA 
receiving funds from the City of Louisville. They told us at a public meeting with citizens present 
that they will pay 100% of the underpass. This is my concern and I like to make it part of public 
record when I can.  
 
Sherry Sommer, 910 S. Palisade Court, Louisville, CO 
I want to say a big thank you to Alex Bradley for advocating for our children and our schools.  
We know there is a huge negative factor in Colorado that schools are woefully underfunded. I 
have had personal experience with stresses on my family due to crowding in schools. I know 
that BVSD may have certain guidelines or limits but I think we need to be proactive as a 
community to protect our children where we can with the tools we have. I respect that the PC 
may not have all the tools, but I urge you to use whatever tools you can. I have a question 
regarding the impact fees in the next couple of years. I wonder where the $5 million comes from 
regarding capital improvements since the impact fees seem to be lagging?  
Robinson says every year, the City goes through a budgeting process. As a development 
comes in, the City looks at it and assesses priorities and allocates funding based on what they 
feel is important. The way the fiscal model works, it is a purely mathematical project. It is up to 
CC to decide if they will spend money to maintain the existing level of service.   
Sommer says the CC could potentially raise taxes? I think it is important to evaluate the impact 
fees sooner rather than later.  
Robinson says under the State Constitution, any increase in taxes has to go to a vote by the 
people. They just can’t decide to raise taxes. They instituted the use tax a few years ago. If CC 
decides that is the direction they want to go, they can take something to the public.  
Tengler asks for clarification regarding the $5 million deficit in the Capital Projects fund.  Has 
Staff looked at this from the standpoint of the 20 year plan and how that impacted this?   
Robinson says the capital is tied directly to when the development comes in and creates new 
demand on capital facilities. We don’t know when it is going to happen. The model shows the 
residential coming in the first few years because currently, there is high demand for residential.  
Commercial is mostly spread out over the first 10 years of the development. The operational 
impacts are cumulative and happen every year.  The capital is one time and tied to a specific 
development.  
 
Cindy Bedell, 662 W Willow Street, Louisville, CO  
I want to lend my support to what some other public comments have stated. I have been in 
attendance through much of the public process. I want to remind the PC that throughout the 
public process, the input has been loud and clear that the community does not support 
additional residential beyond what has already been approved in the planned area, especially 

363



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

February 11, 2016 
Page 10 of 14 

 

 

high density. I also want to remind you that CC directed Staff to not add more residential, 
especially high density residential above what was already approved.   
Pritchard asks Robinson if Staff was directed by CC to do nothing regarding density issues? 
Robinson says CC’s direction to Staff was to not change the allowed uses. Staff has looked at 
where residential was already allowed and to maintain their current zoning allowance of density. 
We have not added any new residential. There are some places where medium or high density 
residential was previously allowed.   
Moline asks how many additional units are there that were not already planned? 
Robinson says approximately 100. There is the Seventh Day Adventist property located at 
Paschal and Highway 42 zoned residential. The RV storage in the GDP calls for residential. 
There are some areas that currently have residential on them, but they are underbuilt from what 
the zoning would allow.  
 
Alexandra Bradley, 1385 Caledonia Circle, Louisville, CO 
Glen Segrue’s latest BVSD projection, Attachment A, shows an additional residential 
development potential of 183 units. I assume he got that from the Planning Department which 
could include Christopher Village which is not built to capacity. 
 
John Nahodyl, 2333 Dogwood Circle, Louisville, CO 
My question is directed towards Robinson and has to do with the realignment of North Main 
Street and Centennial. You stated that CC said we are supposed to drop that. Can you explain 
that a little more?  Does it involve them at North Main? If that property does become available at 
some future date, would the City be interested in purchasing it to realign North Main Street with 
Centennial? 
Robinson says at a CC meeting last year, it was discussed. The proposal would impact three 
properties along Main Street. All three property owners were at the meeting and expressed their 
opposition. They asked CC to remove it from the plan; CC directed Staff to not pursue it further.  
 
Brauneis asks Robinson regarding the concern surrounding the new access to Cottonwood 
Park, is that one of those “squishy” lines on there?   
Robinson says as mentioned in the plan, with the acquisition of the additional land at 
Cottonwood Park, we are proposing that the Parks Department undertake a public process of 
the master plan of the entire Cottonwood Park area. As part of that, we recommend they look at: 

1. Shifting the existing entrance driveway further east which would help the operation of the 
Via Appia intersection. 

2. Depending on the design of the park, provide additional access off of Via Appia.   
We don’t want to get into designing the Park at this stage. When and if it is redesigned and 
redeveloped, there could be benefits to having an additional access off of Via Appia. We are 
recommending a full robust public process to look at the future of the whole Cottonwood Park 
development.  
 
Moline says there were great comments from the public that prompt a couple of questions.  
Regarding the Highway 42 Plan and my experience with that plan, I don’t know that its primary 
purpose is trying to move traffic quicker through the corridor. Do you want to comment on that? 
Robinson says there were some trade-offs when we went through that planning process. We 
(the community) decided some of the design and character elements would outweigh what 
would move the most traffic. If we are just looking at moving traffic, it would be turning it into two 
lanes in each direction. It would involve significant takings on both sides of the road.  We said 
we want to create a sort-of front door for the community. There are some places where we are 
willing to make a trade-off so it might be a little slower going through. We are actually proposing 
dropping the speed limit from the present 40 mph to 35 mph. It would have additional 
community benefits and would make it easier for pedestrians to cross and more pleasant to bike 
or walk. Based on the projections in the plan, it actually does reduce travel time through the 
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corridor slightly. It should, in theory, help people move through the corridor, but its primary 
purpose was not to move as much traffic as fast as possible.  
 
Moline says if we look at page 29, and the traffic impacts and minutes, I heard somebody say 
that those times are in excess of the travel times now. However, that is not my reading of that 
graphic.  
Robinson says it shows how long on average it would take you to drive through the corridor 
during those peak hours. I think what John Leary mentioned is that it is based on existing traffic 
volume plus projected volume from development in the corridor. At this stage, we did not look at 
what the existing 2035 traffic volumes would be and then additional traffic. When we did this 
modeling, it was to compare the alternatives. We tried to get some sense of what the impacts 
would be from the one story, two story, and three story alternatives, so we used existing traffic.  
If you are interested, we can go back to our traffic consultant and have them use the 2035 
numbers since we have numbers expected along South Boulder Road in 2035. I am not sure 
what the change would be because additional build out is already assumed in their model.   
Moline says I think John raises good point. For the future draft of the plan, it might be 
interesting to see what is projected out into the future. If the numbers are available, we might 
get them and plug them into the plan. As a reminder, the Comp Plan told us that the road 
carries a lot of through traffic. We are buffeted by the winds of what is happening to the east. 
Brauneis says regarding John’s comment about once you hit a certain saturation level, then 
you are in the “muck”. Where, if, when, and would that be?   
Robinson says to a certain extent, any future congestion on the road is going to come no 
matter what we do in the corridor.  It carries regional traffic.  
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Pritchard reminds PC that Staff has a few items they want PC to look at and comment on such 
as the Santilli open space acquisition and the Cannon Circle/South Boulder Road stoplight. 
Brauneis says starting at the macro level of the document, this is something that has been 
worked on heavily over the last 1.5 years. In a lot of ways, it reflects a lot of what people have 
expressed as a community. We are being pulled and stretched in different directions about what 
we really value as a community. I am excited to see it move forward. I expect there will be a 
different level of scrutiny at CC. While I am personally comfortable at this point in time, I expect 
there will be more questions to come in the process. As far as the two specific issues, on the 
potential for open space property acquisition, if and when it becomes available, it is a natural for 
open space. When you look at that piece of property, it doesn’t offer huge commercial potential. 
I would leave it to the Open Space Advisory Board (OSAB) to evaluate it as time progresses. 
Regarding the additional signal at Cannon, I don’t understand the dynamics surrounding it.  
Typically, I come out in favor of safety so if it makes sense at that spot, I’d want to hear more 
about it.  
Hsu says I echo what Commission Brauneis said about the macroscopic view. Looking through 
this plan, it has a lot of principles and was easy to read. It is nice to see the ideas out there and 
it reflects the work Staff put into it. As far as the specific issues, with the traffic signal, I lean 
toward punting and deferring that decision because we can always add that later. I am 
ambivalent about that much like Staff is. As a driver, I’d like to get through more quickly. I don’t 
like having a light every block because it’s frustrating. I do see that without that light, it is hard to 
cross north and south of South Boulder Road. It may alleviate some of the traffic on Highway 
42.  Since we can always add it later, I lean toward deferring it and not putting in a traffic signal 
if we don’t have to.  As far as Open Space, I defer to OSAB and Parks. Personally, I like the 
idea of having more open space, especially since we are considering more development in the 
rest of the region. The property is far away from everything else. Lastly, we talked about getting 
more numbers on costs. I have a question for the PC. Do we consider this, because it sounds 
like more of a CC thing to consider? Does the PC generally consider costs as far as land use? 
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Brauneis says typically the PC hears those numbers so it is a missing part of the equation for 
all of us. My hunch is the cost numbers, especially given in ranges and knowing they are 
pushed out possibly 20 years, are what we are focused on in the plan. We probably differ on 
how uncomfortable we are without having those numbers at this point in time.  
Hsu says then I’d like to see the costs at the next meeting and a breakdown of them.  
Tengler says I too am impressed with the overall plan. I think Staff did a great job incorporating 
a lot of the public feedback that has happened over the last year and a half. There were a lot of 
very relevant and great points made in the public comments. I think John Leary’s point was 
good and realize that the drawings are very speculative in showing what could happen. When I 
looked at the King Soopers proposed drawing, I thought “where do the cars go”?  As much as I 
am in favor of more walkability and a safer environment, the King Soopers parking lot and the 
old Safeway parking lot are/were hazardous. They are tough to navigate as a pedestrian. I like 
the thought, but I question how feasible it is. Regarding the comments on the school enrollment, 
Alex, I wish we had better tools at our disposal. Maybe we build that in from the standpoint of 
passing whatever vote we put along to CC with the recommendation that they strongly consider 
it. It is not in our purview to make it a condition but we can certainly give some guidance to CC 
in terms of what we think. Again, I am sympathetic to your point of view and wish we had some 
stronger tools. As to the specific questions from Staff, my inclination is to turn the Santilli 
property into open space. It doesn’t seem like a great spot for commercial stuck between the 
agriculture there now and the residential on the Lafayette side. Let’s add it to the buffer we 
have. As to the traffic light at Cannon, my sense is that it will add a little bit of delay to the 
northbound traffic at certain points in the day, specifically at the evening rush hour. By and 
large, it is a safety issue and it seems to be a relatively minor inconvenience for anybody turning 
in there or making a right hand turn out of there. It will provide better access for future residents 
in that area. I am with Commissioner Hsu in terms of the financial analysis. I would like to see 
more “fine” prioritization rather than 1 to 5 or 6 to 10. There are bunch of things in 1 to 5, so is 
there a way we can characterize that in terms of fiscal impact as well as the priority within that? I 
realize it is a heavy ask at this stage. Is it feasible to do a 1, 2, and 3? 
Robinson says yes, we can look at the top priorities. It always comes down to getting funding 
from CC. The dates and years are intended to be guides for when they go into the CIP requests. 
If there are things you want to see moved up, let us know. If you think there are things that are 
priorities, we can try to highlight those. We can look at breaking 1 to 5 into a finer grain.  
Tengler says, specifically to the question I asked previously about where those big chunks of 
capital occur, is it feasible to also look and see where the big bumps would be based on the 
current prioritization? 
Robinson says yes.   
Rice says I want to express a concern I have about this plan, and then also reflect on some of 
the discussion we have had tonight. Echoing what others have said, overall I think it is an 
excellent plan and is very well done. I think the process we have gone through to develop this 
plan has been a really good one in terms of trying to get the community involved in the 
discussion as opposed to the Planning Department coming up with a proposal for all of this. I 
am impressed with that. First my concern is not having the economic issues fully on the table 
before us. One of the key components of this plan is the public improvements being suggested. 
We are not saying we are going to do these things. We are saying, if we can build a plan, these 
are the kinds of things we’d like to do. For example, and it has been stated by more than one 
person tonight, one of the key issues the public has expressed is the connectivity across South 
Boulder Road. To me, looming large is the ability to develop the underpass at Cottonwood Park. 
To me, if we are going to pass a plan down the line, we ought to know the dollars and cents 
associated with it. I myself would be in favor of deferring this discussion to approve the plan until 
we have those numbers. If that is not possible, I would say that CC is the next step in the line. 
We need to know in terms of planning what it is we are proposing and how much it will cost the 
community. We then need to know how that plays into the fiscal impact we see from 
development in this area. This plan does not add to the density and that is a very important 
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concept. We are not approving a plan that will add to density. As Robinson has said, this plan is 
based upon the existing ability of people to build on these properties. As I pointed out when I 
was asking questions, in large measure, the residential increase has already been approved 
through the planning process. We are not approving a plan that will add, in any significant way, 
to the density of what exists in this particular area. With regard to the school issue, I am at a 
loss. Every time the PC approves a development plan, we get feedback from BVSD. It is one of 
the key things we solicit. Time and again, when I see the proposals come through, BVSD says 
they can serve and it will have minimal impact. I don’t know what else to say besides the fact 
that we have to defer to those people on their ability to decide how the schools could be 
operated. It is over my head to be able to tell them how to run the school district. I think it is 
important to know that we don’t look past that and we don’t ignore it. In fact, it is something that 
is given due consideration in every case. Lastly, it is also key to understand that this is not a 
development plan. We are not telling someone what to develop or when to develop it or how 
much to develop. We are simply trying to give an overall addition to the Comp Plan in terms of 
this particular area and how we would like to see it built out. With regard to the issue of the 
traffic signal, to me that is a feasibility issue. We will have to rely upon people who are expert in 
the area. The information we have now suggests that if you add that intersection being called 
Kaylix (to the north) but it Cannon (to the south), at peak time there is an 11 second difference 
in the morning and a 29 second difference in the afternoon. As I pointed out, in the westbound 
direction, it is actually faster. I found that hard to believe but apparently, the experts tell us it is 
faster if you put in the Kaylix light. In the evening, it is 14 seconds additional time. If those 
numbers are accurate, this is feasible and reasonable to me. We started this process a long 
time ago. Nobody wants traffic jams and we have to be careful about it. I think we are using due 
care. On the open space, I can only echo that it seems to be logical open space. If it is 
economically feasible to acquire the land, I would support that. 
Moline says I don’t have too much to add based on what my fellow commissioners have said. I 
thank the public for coming out and speaking on these issues. I have one minor thing. On page 
12 of the plan, there are some maps. In some of the maps, they show significant pressure for 
development and some of those properties are open space. I think it is the value of the land and 
very little improvement on them. They show as very threatened. I think it would be important to 
get that corrected so the public understands it. Related to that, some of the maps are not to 
scale. When they are to scale, I would recommend against using verbal scales when they are 
on the web.  At that point, people are zooming in and zooming out.  A 1”= 400’ doesn’t mean as 
much as a graphic scale. I am someone who has lived and traveled in this corridor for 20 years, 
almost every day. This is one area of town that I think I know well. One thing that I asked the 
city to look at, and I would like to keep it on the table, is dealing with storm water on South 
Boulder Road. It is being conveyed in curbs in some portions of the corridor. I wonder if there is 
the potential of undergrounding it. One of the intersections I use almost every day is Centennial 
and South Boulder Road (next to Alfalfa’s). Partly because of storm water issues, as you 
approach the intersection, you head down the hill that leads you into the intersection. It prevents 
the most optimal traffic flow in that intersection and it is worsened when you have ice and snow.  
I hope it can be looked at from a public works transportation perspective. I feel the plan’s design 
guidelines and design policies are things that would be great enhancements for this corridor. It 
needs to make those connections. We have really good open space and park resources on the 
periphery of this corridor. I appreciate that the plan attempts to improve the trail connectivity of 
places between Cottonwood Park, Steel Ranch Parks, Hecla, Waneka, and Harney.  In this part 
of town, those are great resources as people mentioned. By virtue of the plan, enhancing those 
connections to those areas makes it a better plan. I like the schematics about what is proposed 
at the King Soopers site. I like that kind of look for future redevelopment of that area. The new 
mall in Longmont (The Village at Twin Peaks) offers a model and reflects some of what we are 
proposing tonight. I think it works. I do have the concerns about the parking.  
Pritchard says I am supportive of the process. We have come a long way and there are a few 
areas we need to tighten up such as the cost analysis. It would give us more clarity. When it 
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comes to traffic flow, we need to look at the 2035 data and see if we are making the right 
judgement calls. In regard to the signals, if it is warranted by CDOT, I will not argue with them.   
Robinson says that South Boulder Road is a local road, so it is entirely up to the City. If we 
adjust timing, we would work with CDOT since Highway 42 is their road.  
Pritchard says we also need to consider costs and make sure the development will help us pay 
for the additional lights if warranted. Regarding trail connectivity, who in this town is against 
that?  Anything we can do to make these connections is beneficial. It needs to be incorporated 
into this plan. The issue with the school is an ongoing issue. I defer to BVSD because they are 
aware of what we are attempting to do. They say they can accommodate the student loads. As 
a city, we are aware of this. CC has complained to BVSD about this so it is an ongoing 
argument. Regarding open space, if the property comes up and we have the capacity to buy it, 
then great. If the property owner comes forward, I don’t believe we should change the zoning 
but do as staff proposes and leave it. I would like to see the numbers and would feel more 
comfortable since we have gone this far. I think we should go the whole way and give 
something to CC that they can truly look at, and feel that CC has all the necessary information 
to move forward.   
Brauneis asks if Staff will have the cost analysis numbers before presentation at CC? 
Robinson says yes. We apologize that they were not ready tonight. We are working on them 
currently with Parks and Public Works. Staff should have them by the end of February. When 
we were doing tentative scheduling, we assumed two meetings with PC before CC presentation. 
We intend to have the numbers for the PC March meeting.  
Rice says can we roll this over until March meeting to approve the plan? Will that change the 
schedule? 
Robinson says yes. 
Tengler asks if these traffic studies are beginning to incorporate the potential for driverless 
cars? If you believe the more aggressive estimates, you could start seeing them in as few of 5 
years.  Within 20 years, you will certainly see an impact.  
Robinson says no. We have talked a little about it the design aspect. One of the advantages of 
this compartmentalized parking is that parking demand could decrease significantly because of 
automatic cars. It allows for the development of these parcels. We are not necessarily projecting 
or totally anticipating at this point. I can follow up with the traffic consultant. We want to keep the 
plan flexible so that changes or unforeseen changes can be accommodated.   
Pritchard says my impression is that the PC would like to continue this matter until March. 
Other issues such as the “yellow” lines that are difficult to see can be corrected. I want a clean 
plan going to CC. I would like to continue this matter to the March meeting.  
 
Motion made by Tengler to continue the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan, Series 2016, 
seconded by Rice. Motion passed by unanimous voice vote.  
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Planning Commission 

Meeting Minutes 
March 10, 2016 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

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

Commission Members Present: Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman 
Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
Steve Brauneis 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
David Hsu 

Commission Members Absent: All Present  
Staff Members Present:  Aaron DeJong, Director of Economic Development 

Scott Robinson, Planner II 
 
Approval of Agenda: 
Brauneis moved and Tengler seconded a motion to approve the March 10, 2016 agenda. 
Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Approval of Minutes:  
Moline moved and Brauneis seconded to approve the February 11, 2016 minutes. Ann 
O’Connell abstains due to excused absence. Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Public Comments: Items not on the Agenda  
None. 
 
Regular Business: 
 

 South Boulder Road Small Area Plan: Resolution 5, Series 2016.  A request to 
review a draft copy of the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan.  Continued from 
February 11, 2016. 
 Staff Member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 
Robinson presents. This was originally heard at the February 11, 2016 meeting and continued 
to tonight to provide more information. Some of the maps have been adjusted to make them 
more readable. Some typos were pointed out and have been corrected. There were questions 
about traffic impact and what the traffic would be in comparison to the 2035 projected traffic.  I 
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spoke with Curtis Rowe, our traffic consultant with Kimley Horn. When DRCOG does the 2035 
does traffic projections, it is based on build out. The numbers they are projecting are very similar 
to what DRCOG was projecting; it is slightly higher. The traffic will be driven by the development 
in the community. There will be some cut-through traffic, and it will reach a point when it will 
stop increasing because there will be better alternatives such as Baseline, Highway 7, and 
Dillon Road to avoid this area. The build out numbers and the traffic projections in analysis are 
felt to be accurate for the 2035 projection. There was a question about storm water conveyance 
along South Boulder Road which is currently conveyed in the gutter. There are no underground 
storm pipes. The Public Works Department says they do not have this in their future plans. If 
they hear complaints about the amount of water, it will be discussed. It is not easy to tear up a 
street to install underground pipes.  
 
Cost Estimates for the major infrastructure items and some other things in broad ranges will be 
rough estimates because they are designed yet. There are no accurate costs at this point. We 
are looking at some of these not being built for 5 or 10+ years. The cost estimates tables are 
located in the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan page 31.  
 
There are four categories:    
$  Less than $100,000 
$$  Between $100,000 and $500,000 
$$$  Between $500,000 and $1 million 
$$$$  More than $1 million 
 
 
Rice says you point out that you are using these categories, using dollar signs similar to Yelp.  
The last category is more than $1 million, which is $1 million to infinity. From what I have heard 
from people and their desires for the South Boulder Road corridor, the interconnectivity between 
the north and south, east and west, is key in making this improvement move people around.  
The underpasses are really important. Three of the principal underpasses, Highway 42, 
Bullhead Gulch, and Cottonwood Park are $$$$. What does an underpass cost? 
Robinson says $1.5 million. The McCaslin Underpass cost $1.5 million.   
Rice says hasn’t Bullhead Gulch already been funded?  
Robinson says partially. When Steel Ranch went in, they provided some funding.  A large 
portion of funding will come from the storm water management enterprise fund because there is 
a storm water connection going through there.  
Rice asks about Highway 42 underpass. Does that have a funding source? 
Robinson says partially. We have an agreement with Boulder County that they will provide 
some funding.   
Rice says I understand that the Cottonwood Park underpass has no funding at present. 
Robinson says yes.  
Rice says on the third page of the Cost Analysis, there is roadway improvements at Highway 42 
(north and south) in accordance with the Gateway Plan. It has $$$$. What is the magnitude? 
Robinson says the last time cost estimates were done for the full plan, it was in the $12-15 
million range.   
Rice says that is shown as a 1-5 year schedule. Will it be done in multiple phases? 
Robinson says that project will be done in phases. We have federal money lined up.  We have 
started work with CDOT on improvements at Short Street intersection. There is more money 
from the County to be used as well. I don’t expect it to be done in five years, but we are starting 
this year. It will probably span 1-10 years.   
 
Pritchard says I have concern about something brought up at the BRAD meeting about the 
elimination of the right hand turn lane going onto Main Street.  
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Robinson says Staff went back and looked at it. There is a discrepancy between what the 
drawings show and what the text describes. On page 24 of the South Boulder Road Small Area 
Plan, looking at the Main Street intersection sketch, we would keep the dedicated right turn lane 
and put in a pedestrian island (pork chop) to allow the right turn and bring pedestrians out. It is 
similar to McCaslin and Dillon. I would recommend modifying the language in the Main Street 
Improvements by Intersection from: Remove eastbound right-turn lane on South Boulder Road and 
improve geometrics of northbound Main Street right turn. Modify westbound South Boulder Road left-turn lane to 
create offset configuration and provide pedestrian refuge. To: Add pedestrian island at eastbound right-turn lane on 
South Boulder Road and improve geometrics of northbound Main Street right turn. Modify westbound South Boulder 
Road left-turn lane to create offset configuration and provide pedestrian refuge.  
 
Hsu asks about possible traffic signal at Kaylix and Cannon. Is Staff still looking for input?   
Robinson says, based on the discussion at the last meeting, the plan is to leave it in there as a 
possibility to be considered when development occurs. It is not in the plan recommending to “do 
it or not do it”.  
Pritchard says a light at Cannon and the existing light at Highway 42 would be tight. It could 
cause more problems that we might solve. I am comfortable with this document.   
 
Motion made by Hsu to approve South Boulder Road Small Area Plan, Resolution No. 5, 
Series 2016: a resolution recommending approval of the South Boulder Road Small Area Plan, 
seconded by Rice. Roll call vote.  
 

Name  Vote 
  
Chris Pritchard Yes 
Cary Tengler Yes 
Ann O’Connell Yes 
Jeff Moline   Yes 
Steve Brauneis Yes 
Tom Rice  Yes 
David Hsu Yes 
Motion passed/failed:  Pass 

 
Motion passes 7-0. 
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SMALL  AREA PLAN |  VIA APPIA TO CITY  L IMITS

City Council

April 19, 2016

What is a Small Area Plan?
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Study Area

1. Defines desired land uses for the corridor;

2. Establishes preferred physical character 
(design guidelines);

3.   Outlines public infrastructure priorities

Project Schedule

• October 2014 – Kick-off Meeting
• January 2015 – Walkability 

Audit/Placemaking Workshop #1
• February 2015 – Placemaking

Workshop #2
• November 2015 – Placemaking

Workshop #3
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Workshop 3

• Development scenarios
– 1 story
– 2 story
– 3 story

• Urban design elements
• Roadway improvements

Plan Outline

• Introduction
• Process
• Context
• Principles
• The Plan
• Implementation
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Project Principles
1. Provide for safer and more convenient connections across 

South Boulder Road and Highway 42 for bikes and 
pedestrians.

2. Utilize policy and design to encourage desired uses to locate 
in the corridor.

3. Establish design regulations to ensure development closely 
reflects the community’s vision for the corridor while 
accommodating creativity in design.

4. Mitigate impacts of trains and improve safety of railroad 
crossings.

5. Balance the regional traffic needs of South Boulder Road 
and Highway 42 with the community’s desire for safety and 
accessibility.

6. Provide for community gathering spaces and public 
infrastructure to encourage visitors to spend time in the 
corridor.

Community Design Principles
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Community Design Principles

Placemaking Concepts
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Urban Design Plan

Street Improvements
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Trail Improvements

Roadway Improvements
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Building Heights

Urban Design Elements
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Urban Design Elements

Fiscal Impact
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Implementation

• Draft and adopt design standards and 
guidelines

• Timeline
• Cost estimates given in ranges

Rezoning
Rezonings should only be considered if:
• The land to be rezoned was zoned in 

error and is inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan

• The area is changing and it is in the 
public interest to encourage 
redevelopment

• Necessary to provide land for a 
community-related use
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Special Review Use
• Consistent with spirit and intent of Comp Plan, not 

contrary to general welfare of City and 
neighborhood

• Lend economic stability compatible with 
character of surrounding area

• Internal efficiency for residents, recreation, public 
access, safety, utilities, and other factors related 
to public health and convenience

• External effects including traffic, nuisances, litter, 
and other effects on public health, welfare, safety 
and convenience

• Adequate pedestrian facilities to prevent use 
vehicular ways

Special Review Use
Sec. 17.40.010. ‐ Purpose.
Although each zoning district is primarily intended for a 
predominant type of use (such as dwellings in residential 
districts), there are a number of uses which may or may not 
be appropriate in a particular district depending upon, for 
example, the location, nature of the proposed use, character 
of surrounding development, traffic capacities of adjacent 
streets, and potential environmental effects. These factors 
may dictate that the circumstances of development should be 
individually reviewed. It is the purpose of this chapter to 
provide review of such uses so that the community is assured 
that such uses are compatible with their locations and 
surrounding land uses and will further the purposes of this 
title.
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Proposed Height Criteria

• Overall design
• Enhancements to public realm
• Limited impacts on views from 

surrounding properties
• Limited impacts of shadows on 

surrounding properties

Development Comparison
Development Potential In Area Covered by South Boulder Road Small Area Plan 

Residential 
(Units)

Office 
(SF)

Retail 
(SF)

Existing 407 178,608 352,729

Currently allowed (Increase Over Existing) 6771,340,129 151,290

SAP Proposed allowed (Increase Over existing) 546 374,298 26,931

Reduction (In Increase Over Existing) ‐131 ‐965,831 ‐124,359

Percentage Change in Allowed Development       
(Change In Increase Over Existing) ‐19% ‐72% ‐82%
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Development Comparison
Development Potential In Area Covered by South Boulder Road Small Area Plan 

Residential 
(Units)

Office 
(SF)

Retail 
(SF)

Existing 407  178,608 352,729

Currently allowed (Total) 1,084 1,518,737 504,019

SAP Proposed allowed (Total) 953  552,906 379,660

Reduction (In Total) ‐131 ‐965,831 ‐124,359

Percentage Change in Allowed Development       
(Change In Total Allowed) ‐12% ‐64% ‐25%

Approved Development
• Centre Court: 111 units
• Foundry: 32 units
• Kestrel: 231 units
• Coal Creek Station: 51 units
• North End Market: 38 units
• Total: 463 units
• Additional projected:  83 units
• Total increase projected: 546 units
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 823 West 124th Drive             Westminster, Colorado 80234            303.589.6875             trafficczar@live.com 

STS 
Sustainable Traffic Solutions, Inc. 

Joseph L. Henderson PE, PTOE
Traffic Engineer / Principal 

 
 
 
 
July 30, 2010 
 
Bonnie Star 
Economic Development Director 
City of Louisville 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO  80027 
 
RE:  Signalized Access to the Property on the Southwest Corner of SH 42 / South Boulder Road and 
Modification of the SH 42 Access Control Plan 

Dear Bonnie: 

Based on your request, Sustainable Traffic Solutions has evaluated the potential to create a signalized 
access on SH 42 for the southwest corner of SH 42 / South Boulder Road.  This corner is partially 
developed with space for more development.  The existing development functionally has full movement 
access; however, the volume of traffic on the corridors limits this access to right-in / right-out during the 
peak hours. 
 
The signalized access would serve an area that is bounded by South Boulder road on the north, an alley 
north of Harper Street on the south, SH 42 on the east, and the railroad on the west.  The existing 
businesses on this corner could utilize the new signalized access and abandon their current accesses on 
SH 42. 
 
An access control plan (ACP) for the corridor exists in an IGA between the City of Louisville, Boulder 
County, and CDOT1.  The accesses in the ACP that are proposed to be modified by this study are 
summarized in the following table (see Figure 1). 
 

Intersection Current ACP Proposed Access 

Cannon Circle (west side, 
public street 400 feet south 
of South Boulder Road 

Right-in / Right-out Access to be eliminated 

Commercial Access (west 
side 440’ to 540’ south of 
South Boulder Road) 

Access does not exist Signalized 

Griffith Street Signalized ¾-Turn 

Short Street – west side Right-in / Right-out Signalized 

 
The City recently contracted with Carter-Burgess to study the corridor2.  The resulting study 
recommended a ¾-turn access at Cannon Circle; however, the City has determined that the ¾-turn 
access is making the property difficult to develop with businesses that generate significant sales tax 
revenue.  A signalized intersection on SH 42 will be much more attractive to potential developers.  
Therefore, this study was performed to determine if it is possible to signalize a site access on SH 42.  
                                                           
1  “Intergovernmental Agreement between the City of Louisville, the County of Boulder, and the State of 

Colorado State Department of Highways.”  May 22, 1991. 
2  State Highway 42 Traffic and Access Study.  City of Louisville.  February 9, 2007. 
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Based on discussions with Gloria Hice-Idler, CDOT Region 4 Access Coordinator, the study will need to 
demonstrate that the potential development will warrant a traffic signal on SH 42 and that corridor 
progression can be maintained to 35% efficiency as required for an NR-A roadway under the current 
CDOT access code3. 

Study Assumptions 
The following assumptions were utilized for this study. 

 Peak Hour to Daily Ratio.  The peak hour to daily ratio was assumed to be 8% for the Year 2030 
morning and evening peak hours. 

 Saturation Flow Rate.  The saturation flow rate was assumed to be 1,900 passenger vehicles / 
hour / lane which is the default value in Synchro. 

 Peak Hour Factor.  The peak hour factor was assumed to be 0.92 for all movements. 
 Truck Percentage.  The percentage of trucks was assumed to be 2%. 
 Left Turn Phasing on SH 42.  The signal phasing was assumed to be protected / permitted for 

single left turns that are leading.  Protected left turn phasing was assumed for dual left turns and 
lagging left turns. 

Trip Generation for the Corner 
A trip generation estimate was prepared for the southwest corner of the intersection and is contained in 
the table below.  The components of the mixed use commercial development have not been defined, so 
the trip generation rate for a shopping center was assumed since it contains a mix of commercial and 
retail uses. 

 

Land Use ITE Land 
Use Code Size 

Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour 

Rate In Out Rate In Out 

Mixed Use 
Commercial 820 110,000 sf 1.00 67 43 3.73 201 209 

Walgreens 881 15,000 sf 2.47 21 16 10.47 74 83 

Total    88 59  275 292 

Year 2030 Volumes, Signal Warrant, Intersection Operation, and Corridor 
Progression 
The projected peak hour volumes for SH 42 / South Boulder Road were developed based on procedures 
contained in NCHRP 2554 (see Figure 2).  The peak hour volumes for this intersection and the projected 
side street and main street turning volumes along the corridor contained in the Carter-Burgess study were 
used to develop volume scenarios for the corridor.  These volume scenarios were analyzed to estimate 
the intersection operation and corridor progression. 
 
Figure 1 also contains the assignment for the development on the southwest corner.  The assignment 
shows that a signal will be warranted based on the MUTCD during the evening peak hour of an average 
weekday5. 
 

                                                           
3  State Highway Access Code.  The Transportation Commission of Colorado.  March 2002. 
4  Highway Traffic Data for Urbanized Area Project Planning and Design.  National Cooperative Highway 

Research Program Report 255.  Transportation Research Board.  December 1982 
5  Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.  Federal Highway Administration.  2009. 
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The expected peak hour intersection operation in Year 2030 was estimated using Synchro software and 
is summarized in the table below.  This software package utilizes criteria described in the Highway 
Capacity Manual6.  Level of service (LOS) is a measure used to describe operational conditions at an 
intersection.  LOS categories ranging from A to F are assigned based on the predicted delay in seconds 
per vehicle for the intersection as a whole, as well as for individual turning movements.  LOS A indicates 
very good operations, and LOS F indicates poor, congested operations.  Acceptable intersection 
operation in urban areas is typically considered LOS D or better.  The analysis summary for each 
intersection is attached. 

SH 42 Intersection 
Peak Hour LOS 

Morning Peak Evening Peak 

Paschal Drive B B 

Hecla Drive B A 

South Boulder Road D D 

New Commercial 
Access A A 

Short Street A A 

Pine Street B B 

Lock Street B B 

 
The progression during the Year 2030 weekday peak hours was also estimated using Synchro software.  
SH 42 is classified by CDOT an NR-A roadway.  The CDOT access code requires 35% bandwidth 
efficiency on an NR-A roadway when signals are not spaced at ½ mile intervals.  Time-space diagrams 
are attached for both peak hours to demonstrate the bandwidth efficiency.  The following table 
demonstrates that the bandwidth efficiency can be obtained with the proposed signal locations. 

Peak Hour 

Bandwidth 
Efficiency 

Required by 
CDOT 

Cycle Length  
(sec) 

Minimum 
Bandwidth 

Efficiency to 
Satisfy CDOT 
Criteria (sec) 

Bandwidth 
Efficiency 

Obtained (sec) 

Morning 35% 110 39 39 / 41 
Evening 35% 90 32 33 / 33 

Conclusion 
Sustainable Traffic Solutions, Inc. has studied the SH 42 corridor to determine if the 1991 access control 
plan can be amended to include signalized intersections at a new commercial access 440’ to 540’ south 
of South Boulder Road and at Short Street.  Based on the analysis presented in this report: 

 A traffic signal is expected to be warranted at the new commercial access. 
 All of the signalized intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better in Year 2030. 
 A minimum progression efficiency of 35% is expected to be obtained in Year 2030 with the 

proposed signal locations. 
 
                                                           
6  Highway Capacity Manual - Special Report 209.  Transportation Research Board.  National Research 

Council.  2000. 
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Therefore, the proposed signalized intersection locations should be acceptable to CDOT allowing the 
ACP to be modified. 
 
Please contact me at 303.589.6875 or at trafficczar@live.com with questions. 

Sincerely, 
 
SUSTAINABLE TRAFFIC SOLUTIONS, INC.  

 
Joseph L. Henderson, PE, PTOE 
Project Manager / Principal 
 
Attachments 
SH 42 Access Letter Report 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8B 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 18, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING A FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 
PLAN TO ALLOW FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A TWO-
STORY, 59,629 SF MULTI-TENANT OFFICE/FLEX TECH SPACE 
FOR LOTS 3 & 4, BLOCK 3, CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS 
PARK 

DATE: APRIL 19, 2016 

PRESENTED BY: SCOTT ROBINSON, PLANNER II 
PLANNING AND BUILDING SAFETY DEPARTMENT 

 

 
 
 
SUMMARY:  
The applicant, Koelbel and Company, is requesting authorization of a final PUD 
development plan for a future office development. The final PUD development plan 
proposes the construction of a two-story, 59,269 SF building.  The proposed 
development is located on Lots 3 and 4 of Block 3 in the Centennial Valley Business 
Park and is located on the east side of Centennial Parkway.  
 
This development is part of the Centennial Valley Office Park, which primarily consists 
of large scale office buildings for a multitude of tenants.  The roadway system and utility 
infrastructure are all in place and are sized adequately to service the proposed 59,269 
SF building. 
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The property is located within the Centennial Valley Business Park, which is zoned 
Planned Community Zone District-Commercial (PCZD-C) and includes a mix of 
commercial and office planning areas.  The land uses and densities are established on 
the Centennial Valley General Development Plan (GDP), as was approved in the early 
1980s and has been amended on several occasions, most recently in 2015.  The 
majority of the remaining vacant lands are established as office / research / corporate 
office development areas.   
 
The building proposal is subject to the Commercial Development and Design Standards 
and Guidelines (CDDSG). 
 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
Site Plan 
The project’s requested lot coverage (impervious surfaces - building footprint and 
parking/circulation areas) would cover 66.44% of the site, where a maximum of 70% is 
permitted.   
 
The property slopes from west to east, therefore what appears to be a single story 
building on the west, along Centennial Parkway, daylights as a two story building facing 
east.  Because of the slope of the property, retaining walls are being proposed 
throughout the development to allow for an ease of access to the building from the 
parking area. 

 
Parking 
The proposed development exceeds the minimum parking ratio of 4.0 spaces per 1,000 
square feet as required by the CDDSG.  Parking surrounds the development, with most 
of the spaces being located to the west, south and east.  Each drive aisle is 25 feet in 
width and the drive way on Centennial Parkway is 30 feet wide.  These standards 
comply with the standards established in the CDDSG. 
 
The applicant has also provided sufficient area for bicycle parking located at each end 
of the building.  A detail showing the style of bike rack is shown on Sheet 9. 
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Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation 
The development is designed to allow for two access points – one on Centennial 
Parkway (to the west) and one on the northeast corner of the site which will lead to a 
new drive extension which will connect Centennial Parkway to McCaslin Boulevard.  
The new drive extension is a much needed connection as it will continue to develop the 
circulation network and not always force drivers onto the arterial streets.  The 
connection would be a private drive and not a dedicated public street. 
 
Architecture 
The majority of the proposed building would be constructed with concrete walls, stucco 
and metal seam panels incorporating reveals and recesses in the façade.  The color of 
the requested façade varies between off white, grey and dark grey.  The trash enclosure 
is proposed be screened with matching concrete panels and a painted steel gate.    
 
Even though the main entrance to the facility is located on the east side of the building, 
the west side of the building, along Centennial Parkway, will have entryway details 
included over the doorways located on both corners of the western facade.  
 
The proposed entrance includes a concentration of windows and a canopy above the 
door.  Elements of the proposed entrance canopy are also found on the corners of the 
building.  The requested window pattern is consistent along the entire façade of the 
building.   
 
As noted above, due to the slope of the property, the western side of the building will be 
one story (along Centennial Boulevard) and two stories along the eastern side.   

 
A varied roof line between 20 and 35 feet is proposed for the building.  The proposed 
building height of 35 feet complies with the maximum building height permitted in the 
CDDSG.  There is an architectural detail on the east façade that exceeds above the 35 
foot height limit, but the CDDSG allows for architectural projections up to 40 feet in 
height.   
 
All roof mounted mechanical equipment would be setback a minimum of 20 feet from 
the building parapet, and would be painted to match the dominant color of the building.   
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The proposed articulated roofline, varied color, step backs in the facade, and vertical 
landscaping would lessen the scale of the building and would help break up the 
perceived length of the structure. 
 
Landscape Plan, Drainage and Retaining Walls 
Landscape coverage meets the required 30% of the lot area as required by the 
CDDSG.  The caliper and number of landscape materials reflect compliance with the 
CDDSG with regard to parking lot, streetscape, and side property minimum standards.   
 
As noted above retaining walls are found throughout the property due to the slope of the 
site.  Where retaining walls exceed 30 inches in height from grade the applicant will be 
including rails for safety. 
 
Signs 
Monument Sign 
The applicant shows a total of 2 monument signs on the proposed plan.  The CDDSG 
states “one freestanding, ground-mounted, double faced sign is permitted for each 
freestanding building.”  The CDDSG continues to state “where a freestanding office 
building contains multiple tenants or multiple access of a public right of way, an increase 
in number of ground mounted signs may be permitted through the planned unit 
development plan process.”   The applicant’s request is justified because the property 
has separate 2 driveways 
 
Lighting 
The Lighting Plan proposed for this development provides adequate pole lighting in the 
parking lots and architecturally designed downcast lighting for the building facades.  The 
wall lighting is situated above each entry door on all sides of the building which will 
provide for adequate night illumination.  According to the attached photometric plan, 
because the lights are downcast, there does not appear to be any refuge light that spills 
to the adjacent property. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The proposed development for 168 Centennial Pkwy includes 59,629 square feet of 
office/flex space.  If approved, this development would increase property taxes and 
create space for new jobs and employees in the local economy.  Staff believes the 
overall fiscal impact will be positive. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 
The Planning Commission reviewed this submittal at its March 10, 2016 public hearing.  
Following a discussion regarding the request, the Planning Commission voted to 
forward the request to City Council with a recommendation of approval by a 6 to 1 vote.  
Discussion focused on the amount of landscaping provided and pedestrian access to 
the private drive proposed to the east of the development.  There was one public 
comment concerned with the traffic on the proposed private drive.  A majority of the 
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Commission determined the request complied with the applicable regulations and the 
proposal would be a benefit to Centennial Valley and the City. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends City Council approve Resolution No. 18, Series 2016, approving a 
Final Planned Unit Development to allow for the construction of a 59,629 square foot 
multi-tenant office/flex tech space for Lots 3&4, Block 3, Centennial Valley Business 
Park.  The resolution recommending approval includes the following condition of 
approval: 

1. The applicant shall comply with the March 3, 2016 Public Works memo prior to 
recordation. 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
1. Resolution No. 18, Series 2016 
2. Application documents 
3. Final PUD  
4. March 3, 2016 Public Works memo 
5. March 10, 2016 Planning Commission Minutes 
6. PowerPoint Presentation 
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RESOLUTION NO. 18 

SERIES 2016 
 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 
PLAN TO ALLOW FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A TWO-STORY, 59,629 SF 

MULTI-TENANT OFFICE/FLEX TECH SPACE FOR LOTS 3 & 4, BLOCK 3, 
CENTENNIAL VALLEY BUSINESS PARK 

  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application approving a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) plan to construct a a two 
story, 59,629 SF multi-tenant office/flex tech space for Lots 3&4, Block 3, Centennial 
Valley Business Park; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found 
that, subject to conditions, the application complies with the Louisville zoning and 
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; 
and; 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on March 10, 2016, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated March 10, 2016, the Planning 
Commission recommends the PUD for 168 Centennial Pkwy to City Council, with the 
following conditions:  

 
1. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the 

items listed in the March 3, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Louisville, 
Colorado does hereby approve Resolution No. 18, Series 2016, a resolution approving 
a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) plan to construct a two story, 59,629 SF multi-
tenant office/flex tech space for Lots 3&4, Block 3, Centennial Valley Business Park, 
with the following condition:  
 

1. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the 
items listed in the March 3, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 19th day of April, 2016. 
 
By: ____________________________ 

Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
City of Louisville, Colorado 

Attest: _____________________________ 
Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk 
City of Louisville, Colorado 
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waremalcomb.com 

Leading Design for Commercial Real Estate 

December 3, 2015  
  
CITY OF LOUISVILLE 
Planning & Building Safety Division 
749 Main St.  
Louisville, Colorado 80027 
   
RE: 168 Centennial Valley Pkwy 
  
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
Thank you for receiving this submittal on behalf of Koelbel & Co and Ware Malcomb. The project 
submitted for review is a proposed two story concrete block office building. The site is located near 
the intersection of S. Centennial Pkwy and S. McCaslin Blvd, and part of the Centennial Valley 
Business Park.  
 
The proposed building is 59,629 GSF located on 4.15AC. The intent of the project is to ultimately be a 
multi-tenant facility consisting of primarily office and flex-tech space. The façade of the building 
incorporates multiple materials including a variety of concrete block, painted stucco accents and 
strategically placed metal wall panels, which together provide architectural interest while meeting 
the intent and requirements of the Louisville Commercial Development Design Standards. 
Additionally, large areas of glazing accent both floors and multiple entry features provide maximum 
adaptability for future occupancy.  
 
We have worked hard to propose a comprehensive design proposal which is consistent with the high 
standard of development in the surrounding area. It is our goal to work closely with the city staff to 
resolve any comments that may arise during the review process, and ultimately develop a successful 
addition to the City of Louisville and Centennial Valley.  
  
 Sincerely, 
  
WARE MALCOMB 
 

 
 
Michael Miranda 
Project Manager 
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Planning Commission 

Meeting Minutes 
March 10, 2016 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

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

Commission Members Present: Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman 
Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
Steve Brauneis 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
David Hsu 

Commission Members Absent: All Present  
Staff Members Present:  Aaron DeJong, Director of Economic Development 

Scott Robinson, Planner II 
 
Approval of Agenda: 
Brauneis moved and Tengler seconded a motion to approve the March 10, 2016 agenda. 
Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Approval of Minutes:  
Moline moved and Brauneis seconded to approve the February 11, 2016 minutes. Ann 
O’Connell abstains due to excused absence. Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Public Comments: Items not on the Agenda  
None. 
 
Regular Business: 

 168 Centennial Parkway PUD: Resolution 7, Series 2016.  A final Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 59,629 SF multi-tenant office/flex 
tech space in the Centennial Valley Business Park.   
 Applicant/Representative: Ware Malcomb (Mike Miranda)  
 Owner: Centennial Valley Properties VIII, LLC  
 Staff Member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 
 
Public Notice Certification:  
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Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on February 21, 2016.  Posted in City Hall, Public 
Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building, and mailed to surrounding 
property owners on February 19, 2016. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Robinson presented from Power Point: 

 Located in Centennial Valley on the south side, west of McCaslin, north of Flatirons 
Rehab Facility currently under construction, west of Centennial Pavilions. 

 Property zoned Planned Community Zone District – Commercial (PCZD-C) 
 Governed by Centennial Valley General Department Plan and required to follow CDDSG 
 Site plan calls for 59,269 SF office/flex space 
 66% lot coverage between parking and drive aisle, 34% landscape coverage, exceeds 

the minimum requirement in the CDDSG of 30% 
 Two access points, one off Centennial Parkway and new driveway built to connect out to 

Centennial Pavilions 
 239 parking spaces, exceeds minimal requirement under CDDSG at 4 spaces/1000 SF 
 Lot slopes significantly from Centennial Parkway down towards back. Proposal for one 

story building on front facing Centennial Parkway and work with slope to build two 
stories at the back of lot. There will be retaining walls involved and slopes to the site. 
From Centennial Parkway, it will appear to be a one story building.  

 Design has both vertical and horizontal articulation and significant amount of glazing for 
an office project. It complies with the CDDSG for height, setbacks, and architectural 
features.  Complies with applicable standards for zoning, design guidelines, and GDP.  

Memo and Revised Resolution entered into record:   
Motion made by Tengler to enter memo from City Engineer and revised Resolution 07, Series 
2016 into the record, seconded by Brauneis. Passed by voice vote.  
 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Resolution 07, Series 2016, with the 
following condition: 

1. The applicant must comply with the March 3, 2016, Public Works memo prior to 
recordation. 

 
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Hsu asks about commercial office space in the City. Do you know that the occupancy rate is? Is 
there a demand for more commercial office space? 
DeJong says fourth quarter 2015 for Louisville/Superior area is 6.1% direct vacancy for 
submarket.  
 
Moline says in looking at the site plan, it is difficult to believe that 34% of the site is landscaped. 
It appears like almost the entire site is covered by the building and parking lot.  
 
Brauneis asks at different times, detention ponds have been included and excluded from 
landscaping. What is Staff’s approach? 
Robinson says the way it is calculated, building footprint, parking, and drive aisles count 
towards hardscape. Landscape area of detention ponds and hardscape plazas all count towards 
the 30% landscape area.  
 
Moline asks if that driveway is considered part of this project. Is it within the lot boundary? 
Robinson says the developer is proposing the driveway, but it is not in the parcel in question. It 
is necessary for the access to that driveway. It will need to be built for the development.  
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Applicant Presentation:  
Mike Miranda, Ware Malcomb, 2919 West 39th Avenue, Denver, CO 
Jeff Sheets, Koelbel and Company, 5291 East Yale Avenue, Denver, CO 
This site is located along Centennial Parkway near McCaslin. When looking at the site, we saw 
a good example of mixed-use development. There are restaurants, retail, shopping, single 
family and multi-family residential, and some existing commercial office development. In looking 
at this as a long-term project, the vacancy rate is very low for office. The population continues to 
grow in the metro area and specifically, development continues to move along the 36 corridor. 
We feel Class A office space will be in high demand and we feel this is a great location and will 
bring in new jobs. As a speculative development, we are trying to maximize our flexibility and 
opportunity to attract a multitude of tenants. Specifically, we are targeting professional office, 
tech users, research and development, highly educated workforce, and hopefully attract new 
businesses into Louisville and into this community. The site is incredibly challenging because of 
the slope from Centennial Parkway to the east. Instead of fighting that, we are using it to drive 
our design. Two advantages are it minimizes our impact on the site environmentally. It gives low 
visual impact for the residents directly across Centennial Parkway. They will see what appears 
to be a one story, fairly low density development. Regarding landscaping, it is a bit deceiving. 
We have an ample amount of landscaping adjacent to Centennial Parkway. There is a wide 
buffer that is well landscaped. There is a substantial amount of landscaping around the building 
which provides both aesthetic advantages for tenants as well as pedestrian circulation. The 
detention pond does count toward the landscaping requirements. We have 360 degree access 
around the building for vehicular access, and 360 degree pedestrian access which is a 
challenge on this site because it slopes. We wanted to provide amenities on the site as well as 
in the building such as functional outdoor space to attract tenants. There are dedicated patio 
spaces which will probably be specific to the adjacent tenant. It may be an outdoor meeting 
space. Beyond that, we have paid attention to the main entry points to the building, which are in 
the corners. We created plaza spaces at the corners which count towards the landscape 
percentage. We have tried to landscape the entire site and take advantage of the space 
available. We also designed the building so there is no front or back, so an observer will see all 
design material and features from all points.  
 
Commission Questions of Applicant: 
Tengler asks about the number of tenants likely to occupy? 
Miranda says it will be market driven. Our initial plans have three tenants on the larger upper 
floor and potentially four or five smaller tenants on the lower floor. If a whole building user 
comes along, we will entertain that.  
 
Brauneis asks about any sustainability aspect you have pursued in the project? 
Miranda says we are limited in some things we can do. All the glass is Low E glazing and 
energy efficient. There will be white single ply TPO roof which is reflective. The mechanical 
system in this building will be VAV or variable air volume system. It will provide maximum 
flexibility and control for all tenants as well as for the entire building. The site design itself is 
sustainable.  
 
O’Connell says if you are on Centennial Parkway looking east, would you be able to see the 
condos behind this building? What is the impact on the condos view shed? Did you notify the 
tenants of the condos?   
Miranda says the site falls down quite significantly, 22 feet lower than the roadway. From a 
building elevation perspective, the height of this building to the ground is about 20 feet. We 
notified the condo residents.  
O’Connell asks if the intention of the detention pond is to help with drainage. Will there be any 
impact on adjacent buildings regarding drainage? 

401



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
March 10, 2016 

Page 4 of 6 
 

 

Miranda says since the site falls to the east naturally, we didn’t fight the site but placed the 
detention in the natural location. All drainage should be contained and not affect the adjacent 
businesses. 
 
Hsu asks how would pedestrian traffic enter and exit the building.  
Miranda says the idea is to provide 360 degree architecture because we anticipate multiple 
tenant entries around the face of the building. The corners are where we anticipate tenant 
entries but also in the center of this building. In order to provide ADA accessible travel to any 
entry, we provide multiple areas of ADA parking. Regardless of where you access the building, 
you will be able to park. The sidewalk goes all around the facility and runs adjacent to the plaza 
areas.  
Hsu says if you want to go out to lunch and hit McCaslin, where would you walk? It looks like 
you are hemmed in by the landscaping. Do you walk across the parking lot? 
Miranda says there is pedestrian access that would take you to the sidewalk running along 
Centennial Parkway. I believe there will be a sidewalk connecting along the new proposed 
driveway. It will be around the perimeter of the site.  
 
Tengler asks if the applicant is comfortable with the conditions in the memo from the City 
Engineer.  
Miranda says yes.  
 
Public Comment: 
Larry Bovan, 1108 Hillside Lane, Louisville, CO 
I have a few points to make. Several weeks ago, we had a McCaslin Small Area Plan meeting 
here in City Chambers. There were a number of suggestions from that meeting that I am 
bringing forward to this discussion about the planned development. Regarding the egress along 
Centennial Parkway, the existing tenants residing on the parkway have a single egress from 
their buildings. I am proposing a single egress from the west side of the property as proposed, 
but no egress from the east of the property to reduce and minimize congestion with the 
residential interface. On the east side, it would line up directly with Hillside Lane and there is 
residential traffic exiting onto Centennial Parkway. I believe it would cause undue traffic 
congestion and potential accidents at that intersection. Regarding a bike/pedestrian corridor 
where the east access is proposed, that would also meet some of the primary conditions of the 
Comp Plan for greater pedestrian and bike access to Davidson Mesa. Instead of a roadway 
there, if there was a pedestrian/bike pathway through it, it would provide greater access for the 
tenants to go to places to eat and shop at lunchtime as well. That would be consistent with the 
Comp Plan. I would like to see a greater green space around this building. It seems to me that it 
has been minimized in this proposal. I would propose a 50 feet frontage rather than the 20 foot 
that is currently proposed, 20 feet from the existing roadway and sidewalk. That would be 
consistent with buildings west of the property. It would only reduce the parking by 40 spaces 
which I understand is over the minimum parking required. That would be more consistent with 
the current east-west use of Centennial Parkway and it would create a greater greenspace 
between the building and the residential interface across the street.  
 
Brauneis asks about pedestrian accessibility and relative lack thereof. Were you able to assess 
in the bigger picture as to what is happening out there, and where people might want to go from 
a pedestrian or bicycle perspective. 
Robinson says from Staff’s perspective, the primary pedestrian or bike movement would be 
towards McCaslin, so the new driveway exit into the Centennial Pavilions would be the primary 
movement.  
Brauneis says that bicycles would be on the street.  
Robinson says there will be a sidewalk along the new driveway. If you want to place a condition 
that there a sidewalk be placed there, Staff would support that.  
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Hsu says what about the pedestrian in the northeast corner of the building. How does he get 
out? 
Pritchard says he would walk across the parking lot, get in his car, and drive out. You could 
walk out and go along Centennial Parkway. There is also a road going toward McCaslin. I heard 
the applicant say there would be construction to tie it to the Walgreens development.  
Robinson says it is a private drive, not a public street. It is the drive north of Lamar’s Donuts. 
The development of the private drive will coincide with the construction of the building. 
Brauneis says building a small sidewalk for pedestrians, especially in the winter and snowy 
conditions, would be good.   
 
Jeff Sheets, Koelbel and Company, 5291 East Yale Avenue, Denver, CO 
We are proposing to put that access drive in as an amenity for both lots located to the north who 
are trying to get the lots ready for development. The drive will connect to McCaslin. Relative to 
the sidewalks that cut across parking areas, if you look at an office building at the south end of 
the park, CB 363, you will see them. They are sidewalks that go nowhere. What has happened 
over time is they have eroded and we have had to pave over the top of them. Planning 
Commissions asked that we put in pavers to denote where the areas were. You essentially get 
out of your car and you walk to your entrance; you don’t get out of your car and walk to a 
sidewalk to walk to another area. This is a business park. We hope they will walk from their 
business and go down to retail, using the private drive. It is not a public thoroughfare or 
dedicated street. It will not carry a volume of traffic. We have talked with the adjacent retail 
developer where there is a triangle of land used as an outdoor space. We have talked about 
helping to amenitize that area. I would be happy to look at trying to get some kind of path down 
into the retail area. As far as putting sidewalks along the private drive, I don’t think it’s prudent.  
Brauneis says I am asking about physically being able to walk without having to go on the drive 
aisle through the landscape. If you exit the southeast corner of the building, to get to the private 
drive, is there any way to do that without walking through the drive aisle?   
Sheets says you would walk across the parking lot and then on the drive aisle to the private 
drive. Since we do not own the triangle parcel, I cannot put a path through there. The developer 
said they are not using it so we can look at trying to connect those two.  
 
O’Connell asks if there is over parking on this project, 4 per 1000 SF, which is the requirement.  
Robinson says they are required to provide 231 spaces, and they are providing 239 spaces.  
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Resolution 07, Series 2016, a final 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 59,629 SF multi-tenant 
office/flex tech space in the Centennial Valley Business Park, with one condition.  

1. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the items 
listed in the March 3, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to recordation. 

 
Sheets says we appreciate you studying this project. I endorse the idea of the pedestrian link. 
From a practical perspective, we have done sidewalks across parking areas before. At Lowe’s, 
there is a gazebo feature where you can ride your bike and have a picnic lunch. Some areas are 
not practical. Putting sidewalks across parking areas is not practical. I fully endorse trying to 
hook up the pedestrian connections with the retail because it is good for them, and it is good for 
us. Regarding outdoor plaza areas, we are studying the ways we can put internet out there. We 
are trying to create outdoor work places. Looking at the landscape plan, some are hardscape 
areas and some are intended to be tables and picnic tables where you can work.  
 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Hsu says I am struggling with this pedestrian access issue. Looking at the map, I see there is a 
private drive. I am not comfortable the way you exit if you are a pedestrian. If everyone assumes 
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you will use the private driveway, I don’t see why we can’t facilitate that for the tenants. I like the 
other parts of the plan, but I am worried about the pedestrian access.  
Rice says most of the activity we have seen in the last couple of years has been in the CTC.  To 
see the Centennial Valley start to develop is terrific; to put the vacant land to work. I support this 
wholeheartedly.  
O’Connell says I am in support because I see no reason to reject it. I am not a big fan of having 
eight extra parking spots, which is totally opposite from the last proposal. I look at this and think 
there is too much parking and it looks like a lot of asphalt. Considering the residents nearby, I’d 
like to see this more as a transition zone.  
Tengler says I am in favor. 
Brauneis says I would love to see some pedestrian access. I am in favor.  
Moline says I am in favor. I share some of the concerns about hard surface. I think what the 
applicant has done with the building and working with the site is a nice way of minimizing the 
amount of grading. I appreciate it because it lowers the height from Centennial and the visual 
impact. Our community thinks of itself as fairly walkable and if you look at this site, I trust you 
can come up with some ways to make this a more walkable property.  
Pritchard says I am in support. This is a hard property to develop because it has been 
proposed for many things, from a mall to what we currently have now. Living in that area, we 
talk a good game about walkability but then don’t walk out there. This is private property and an 
office park. I am encouraged that the applicant is talking about bringing in the driveway to line 
up with Hillside. That road will probably have more connectivity than we have anywhere else in 
Centennial Valley in getting people out on McCaslin without a car. The lot is very difficult 
because of the slope and splitting the stories is an ideal use of the property, and is not as 
intrusive on the hillside. We need flex buildings because it appears to be most viable in terms of 
marketing. This is an underperforming property we need to see move forward.  
 
Motion made by Brauneis to approve 168 Centennial Parkway PUD: Resolution 7, Series 
2016.  A final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 59,629 SF 
multi-tenant office/flex tech space in the Centennial Valley Business Park, with the following 
condition: 

1. The applicant must comply with the March 3, 2016, Public Works memo prior to 
recordation. 

Seconded by Tengler.  Roll call vote.  
 
 

Name  Vote 
  
Chris Pritchard Yes 
Cary Tengler Yes 
Ann O’Connell Yes 
Jeff Moline   Yes 
Steve Brauneis Yes 
Tom Rice  Yes 
David Hsu No 
Motion passed/failed:  Pass 

 
Motion passes 6-1. 
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City Council – Public Hearing

168 Centennial Pkwy PUD
Resolution No. 18, Series 2016 –

A request to approve a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to 
allow for the construction of a two story, 59,629 SF multi-tenant 
office/flex tech space for Lots 3&4, Block 3, Centennial Valley 
Business Park.

168 Centennial Pkwy

•Located in 
Centennial Valley

•Property zoned 
Planned Community 
Zone District –
Commercial (PCZD-
C)

•Required to follow 
CDDSG

Century Dr

M
cC

as
lin

B
lv

d
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168 Centennial Pkwy

•59,269 SF 
office/flex space

•66% lot coverage, 
34% landscaping

•Two access 
points

•239 parking 
spaces

168 Centennial Pkwy

•1 story on the front

•2 stories on the back
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Staff recommends approval of Resolution 18, Series 2016, 
with the following conditions:

1. The applicant must comply with the March 3, 2016, 
Public Works memo prior to recordation.

168 Centennial Pkwy
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8C 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/DIRECTION:  2016 BALLOT QUESTION FOR 
EXTENSION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION TAX 

 
DATE:  APRIL 5, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: ROBERT MUCKLE, MAYOR 
   MALCOLM FLEMING, CITY MANAGER 
   HEATHER BALSER, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
 
SUMMARY:  
The Historic Preservation Tax, approved by voters in 2008 established a one-eighth of 
one percent (0.125%) sales tax, collected for a ten year period commencing January 1, 
2009. Revenue from this tax is dedicated for historic preservation purposes within 
Historic Old Town & Downtown Louisville. More specifically, the revenue allows the City 
to: (a) provide financial incentives to preserve historic resources, including funding of 
programs to identify and attempt to preserve buildings which qualify for listing on the 
Louisville Register of Historic Places; (b) provide financial incentives to preserve 
buildings that contribute to the historic character of Old Town & Downtown Louisville but 
do not qualify for listing on Louisville Register of Historic Places; and (c) provide 
financial incentives for new commercial buildings and developments within Historic Old 
Town & Downtown Louisville to limit mass, scale, and number of stories; to preserve 
setbacks; to preserve pedestrian walkways between buildings; and to utilize materials 
typical of historic buildings, above mandatory requirements.   
 
The City has collected and credited to the Historic Preservation Fund a total of 
$4,151,889 from this tax. Of that amount, there currently remains $905,271 not 
designated to a specific project. Projects funded with the tax include DiFrancia Saloon 
(740 Front Street), Pearson Store (927 Main Street), Louisville Grain Elevator (540 
County Road), Rex Theatre (817 Main Street), Steinbaugh House (945 Front Street) 
and many residential properties.  The City has designated 32 structures, including 21 
residential landmarks and six City-owned landmarks. The Fund has also financed 14 
historic structures assessments, the Jefferson Place Survey, Old Town Reconnaissance 
Survey, an in-depth historic structure assessment on the Austin-Niehoff House, and the 
Preservation Master Plan.   
 
The current tax will expire in January of 2019, which would require a tax question on the 
ballot in November of 2018 at the latest should an extension be desired by the 
community.  There has been discussion of possibly seeking an extension of the tax in 
2016 prior to its expiration for continuation in 2019 and beyond, either another 10 years 
or a different time frame.  There has also been discussion of seeking the extension 
along with additional language that would allow for the sales tax to be used for Museum 
operations, which the current ballot language does not allow, and set a certain cap.   
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT:  DISCUSSION/DIRECTION ON 2016 BALLOT QUESTION FOR 
EXTENSION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION TAX 

DATE:  APRIL 5, 2016 PAGE 2 OF 3 
 

There are a number of pros and cons to proceeding in 2016 with a ballot question to 
extend the current one-eighth of one percent sales tax for historic preservation 
purposes.  They are summarized as follows: 
 
PROS: 

 Voter turnout is always better in an even year and even more so in a presidential 
election year.  For example, in Louisville in 2013, 50% of registered votes 
participated in the election, while in 2014, 68% of registered voters participated 
in the election. 

 This is an extension of a tax, such that the ballot question reads, “without raising 
taxes…” which is much more likely to pass than a new tax.   

 An election in 2016 gives voters another opportunity to pursue approval of a 
ballot question, should the vote fail prior to expiration.     

 
CONS: 

 Little time for an education campaign on the benefits of the current preservation 
tax, its purpose and needs for the extended tax beyond 2018.  That work has not 
yet begun.   

 The Historical Commission has not finalized the Master Plan (a portion of which 
will consist of a Business Plan) for the Museum, including further design and 
operating costs for new and expanded facilities. This would make it difficult in 
some respects to discuss the future needs of the Museum should the tax 
extension question include some allocation for Museum operations. 

 There will likely be a question on the 2016 ballot concerning funding for an 
expanded Recreation/Senior Center, which might compete with the question to 
extend the Historic Preservation Tax.  

 Still 2 years away from expiration, may be too long to express the importance 
and/or urgency of a tax extension.  

 
No work has begun on the part of staff to generate ballot language for an extension of 
the Historic Preservation Tax.  Should City Council want to proceed with a ballot 
question, 1st reading would need to occur at the latest by July 19, 2016 (see attached 
TABOR Election Calendar).  Staff is seeking direction on whether to proceed with 
further investigation of a 2016 ballot question for an extension of the Historic 
Preservation Tax.     
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  
An extension of the Historic Preservation Tax would not raise taxes for Louisville 
residents, but would extend the current tax for an additional amount of time. Should the 
tax not be extended in 2016 or prior to expiration of the current tax, this would impact 
funding for historic preservations programs in the City.      
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT:  DISCUSSION/DIRECTION ON 2016 BALLOT QUESTION FOR 
EXTENSION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION TAX 

DATE:  APRIL 5, 2016 PAGE 3 OF 3 
 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Discussion/Direction 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1) Fund Origination Documents 
2) TABOR Election Calendar  
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RESOLUTION N0.35

SI±:RIES 2008

A RESOLUTION REFERRING TO A VOTE OF THE REGISTERED
ELECTORS OF THE CITY OF LiDUISVILLE AT THE NOVEMBER 4, 2008,
SPECIAL MUNICIPAL ELECT:[ON A TABOR BALLOT ISSUE TO
AUTHORIZE THE IMPOSITION OF AONE-EIGHTH OF ONE PERCENT

0.125%) SALES TAX TO PROVIDE REVENUES FOR HISTORIC

PRESERVATION PURPOSES

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville (the "City"), is a Colorado home rule

municipal corporation duly organized and existing under laws of the State of Colorado
and the City Charter (the "City Charter"'); and

WHEREAS, Article XX of the Colorado Constitution grants plenary power to

home rule cities to levy and collect taxes within the City limits; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to voter authorization, the City has previously adopted a

permanent sales tax of three percent (3%) and, for aten-year period commencing January 1,
2004, an additional three-eighths of one percent (0.375%) sales tax, with revenues from
such temporary tax being collected, rel:ained and spent exclusively for designated open

space, parks and other purposes; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds and determines that the City and its residents
value the historic charm and character of Historic Old Town Louisville which is unique to

Louisville; and

WHEREAS, City Council finds that establishment of aone-eighth of one percent
0.125%) sales tax, collected for aten-year period commencing January 1, 2009 and

dedicated for historic preservation purposes within Historic Old Town Louisville, will allow
the City to: (a) provide financial incentives to preserve historic resources, including
funding of programs to identify and attempt to preserve buildings which qualify for

listing on the Louisville Register of Historic Places; (b) provide financial incentives to

preserve buildings that contribute to the historic character of Old Town Louisville but do
not qualify for listing on Louisville Register of Historic Places, with such buildings to be

treated the same as historic buildings Y>ut with lower priority; and (c) provide financial
incentives for new buildings and developments within Historic Old Town Louisville to

limit mass, scale, and number of stories; to preserve setbacks; to preserve pedestrian
walkways between buildings; and to utilize materials typical of historic buildings, above

mandatory requirements; and

WHEREAS, Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution, also referred to

as the Taxpayer's Bill of Rights ("TABOR") requires voter approval for any new tax, any
tax policy change directly causing a net revenue gain, and the spending of certain funds
above limits established by TABOR; and
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WHEREAS, pursuant to and as required by the Constitution and laws of the State

of Colorado, it is necessary to have voter approval of a TABOR ballot issue concerning the

imposition of the sales tax provided for herein, and it is also necessary to have voter

approval to allow funds collected through such sales tax to be reserved for and carried over

to subsequent years; and

WHEREAS, TABOR requires that the City submit ballot issues, as defined in

TABOR, to the City's registered electors on specified election days; and

WHEREAS, the City will hold a special municipal election on November 4,
2008, to be conducted as part of the coordinated general election, and such date is one of

the election dates at which TABOR ballot issues may be submitted to the registered
electors of the City; and

WHEREAS, City Council finds it is in the best interest of the City and its citizens

to submit to the registered electors of 'the City the question of imposing, for aten-year
period commencing January 1, 2009, aone-eighth of one percent (0.125%) sales tax for

historic preservation purposes, as further stated in this resolution.

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

THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:

Section 1. The following ballot issue, certified in substantially the form set

forth below, is hereby referred to the registered electors of the City and shall appear on

the ballot of the City of Louisville special municipal election to be held on November 4,
2008:

SHALL CITY OF LOUISVILLE TAXES BE INCREASED $340,000 IN

2009 (FIRST FULL FISCAL YEAR INCREASE) AND ANNUALLY

THEREAFTER IN SUCH Al`/IOUNTS AS ARE RECEIVED EACH

YEAR FROM THE LEVY OF AN ADDITIONAL SALES TAX OF

ONE-EIGHTH OF ONE PERCENT (0.125%); WITH SUCH TAX TO

COMMENCE ON JANUARY 1, 2009 AND EXPIRE DECEMBER 31,

2018, WITH THE NET P:E~OCEEDS OF SUCH ONE-EIGHTH

PERCENT SALES TAX TO BE COLLECTED, RETAINED AND

SPENT EXCLUSIVELY FOR THE FOLLOWING PURPOSES WITHIN

HISTORIC OLD TOWN LOUISVILLE, WHICH AREA INCLUDES

THE " HISTORIC OLD TOWN OVERLAY DISTRICT" AND

DOWNTOWN LOUISVILLE" AS DEFINED BY THE CITY ZONING

MAP AND ORDINANCES, II~~r ORDER TO PRESERVE THE UNIQUE
CHARM AND CHARACTER OF HISTORIC OLD TOWN

LOUISVILLE THAT IS A VITAL PART OF OUR IDENTITY AS A

COMMUNITY:

1. PROVIDE INCF',NTIVES TO PRESERVE HISTORIC

RESOURCES, INCLUDING FUNDING OF PROGRAMS TO
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FUNDING OF A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHII' FOR

PRESERVATION OF BUILDINGS OF HISTORIC

SIGNIFICANCE; AND

FUNDING OF OTHER PROGRAMS TO PRESERVE HISTORIC

BUILDINGS AND BUILDINGS WHICH CONTRIBUTE TO THE

CHARACTER OF HISTORIC OLD TOWN LOUISVILLE;

WITH ELIGIBILITY FOR HISTORIC LANDMARKING TO BE

DETERMINED BY THE LOUISVILLE HISTORIC PRESERVATION

COMMISSION AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL PURSUANT

TO CITY ORDINACES, AND ALL INCENTIVE FUNDING DECISIONS

TO BE APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL;

AND SHALL THE CITY BE PERlv1ITTED TO COLLECT, RETAIN AND

EXPEND ALL REVENUES DER[VED FROM SUCH TAX FOR SUCH

PURPOSES AND FOR CITY STAFF TIME TO ADMINSTER THE

PROGRAMS FUNDED BY SUCH TAX, AS A VOTER-APPROVED

REVENUE CHANGE AND AN EXCEPTION TO LIMITS WHICH

WOULD OTHERWISE APPLY UNDER ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF

THE COLORADO CONSTITU"LION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

YES

NO

Section 2. The City Council may submit additional ballot issues or other

referred measures to appear on the ballot of the November 4, 2008 regular municipal
election by the adoption of an appropriate resolution or ordinance as required by law.

Section 3. The officers and employees of the City are hereby authorized and

directed to take all necessary and appropriate action to effectuate the provisions of this

resolution in accordance with Colorado law.

Section 4. Pursuant to C.R.S. Section 31-10-102.7, the City will utilize the

requirements and procedures of the Uniform Election Code of 1992, articles 1 to 13 of

title 1, C.R.S., as amended, in lieu of the Colorado Municipal Election Code of 1965,
article 10 of title 31, C.R.S., as amended, with respect to the regular municipal election to

be held on November 4, 2008, and such election shall be conducted as part of a

coordinated election.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this, ~ day of f ~-#, 2008.

r

uaae~~~~~~~'r?
a ~ ~~

M C

g ~^~,,

4

9
4 w ,.

a a ~,

r. b

Sisk, Mayor
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RESOLUTION NO. 20

SERIES 2009

A RESOLUTION ENACTING PROVISIONS RELATED TO ADMINSTRATION
AND USES OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND, AND ESTABLISHING
REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES APPLICABLE TO THE FUNDING OF
INCENTIVES FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION PURPOSES

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

WHEREAS, at the November 4, 2008 election, the voters approved a ballot issue
to levy an additional one-eighth of one percent (1/8%) sales tax, collected for aten-year
period commencing January 1, 2009, with the net proceeds of such one-eighth percent sales
tax to be collected, retained and spent exclusively for historic preservation purposes within
historic Old Town Louisville; and

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 1544, Series 2008, the City established the
historic preservation fund as a special revenue fund to account for revenues derived from
the historic preservation tax; and

WHEREAS, City Council by this resolution desires to enact additional

provisions related to administration and uses of the historic preservation fund; and

WHEREAS, City Council by this resolution further desires to establish

requirements and procedures applicable to the funding of incentives for historic
preservation purposes; and

WHEREAS, the City of Louisville Historic Preservation Commission has
reviewed at public meetings the provisions hereof regarding the historic preservation
fund and funding of historic preservation incentives, and has recommended adoption of
such provisions;

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

In order to facilitate the purposes of 2008 Louisville Ballot Issue 2A and Ordinance
No. 1544, Series 2008, the following provisions shall be enacted:

Section 1. Historic Preservation Fund: There exists a "Historic Preservation
Fund" ("HPF") in the City of Louisville, as established by Ordinance 1544, Series 2008.

a. The HPF shall be funded by:
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Proceeds from the 1/8% sales tax established by 2008 Louisville Ballot
Issue 2A and Ordinance 1544, Series 2008;

ii. Private and public donations, bequests, grants and funding from other
sources made to the City for historic preservation purposes;

iii. Interfund loans from the City of Louisville; if approved by ordinance;
and

iv. Earnings on such amounts as maybe deposited in the HPF.

b. The City of Louisville Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) shall make
recommendations regarding expenditures from the HPF, but final action shall
be taken by City Council by resolution. The HPF should be managed to

achieve maximum preservation of historic structures and the character of
historic Old Town Louisville.

c. The HPC shall submit an annual statement of goals and recommendations to

City Council, and may supplement, modify or update this document

throughout the year as necessary.

d. As further detailed in Sections 2-5 below, the HPF shall consist of the

following four categories of funds:

i. Administrative;

ii. Incentives for Historic Preservation, to Preserve Character, and for
New Construction;

iii. Acquisitions; and

iv. Contingency/Emergency Reserve.

e. As used in this resolution, "resources" shall include, but not be limited to,
primary structures, accessory structures, outbuildings, fences, existing or

historic landscaping, archaeological sites, and architectural elements of

structures.

Section 2. Administrative Funds: Administrative Funds shall be used for

purposes consistent with the establishment of the HPF, and shall include, but not be
limited to:

a. Historical building surveys, other site surveys or reconnaissance-level or

intensive-level historic and architectural surveys;

2
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b. Staff to support HPC and City activities in administering programs funded by
the tax, including, but not limited to, interns, preservation planners, staff to
conduct research for the HPC's demolition review functions and to assist
vendors in conducting historic preservation surveys, and other support staff;

c. Plaques or other designations to honor structures that are landmarked or add to

the character of historic Old Town Louisville;

d. Public outreach and education efforts; and

e. Funding ofpublic-private partnerships for preservation of buildings of historic

significance.

Section 3. Funds for Incentives for Historic Preservation, to Preserve
Character, and for New Construction:

a. All incentives shall be applied for and given on a voluntary basis. Property
owners are encouraged to participate in these programs to preserve their
historic resources and the character of Louisville.

b. Funding for incentives for historic preservation or to preserve the character of
historic Old Town Louisville shall be used for purposes consistent with the
establishment of the HPF, and shall include, but not be limited to:

Grants to fund the restoration or rehabilitation of existing resources.

Grants may be given in installments upon the satisfactory completion
of portions of the project, or given in total upon the satisfactory
completion of the project. Conditions for the satisfactory completion
of the project shall be given when the grant is awarded. Grants maybe
revoked if the conditions are not met. Grants given prior to the

beginning of a project may be given only in suitable situations, as

recommended by the HPC and approved by City Council;

ii. Low-interest loans to fund the restoration or rehabilitation of existing
resources. The loans shall be administered by the City or a designee
appointed by City Council, with loan payments returning to the HPF.
Loans shall be evidenced by a loan agreement, guaranteed by the
borrower (with individual guarantees as the City may in its discretion

require), and secured by a lien on the property. The loan may provide
for default and acceleration of the loan if the completed work is not as

contemplated by the conditions of the loan. Further, if the work is not

completed in compliance with the conditions of the loan, the loan

amount shall be returned : forthwith, with interest. Any costs in

collecting the loan upon default shall be charged to the HPF;

3
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iii. Reimbursements of City taxes or fees, to be given after the completion
of work as outlined by the conditions of the incentives.
Reimbursements might be for the sales taxes paid on materials
purchased for the project, a portion of property taxes for a given time,
inspection fees related to the project, or other taxes or fees.

c. While preservation is the primary purpose of this resolution, new structures

may also qualify for the incentives outlined in section 3.b to preserve the
character of historic Old Town Louisville. The purpose of these incentives is
to limit mass, scale, and number of stories, to preserve setbacks, to preserve
pedestrian walkways between buildings, and to utilize materials typical of
historic buildings, above mandatory requirements. Review by the HPC of
these projects for eligibility for incentives is not a substitute for City planning
processes, but applications for incentives for new construction should be
submitted to the HPC at the earliest possible point in the planning process. As

part of its review, the HPC may make recommendations for variances from
City codes that would provide incentives for preserving the character of
historic Old Town Louisville, irrespective of whether its recommendations
include HPF funding.

d. Except as noted below, to be considered for incentives funding, the owner

must complete an application and submit it to the HPC, together with
sufficient building plans, if appropriate. Applications may be submitted at

any time. Applications shall initially be reviewed by HPC staff, followed by a

recommendation to the HPC. The HPC shall make a recommendation to City
Council for final action. Any recommendation by the HPC may be to grant
some, all or none of the requested incentives. If the HPC recommendation is
to grant the requested incentives in whole or part, it shall also forward
recommendations regarding the terms of an agreement which must be met for

receipt of the incentives. Priority shall be given to requests for loans, then

rebates, then grants. All recommendations are subject to approval, rejection
and/or modification by City Council, and City Council may return

recommendations for further information or review. All incentives are subject
to budgetary requirements and considerations, including review of amounts

currently and foreseeably available in the HPF and appropriation in the
discretion of City Council. Additions to existing structures may qualify for
incentives if so recommended by the HPC and approved by City Council.

e. In all cases, receipt of incentives funding shall be conditioned on an

agreement between the property owner and the City of Louisville that if

eligible, the structure shall be landmarked pursuant to Louisville Municipal
Code Chapter 15.36 and if not eligible, the owner shall grant the City a

conservation easement to preserve the outside appearance of the structure or

other historical attributes of the structure or site. If the property is subject to a

mortgage, the City may condition incentive funding on provision of lender
consent to the creation of the conservation easement. If the structure is

4
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landmarked, then future alterations to the structure shall be determined in
compliance with Louisville Municipal Code Chapter 15.36. The divestment
by the City of any conservation easement granted to it shall require an

affirmative vote of at least two-thirds (2/3) of the entire City Council. No
divestiture may be approved prior to 15 years after the granting of the
easement.

f. In the first year of the existence of the HPF, 50% of the incentives funds shall
be set aside for residential projects. Any allocations thereafter shall be as

determined by City Council. The HPC may provide recommendations on

allocations of incentive funds on an annual basis.

Section 4. Acquisitions Funds: Use of Acquisition funds of the HPF shall
include, but not be limited to:

a. The purchase of historic properties or properties which contribute to the
character of historic Old Town Louisville. These properties, if eligible, shall
be landmarked pursuant to Louisville Municipal Code Chapter 15.36 and if
not eligible, shall have a conservation easement placed upon them to preserve
the outside appearance of the structure or other historical attributes of the
structure or site. Prior to the purchase of any property, a financial risk

analysis shall be conducted, although City Council may base its approval on

considerations other than financial. The City may perform any restoration or

rehabilitation work necessary on properties the City acquires, subject to

availability of funds therefor, and may then sell the properties unless retained
for a municipal purpose. A conservation easement for historic preservation
purposes may be placed on the property prior to or in connection with any
sale. Any loss and any costs resulting from the acquisition, rehabilitation and
sale of the property shall be charged to the HPF, while any profits shall be

deposited to the HPF; and

b. The purchase of conservation easements to protect the appearance of

structures that contribute to the character of historic Old Town Louisville.
Easements funded by the City may be held solely by the City or jointly with
another governmental entity or a third-party non-profit preservation
organization.

Section 5. Contingency/Emergency Reserve Funds: In the first year of the
existence of the HPF, 20% of the funds of the HPF shall be placed in a

Contingency/Emergency Reserve. On an annual basis, the HPC and City Council shall
reevaluate how much should be allocated to this Reserve. These funds shall be accessed

only for incentives or acquisitions that become necessary due to exigent circumstances,
upon the recommendation of the HPC and approval of City Council. " Exigent
circumstances" for purposes of this section shall mean that the HPC has determined, with
concurrence of City Council, that without urgent action, significant damage will be done
to the historic fabric or character of Louisville.

5
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Section 6. Nothing in this resolution is intended or shall be construed to require
any appropriation of City funds. 

t
lv

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ~ day of _~~ V/~e , 2009.

s~~~ ~

O
C®Ra

ancy Varr ,City Clerk

rles L. sk, Mayor

6
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RESOLUTION NO. 20, SERIES 2010

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES FOR THE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND TO ENCOURAGE LANDMARK

DESIGNATIONS OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES IN THE CITY OF
LOUISVILLE

WHEREAS, historic properties in the City of Louisville ( the "City")
are a major contributor to the character and quality of life of our City; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council, pursuant to the City Charter,
established a Historic Preservation Commission to assist it in the
pmservation and landmarking of these properties; and,

WHEREAS, when properties are locally landmarked they are
preserved for future posterity and enjoyment and continue to contribute to
the unique character of our City; and

WHEREAS, at the November 4, 2008 election, the voters approved
a ballot issue to levy one-eighth of one percent ( 1/ 8%) sales tax for
purposes of historic preservation purposes within Historic Old Town
Louisville; and,

WHEREAS, City Council by Ordinance No. 1544, Series 2008,
imposed the tax approved by the voters and established the Historic
Preservation Fund; and

WHEREAS, the City Council by Resolution No. 20, Series 2009,
created provisions related to the administration and uses of the Historic
Preservation Fund; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 20, Series 2009, authorizes the
creation of grants pro9rams to assist property owners in the rehabilitation
and restoration of historic properties;

NOW, THEREF'ORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO:

In order to facilitate the implementation of Resolution 20, Series
2009, the following provisions shall be enacted:

Section 1. Incentive program to encourage owners of historic homes
to seek landmark designations:
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a. An incentive of $1 , 000 shall be awarded to property owners whose
properties are declared landmarks pursuant to Chapter 15.36 of the
Louisville Municipal Code, with the attendant protections for
landmarks pursuant to that chapter.

b. While property owners are encouraged to enhance and preserve
the historic character of their property, incentives made under this
section have no attached conditions and shall be approved by the
City Council in conjunction with its approval of a landmark
designation.

Section 2. Grant program for preserving, restoring, rehabilitating,
or protecting landmarked property:

a. Grant categories. Grants of up to $ 5, 000 will be made available to
owners of properties that have been declared landmarks pursuant
to Chapter 15.:36 of the Louisville Municipal Code, if applied for
within one year of the landmark designation. These grants are
available for thle following purposes:

i. Preservation and restoration. These projects include
measures directed towards sustaining the existing form,
integrity, and materials of a historic property, including
preliminary measures to protect and stabilize the property.

ii. Rehabilitation. These projects include measures directed
toward adapting a property to make efficient contemporary
use of it while sensitively preserving the features of the

property, which are significant to its historical, architectural,
and cultural values. Sensitive upgrading of mechanical,
electrical, and plumbing systems and other code-required
work to make the property functional is appropriate within a

preservation project. This category also includes the
restoration of a property to a specific, significant point in its
history.

Routine maintenance is an allowable expense as a project.
Routine maintenance includes painting, refinishing and
exterior Gleaning.

iii. Pre-development. These projects include assessments of
past and present historical features of a property for the

purpose of properly and adequately documenting these
characteristics. This includes assessing the physical
condition of any existing historic features. Grants for this

428



purpose will be available to individuals desiring to do
restoration and renovation projects.

Only proposals for projects to be completed on landmarked
portions of a property will be considered.

Properties will still need to apply for and receive an Alteration
Certificate from the Historic Preservation Commission prior to
beginning work on the property.

b. The Historical Preservation Commission ( HPC) will review all grant
applications and make recommendations to the City Council for
approval or disapproval. The City Council may approve, deny or
return a proposal to the HPC for further information.

c. Grants may be ,given in installments upon the satisfactory
completion of portions of the project, or given in total upon the
satisfactory completion of the project. Conditions for the satisfactory
completion of the project shall be given when the grant is awarded.
Grants may be revoked if the conditions are not met. Grants given
prior to the beginning of a project may be given only in suitable
situations, as recommended by the HPC and approved by City
Council.

d. Grants awarded pursuant to this Resolution do not preclude the
award of other incentives from the Historic Preservation Fund.

e. In addition to thE~ procedures outlined herein, the administration of
grants shall be in compliance with all applicable procedures in
Resolution No. 20, Series 2009.

PASSED ANDADOPTED this 2.0J!. day of ~, 2010.

iS~
9J:;",e. l~",.,':,

AL -~-\' Charles L. Sisk, MayorATTES-!: ,I;
t
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RESOLUTION NO. 2

SERIES 2012

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES FROM THE
HISTORIC PRESRVATION FUND TO ENCOURAGE HISTORIC LANDMARK

DESIGNATIONS AND NEW BUILDINGS OF CHARACTER FOR

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES IN THE CITY OF

LOUISVILLE AND TO FACILITATE THE ASSESSMENT OF PROTECTED

STRUCTURES

WHEREAS, historic properties and buildings of character in the City of
Louisville (the "City") are major contributors to the City's economic prosperity and
quality of life; and,

WHEREAS, the Louisville City Council, pursuant to the City Charter,
established a Historic Preservation Commission to assist it in the preservation

and landmarking of these properties; and,

WHEREAS, when properties are locally landmarked they are preserved
for future posterity and enjoyment and continue contribution to the unique
character of the City; and

WHEREAS, at the November 4, 2008 election, the voters approved a

ballot issue to levy one-eighth of one percent ( 1/ 8%) sales tax for purposes of

historic preservation purposes within Historic Old Town Louisville; and,

WHEREAS, City council by Ordinance No. 1544, Series 2008, imposed
the tax approved by the voters and established the Historic Preservation Fund;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council by Resolution No. 20, Series 2009, created
provisions related to the administration and uses of the Historic Preservation
Fund; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 20, Series 2009, authorized the creation of a

grant program to assist property owners in the rehabilitation and restoration of
historic properties and new buildings of character;

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 20, Series 2010, authorized the creation of

incentives to assist property owners in the rehabilitation and restoration of
historic properties;

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

Resolution No. 2, Series 2012
Page 1 of 6
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In order to further facilitate and enhance the implementation of Resolution

20, Series 2009, and Resolution No. 20, Series 2010 the following provisions
shall be enacted:

Section 1.  Incentive program to encourage owners of historic structures and

buildings of character to seek designations as landmarks or structures of merit:

a.  An incentive of$ 10, 000 shall be awarded to commercial property
owners whose properties are declared landmarks pursuant to Chapter
15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code, with the intended protections

for landmarks pursuant to that chapter.

b.  An incentive of$ 10, 000 shall be awarded to commercial property
owners whose properties are designated a Structure of Merit and who

grant a conservation easement approved by the Louisville City Council.
A property subject to a conservation easement is also subject to
requirements for alteration certificates.

c.  While property owners are encouraged to enhance and preserve the
historic character of their property, incentives made under this section
have no conditions other than landmark status or designation as a
structure of merit.

Section 2.  Grant program to conduct structural assessments of protected

structures:

a.  Any structure that is declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of
the Louisville Municipal Code, or which is declared a Structure of Merit

by the Historic Preservation Commission, shall undergo a building
assessment to develop a preservation plan to establish priorities for
the maintenance of the property.

b.  For a period of 18 months from when a property is declared a
landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code,

or declared a Structure of Merit by the Historic Preservation
Commission, the owner of the property shall be eligible for a grant from
the Historic Preservation Fund in the amount of up to $ 900 for

residential properties or up to $ 6, 000 for commercial properties. Such

grants shall be used solely to offset a portion or all of the cost of
conducting a building assessment as described in this Section.

c.  The assessment shall be conducted by a qualified consultant under
contract with the City, or by a qualified consultant of the owner' s
choosing.

Resolution No. 2, Series 2012
Page 2 of 6
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d.  An exception to the requirement for a building assessment may be
granted by the Historic Preservation Commission for good cause.

Section 3.  Flexible grants for preserving, restoring, rehabilitating, or protecting
landmarked property:

a.  For a period of 18 months from when a property is declared a
landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.36 of the Louisville Municipal Code

the owner of the property shall be eligible for a grant from the Historic
Preservation Fund in the amount of up to $ 5, 000 for residential

structures and up to $ 65,000 for commercial structures.  These grants

are available for the following purposes:

i.   Preservation and restoration: These projects include measures

directed towards sustaining the existing form, integrity, and
materials of a historic property, including preliminary measures
to protect and stabilize the property.  Up to 10% of a grant may
be used for one-time actions considered routine maintenance.

Routine maintenance includes painting, refinishing and exterior
cleaning.

ii.   Rehabilitation: These projects include measures directed toward

adapting a property to make efficient contemporary use of it
while sensitively preserving the features of the property, which
are significant to its historical, architectural, and cultural values.

Sensitive upgrading of mechanical, electrical, and plumbing
systems and other code- required work to make the property
functional is appropriate within a rehabilitation project. This

category also includes the restoration of a property to a specific,
significant point in its history.

iii.  Pre-development: These projects include assessments of past

and present historical features of a property for the purpose of
properly and adequately documenting these characteristics.
This includes assessing the physical condition of any existing
historic features. Grants for this purpose will be available to

individuals desiring to do restoration and renovation projects.

b.  Grant funding may only be expended for the activities listed in this
section for landmarked portions of a property.

Resolution No. 2, Series 2012
Page 3 of 6
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Section 4.  Incentive grants to encourage conservation easements on properties

which contribute to the character, historical or architectural merit in Downtown
Louisville and which are not eligible to be landmarked:

a.  For a period of 18 months from when a property is designated by the
City Council as a structure of merit, the owner of the property shall be
eligible for a grant from the Historic Preservation Fund in the amount of

up to $ 50, 000.  These grants are available for:

i.     Preserving, rehabilitating, restoring or protecting the property.

ii.     Offsetting costs of preserving the structural merit of a building
that is being expanded pursuant to Section 17. 16. 280 and
17.28.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code.

b.  Grant funding may only be expended for the activities listed in this
section for those portions of a property designated to be a structure of
merit.

Section 5.  Focused preservation and/ or restoration grants with matching

funding requirements:

a.  In addition to being eligible for the grants listed elsewhere in this
Resolution, a property declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36
of the Louisville Municipal Code is eligible for a grant from the Historic
Preservation Fund in the amount of up to $ 100, 000 for commercial

structures and up to $ 15, 000 for residential structures activities

described in this Section, or a series of grants totaling $ 100,000 for

commercial structures and up to $ 15, 000 for residential structures.

b.  In addition to being eligible for the grants listed elsewhere in this
Resolution, a property designated by the City Council as a structure of
merit is eligible for a grant from the Historic Preservation Fund in the
amount of up to $75,000 for commercial structures activities described

in this Section.

c.  Grants specified in this section may only be used for preservation
and/or restoration projects: These projects include measures directed

towards sustaining the existing form, integrity, and materials of a
historic property. None of the funding awarded pursuant to this section
may be used for any actions considered routine maintenance.  Routine

maintenance includes painting, refinishing and exterior cleaning.

d.  All grants authorized under this Section shall be conditioned on the
applicant matching at least one hundred percent ( 100 %) of the

Resolution No. 2, Series 2012
Page 4 of 6
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amount of the grant with expenditures or an equivalent value of

approved in- kind services that are integral to the project that is deemed

eligible for a grant from the Historic Preservation Fund.

Section 6. New construction grants:

Owners of property on which new commercial structures or additions to
existing commercial structures are proposed are eligible for grants of
up to $ 75, 000 total from the Historic Preservation Fund in order to limit
mass, scale, and number of stories; to preserve setbacks, to preserve

pedestrian walkways between buildings; and to utilize materials typical

of historic buildings, above mandatory requirements.

Section 7. Maximum grant amounts and procedures:

a.  The maximum combined amount of incentive and grant funding from
the Historic Preservation Fund that any property may receive is limited
to the following:

i.     $ 21, 900 per property for a landmark residential structure

ii.     $ 181, 000 per property for a landmark commercial structure

iii.     $ 141, 000 per property for a designated commercial structure of
merit

iv.     $ 75, 000 for any new commercial construction project that limits
the mass, scale, and number of stories; preserves setbacks,

preserves pedestrian walkways between buildings; and utilizes

materials typical of historic buildings, above mandatory
requirements.

b.  These limitations may be exceeded upon recommendation of the
Historic Preservation Commission and approval by City Council upon a
showing of extraordinary circumstances.  Any grant exceeding the above
limitations shall be conditioned on the applicant matching at least one
hundred percent ( 100%) of the amount of the grant with expenditures or

an equivalent value of approved in- kind services that are integral to the
project that is deemed eligible for a grant from the Historic Preservation
Fund.

c.  The Historic Preservation Commission will review all grant applications

and make recommendations to the City Council for approval or
disapproval.  The City Council may approve, deny or return a proposal to
the HPC for further information.

Resolution No. 2, Series 2012
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d.  Grants may be given in installments upon the satisfactory completion of
portions of the project, or given in total upon the satisfactory completion
of the project. Conditions for the satisfactory completion of the project
shall be given when the grant is awarded. Grants may be revoked if the
conditions are not met. Grants given prior to the beginning of a project
may be given only in suitable situations, as recommended by the HPC
and approved by City Council.

e.  In addition to the procedures outlined herein, the administration of

grants shall be in compliance with all applicable procedures in
Resolution No. 20, Series 2009.

7   -     ' F"°.,; D ADOPTED this ay of January 2012.

jY/

1

v1I
nn

SEAL Robert P. Muckle, Mayo

fTTEST:
0"

Nancy Va, ra, City Clerk
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 1 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE ELECTION CALENDAR FOR  

NOVEMBER 8, 2016 ELECTION 

CONDUCTED AS A COORDINATED BALLOT ISSUE ELECTION 
 
The following is a timeline for a special municipal election to be held on November 8, 2016, to 
be conducted as a coordinated election with Boulder County, in accordance with the Uniform 
Election Code of 1992, as amended.  Deadlines required under Colo. Const. art X, § 20 for 
placing TABOR ballot issues on the ballot are included. Citations provided are to the Colorado 
Revised Statutes, as amended through 2015, unless otherwise noted.  This timeline does not 
contain all deadlines under the Uniform Election Code or all deadlines under the Fair Campaign 
Practices Act. 
 
 
July 19, 2016 Last regular City Council meeting at which to pass on first reading any 

ordinance referring TABOR ballot issues to the voters.  
 
 In addition, on this date—or on any earlier date on which City Council  

either passes such an ordinance on first reading or otherwise determines to 
do so—City Council must pass a resolution formally calling the special 

election.  The resolution must describe the purpose of the election. 
[Charter Sec. 6-3] (Special election must be called at least 60 days prior to 
the date of the election.)  The resolution should include a determination 
that the City will utilize the requirements and procedures of the “Uniform 
Election Code of 1992” in lieu of the “Colorado Municipal Election Code 
of 1965.” [31-10-102.7] 

 
July 29, 2016 Last date to notify the Boulder County Clerk of the City’s desire to 

participate in the November Coordinated Election. [1-7-116(5)] (100 days 
prior to the election – shifts to Friday before.) 

 
August 2, 2016 Last regular City Council meeting at which to pass on second reading any 

ordinance referring TABOR ballot issues to the voters.  (This date allows 
the ordinance to take effect prior to certification of the ballot content on 
September 9, 2016.) 

 
August 16, 2016 Last regular City Council meeting at which to pass a resolution approving 

the coordinated election IGA with Boulder County. [1-7-116(2)] (IGA 
must be signed no later than 70 days prior to the election, which is August 
30, 2016.)   

 
August 30, 2016 Deadline for signing of coordinated election IGA with Boulder County. 

[1-7-116(2)] (70 days prior to the election.)  
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September 9, 2016 Last day for City Clerk to certify the ballot content to the County Clerk, 
including ballot issues and ballot questions and all TABOR ballot issue 
notice information except pro/con summaries.  The certification shall be 
delivered to the County Clerk and Recorder [1-5-203(3)(a)] (no later than 
60 days prior to the election.) 

 
September 23, 2016 Last day to file written comments concerning TABOR ballot issues with 

the City Clerk. [Colo. Const. Art X, § 20(3)(b)(v); 1-7-901(4)] (Friday 
before the 45th day prior to the election.) 

 
September 24, 2016 Last day to send ballots and ballot materials to overseas military voters.  

[1-8.3-110] (Saturday) (No later than 45 days prior to the election.)  To be 
performed by the election official in each jurisdiction charged with 
distributing balloting materials.   

 
September 27, 2016 City Clerk prepares summary of comments filed in favor of and in 

opposition to any TABOR ballot issue.  Last day to transmit to County 
Clerk the full text of TABOR ballot issue notices, including pro/con 
summaries.  [1-7-903(1); 1-7-904] (no later than 42 days prior to election.) 

 
October 7, 2016 County Clerk mails TABOR ballot issue notices. [Colo. Const. Art X, § 

20(3)(b)] (30 days prior to the election – shifts to Friday before.) 
 
October 10, 2016 City Clerk must deliver, in person, to the County Clerk the new 

registration sheets for those persons who registered with the City Clerk. 
[1-2-202(2)] (no later than the tenth day of each month for the month 
immediately prior to the election.)   
 

October 11, 2016 Any eligible elector may file a change of address form, stating under 
penalty of perjury, that the elector moved in order to vote at the new 
residence. An elector may file this change of address form by appearing in 
person at a voter service and polling center or the County Clerk’s office at 
any time during which the voter service and polling center or office is 
open. Electors may also file a change of address form through the mail or 
electronically. [1-2-216(4)(a)]  

 
October 17-21, 2016 County Clerk mails mail ballot packets to electors [1-7.5-107(3)(a)(I)] (No 

earlier than 22 days before election and no later than 18 days before 
election.)   

 
October 18, 2016 Deadline for filing of Contribution and Expenditures Reports for 

committees active in 2016 Coordinated Election. [1-45-108(2)(a)(II)] (21 
days prior to the election.)  
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October 19, 2016 Last day for City Clerk (or County Clerk if so provided in the IGA) to 
provide notice by publication of election stating information required by 
1-5-205(1).  If completed by the City Clerk, a copy of the notice shall be 
mailed to the County Clerk. The notice shall include the items provided in 
1-5-205(1)(a) to (1)(e).  [1-7.5-107(2.5)] (No later than 20 days prior to 
election; however, it is recommended that notice be published several days 
in advance of the deadline and that notice also appear on the City’s 
website.)  

 
 Last day to post on City website additional notice and information 

required for any TABOR ballot issue concerning the creation of any debt 
or other financial obligation. [1-7-908] (20 days prior to the election.) 

 
 Last day to post Polling location or ballot drop-off location identification 

signs. [1-5-106] (20 days prior to the election.) 
 
October 24, 2016 Counting of mail-in ballots may begin and continue until counting is 

complete.  No results to be released until after 7 p.m. on Election Day.  [1-
7.5-107.5] (15 days prior to election.) 

 
October 28, 2016 Last day for designated election official to post notice of the election.  

Posting must occur in a conspicuous place in the office of the designated 
election official and remain until two days after the election. [1-5-
205(1.3)] (NOTE: It is recommended that notice be published and posted 
several days in advance of the deadline and posted on the City’s website.) 
(10 days prior to the election is Saturday, October 29th.)  

 
October 31, 2016 Last day to submit an electronic change of address form through the online 

voter registration system or by submitting by mail a change of address 
form that is received by the County Clerk no later than the close of 
business on the eighth day before any election. [1-2-216(4)(a)] (8 days 
prior to the election.) 

 
November 1, 2016 Last day for overseas voters and military voters serving outside the state to 

submit an application for a ballot if they wish to receive the ballot by mail. 
[1-8.3-109] (7 days prior to the election.)   

 
November 4, 2016 Deadline for filing of Contribution and Expenditures Reports for 

committees active in the 2016 Coordinated Election.  [1-45-108(2)(a)(II)] 
(Friday before the election and 30 days after the election.)   
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November 8, 2016 Election Day.   
 
 Emergency or replacement mail-in ballot requests must be made before 

5:00 p.m. and returned no later than 7:00 p.m.  [1-7.5-115] 
 
 All ballots, including emergency or replacement ballots must be returned 

to the County Clerk by 7:00 p.m. when polls close.  [1-7.5-115] 
 

Voters may register to vote or make a change of address up to and 
including Election Day at a voting service and polling center.  [1-2-201 
and 1-2-217.7] 

 
November 25, 2016 Last day to canvass the votes.  The County Clerk conducts the canvass, 

but the City may participate. Canvass board shall certify the official 
abstract of votes cast to the designated election official. [1-10-203(1)] (17 
days after election.)   

 
December 8, 2016 Filing of contribution and expenditure repors Post-election Contribution 

and Expenditures report due for committees active in 2016 Coordinated 
Election.  [1-45-108(2)(a)(II)] (Thirty days following the election.)   
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8D 

SUBJECT: 3rd AMENDMENT TO NORTH END GENERAL DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN (GDP) and NORTH END MARKET FINAL PLAT AND 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) – SOUTH BOULDER 
ROAD AND BLUE STAR LANE 

 
1. ORDINANCE NO. 1717, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE 

APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE NORTH END 
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) TO ALLOW 27 
ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND REDUCE THE 
COMMERCIAL SPACE TO 40,000 SQUARE FEET – 1ST 
READING – Set Public Hearing 05/17/2016 

2. RESOLUTION NO. 19, SERIES 2016 – A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING A FINAL PLAT AND FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT A MULTI-USE 
DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING OF 65 DWELLING UNITS 
AND 40,000 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE AT 
BLOCK 11, NORTH END PHASE II – Continue to 
05/17/2016 

DATE:  APRIL 19, 2016  
 
PRESENTED BY: SCOTT ROBINSON, PLANNER II – PLANNING AND BUILDING 

SAFETY DEPARTMENT 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: NORTH END MARKET 
 
DATE: APRIL 19, 2016 PAGE 2 OF 13 

 
SUMMARY:  
The applicant, North End Market LLC, has submitted a request for a general 
development plan (GDP) amendment, final plat, and final planned unit development 
(PUD) to develop a 4.55 acre parcel in the North End subdivision.  If approved, this 
development would allow up to 65 residential units (31 age restricted for 55 years and 
older) and 40,000 square feet of retail and office space on the parcel.  
 
PROPOSAL: 
 
GDP Amendment 
The original North End General Development Plan was approved on December 19, 
2006 by Ordinance No. 1505, Series 2006, and allowed 350 residential units and 
65,650 SF of commercial space.  The commercial use was all in Planning Area 1, 
roughly equivalent to the parcel in question.  A first amendment was approved in May, 
2010, reallocating some of the residential units, including putting 12 units in Planning 
Area 1.  A second amendment was approved in July, 2011, redefining Planning Area 1 
and allowing 21 residential units, along with the original 65,650 SF of commercial 
space. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Original GDP 

Current/Proposed GDP 

Planning Area 1 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: NORTH END MARKET 
 
DATE: APRIL 19, 2016 PAGE 3 OF 13 

 
The applicant is requesting a third amendment to the GDP to increase the number of 
residential units allowed in Planning Area 1 to 65 and to decrease the amount of 
commercial space to 40,000 SF.  The size, shape, and location of the Planning Area 
would not change under this request. 
 
Of the 350 residential units allowed by the existing GDP, 312 have been allocated to 
Planning Areas 2 through 5 and are either built, under construction, or have an 
approved PUD.  Besides the 21 units designated for Planning Area 1, that leaves 17 
units unallocated to a Planning Area.  The applicant is requesting to allocate those 17 
units to Planning Area 1 through this GDP amendment.  The applicant is also 
requesting an additional 27 units, to be age restricted 55 and over, bringing the total 
number of units allowed in North End to 377. 
 
2013 Comprehensive Plan 
All GDP amendment requests are evaluated for their consistency with the Louisville 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as an “Urban Corridor” and states 
“This urban corridor focuses on commercial opportunities including office and 
neighborhood retail along with higher density housing in close proximity to the 
roadway.”  The comprehensive plan also states urban corridors must demonstrate a 
positive fiscal return and establishes a residential density allowance up to 25 units per 
acre.   
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: NORTH END MARKET 
 
DATE: APRIL 19, 2016 PAGE 4 OF 13 

 
This application is requesting a mix of commercial uses and neighborhood retail, with 
medium density residential.  The proposed density is approximately 30 units per acre 
when calculating density for the residential portion of the property and about 14 units 
per acre when calculating for the whole parcel.  The calculation of density for the 
residential portion is affected (higher) by the residential parking being located under the 
structures.  If the parking was flipped and the commercial parking was provided under 
the structures and the residential parking on the surface, the exact same layout would 
yield a residential density of 22 units per acre. 
 
In the Neighborhood Housing chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, Principle NH-5 states 
“There shall be a mix of housing types and prices to meet changing economic, social, 
and multi-generational needs of those who reside, and would like to reside, in 
Louisville.”  Policy NH-5 states “housing should meet the needs of seniors, empty 
nesters, disabled, renters, first time home buyers and all others by ensuring a variety of 
housing types, price, and styles are created and maintained.”  This application is 
proposing 31 age restricted units for residents 55 and older in addition to the previously 
approved 34 market rate units, thereby providing a variety of housing types for varying 
family situations.  The age restricted units directly address the seniors, while the 
remaining market rate units provide a more affordable option for first time homebuyers 
or empty nesters looking to downsize. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The City’s fiscal impact model indicates the proposed land use mixture will likely have a 
positive fiscal return to the City over the next 20-years.  The full fiscal analysis is 
illustrated at the end of this report.   
 
Staff believes the request complies with the spirit and intent of the 2013 Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
City of Louisville Zoning Map 
The City’s Zoning Map is reviewed to ensure GDP amendment requests are compatible 
with zoning and surrounding properties.  This property is zoned Planned Community 
Zone District – Commercial (PCZD-C), which allows general retail and office uses as 
proposed, as well as “Other uses as established by the city council as found to be 
specifically compatible for commercial and office planning areas” (LMC 
§17.72.090(B)(19)).  The residential previously approved for this property was approved 
under this section. 
 
The City’s current Zoning Map shows this property is adjacent to properties zoned 
PCZD-C (shown as P-C) to the west (Black Diamond Car Wash) and PCZD-R (P-R) to 
the north (North End).  To the east is the North End detention pond, zoned PCZD-R, 
and an office development in the City of Lafayette.  To the south, across South Boulder 
Road, is the Harney/Lastoka Open Space.  The proposed changes to the GDP would 
be compatible with the surrounding zoning. 
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FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT  
The subject property was platted as one lot as part of the original North End plat.  The 
applicant is requesting a replat to include necessary easements.  The size, location, and 
number of lots is not changing.  The majority of the easements are for utilities.  The 
Public Works department has requested a few minor modifications to the easements 
before recordation, as described in the attached memo. 
 
Public Land Dedication 
When the North End subdivision was originally platted, the developer dedicated 25.3 
percent of the land as public land dedication (PLD).  According to Chapter 16.12 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code (LMC), commercially zoned properties require a 12% PLD, 
while residentially zoned properties requires a 15% PLD.  The applicant has already 
exceeded the PLD requirement, so no additional PLD is required with a change in 
allowed land uses. 
 
FINAL PUD DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT 
Land Use 
The applicant is requesting 65 residential units, 22,250 SF of retail/restaurant space, 
and 17,750 SF of office space in seven buildings.  Twenty-seven of the proposed 
residential units would be age-restricted to those 55 years old and older.  The requested 
uses comply with the proposed amended GDP, which would control the allowed uses 
on the site. 
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Site Plan 
The requested site has been designed as a walkable mixed use environment where the 
development provides common entries accessible to shared parking and internal 
circulation.  There are three primary access points proposed:  South Boulder Road 
(right-in, right-out); Blue Star Lane (full movement); and Hecla Way (full movement).   
 

 
 
The proposed commercial buildings would be along the south side of the site, with a 
restaurant/retail building at the southeast corner.  The three remaining commercial 
buildings would be two stories, with retail space on the first floor and office on the 
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second.  The residential units would be in three buildings along the north side of the 
site, across the street from existing residential development. 
 
The internal pedestrian circulation provides access from existing sidewalks on the 
perimeter of the development to the internal walks and buildings.  A connection is also 
provided to the existing City trail on the west side of the development.  The large 
drainage swale on the south side of the site, between the development and South 
Boulder Road, limits the possibility of connections to the sidewalk along South Boulder 
Road.  However, staff requests an additional sidewalk on the east side of the access 
drive at South Boulder Road.   
 
Bulk and Dimensions Standards 
The applicant is not requesting any modifications to the yard and bulk standards 
previously approved in the GDP, as described below.  The proposed development 
complies with the yard and bulk standards. 
 

 
 
Height 
The GDP allows a maximum building height of 40 feet for all buildings in the 
development.  Building 1, the smallest residential building, would be the tallest at 40 feet 
to the top of the roof form.  The other two residential buildings would be 35 feet.  The 
two-story office/retail buildings would be 30-33 feet tall, and the one-story 
restaurant/retail building would be 25 feet tall.  The buildings heights would create a 
step-down effect from the 40 foot tall residential buildings on the north side of Hecla 
Way. 
 
Architecture 
The architectural design for the commercial component of this project is regulated by 
chapter 4 of the Commercial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG).  
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The City of Louisville does not have any residential design standards, so the residential 
design component of this project must comply with bulk and dimension standards 
established in the GDP. 
 
Commercial  
The three office/retail buildings would be two stories with a varied roof line consisting of 
flat and shed roofs.  The façade would be articulated with a variety of materials, 
including cementitious panels, lap siding, and stucco.  There would also be a significant 
amount of glazing with multiple window patterns. 
 

 
 
The restaurant/retail building would be one story with similar design elements.  It would 
have more glazing, and include areas of metal siding.  It would also have a patio area 
for outdoor seating. 
 

 
 
Residential 
The proposed residential structures pull in design features of many of the other 
residential structures being built in North End.  They would be two and a half stories, 
with two stories of residential units on top of a parking podium half below grade.  The 
angled roof forms would echo the butterfly roofs on the residential structures under 
construction on the north side of Hecla Way.  The materials would include cementitious 
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panels, lap siding, stucco, and stone elements at the base and entrances.  Balconies 
and varied window patterns also contribute to the visual interest of the buildings.  
 

 
 

Parking 
The GDP sets the following parking standards for the development: 
 

Residential: 
 1 bedroom units – 1 space per unit 
 2 bedroom units – 1.5 spaces per unit 
Commercial: 
 Office – 1 space per 300 square feet 
 Retail – 1 space per 250 square feet 

 
Based on these standards, the development would be required to provide 82 residential 
parking spaces and 149 commercial parking spaces.  The residential buildings would be 
designed as podiums, with parking underneath each building totaling 86 spaces.  The 
surface parking in the development would be for the commercial uses, and total 162 
spaces.  In addition, 46 on-street parking spaces would be available on Hecla Way and 
Blue Star Lane. 
 
Landscaping 
Chapter 5 of the CDDSG is the governing document for the proposed landscape plan.  
Staff reviewed the proposed landscaping plan for the development and believes it 
complies with the CDDSG.  The landscaping will consist of areas of sod and low to 
moderate water use planting areas.  Trees would be located through the interior of the 
development and along the streets.  A large drainage area is along the south side of the 
development near South Boulder Road, with existing street trees between it and the 
road. 
 
Community  Form 
The overall design would provide a development compatible with its neighbors in 
architectural style, scale, and mass.  The proposed development provides commercial 
visual interest along South Boulder Road, while the residential component provides an 
appropriate buffer for the existing adjacent housing in North End.  The proposed design 
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changes land uses mid-block, allowing existing residential to face the proposed 
residential instead of commercial. Between the commercial and the new residential, a 
lane will create an urban edge instead of having a “back side” to the commercial.  
 
Signs 
The applicant is requesting three monument signs – one at each entrance to the 
development.  Signage is regulated by Chapter 7 of the CDDSG, which allows one 
monument sign per entrance.  The proposed signs would be 55 square feet, less than 
the 60 square feet allowed in the CDDSG.  Wall signs are also proposed for individual 
tenants, which would also comply with the CDDSG. 
 
Phasing 
The development is designed so it could be developed in three phases, each consisting 
of commercial and residential buildings.  Phase 1 would include buildings 3, 6, and 7, 
totaling 31 residential units and 14,500 SF of commercial space.  Phase 2 would include 
buildings 2 and 5, totaling 21 units and 15,500 SF.  Phase 3 would include buildings 1 
and 4, with 13 units and 10,000 SF. 
 
Traffic 
The applicant has provided a traffic impact analysis, attached below.  The analysis 
concludes the development would not have adverse impacts and the nearby 
intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service for the 
foreseeable future. 
 
Boulder Valley School District 
The Boulder Valley School District was a referral on this project and provided a letter 
with the following statement “The North End Market Final PUD application proposes to 
add 31 senior condominiums and 34 unrestricted condominium units with an anticipated 
student impact of 2 students on Louisville Elementary, 1 student on Louisville Middle, 
and 3 students on Monarch High School.  When considering this and all other 
development activity in Louisville, and resident enrollment growth within the attendance 
areas of Louisville schools, Louisville Middle and Monarch High are able to 
accommodate projected growth.  Louisville Elementary, however will likely reach its 
program capacity within 5 years should growth within the existing housing stock of 
central Louisville continue at the pace of recent years.  Elementary capacity in Louisville 
as a whole, however, is ample to accommodate continued enrollment growth.”   
 
The letter continues to state “recent enrollment growth at Louisville Elementary 
continues to be managed by restricting open enrollment thus reducing the proportion of 
enrollment from outside the school’s attendance area.  As of the preliminary October 1 
count, approximately 39 open enrolled students occupied the seats the school and 
continued restrictions will eventually make these seats available to new resident 
students.” 
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 10, 2016 to consider the 
applicant’s proposal. The Commission passed a resolution recommending approval of 
the GDP amendment and final PUD by a 6-1 vote.   
 
The majority of the public comments were positive.  The comments concerned: 

 Whether there was adequate parking for the residential units 
 How the age restriction on the senior units would be enforced 
 The proposal would provide a much needed type of housing 
 The challenges of the site making it not a strong retail location and the rational 

for allowing residential in such locations 
 The trend for developments with locations perceived to be challenges for retail to 

replace commercial with residential 
 The benefits of the project to the community 

 
The Commission members discussed whether focusing on providing senior housing to 
the exclusion of the other types of housing identified as needed in the Comprehensive 
Plan was compatible with the Plan.  There was also concern about the residential 
density and that the fiscal impact was not projected to be as positive as what it would 
have been if all the commercial in the original GDP were built.  However, the majority of 
the Commission determined the proposal was compatible with the Comprehensive Plan 
and would be a beneficial addition to the community providing additional commercial 
space and needed housing types. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Staff modelled the fiscal impacts based on information provided by the applicant and 
standard information incorporated into the model.  The analysis compares results for 
two scenarios (3-Yr and 10-Yr Buildout) for the proposed GDP, and three scenarios    
(3-Yr, 10-Yr and 15-Yr Buildout) for the existing GDP.  All scenarios demonstrate 
positive fiscal benefits to the City over the next 20-years.  The 3-Yr scenarios assume 
concurrent buildout of the residential and commercial portions of the project in the first 
three years, and the others assume a delayed buildout of the commercial space over 10 
years or 15 years.  The table on the following page summarizes the results. 
 
As the table indicates, the pace of development affects the net fiscal impact of the 
development on the City. The existing GDP would have the most positive fiscal impact 
on the City, but only if it builds out in 10 years or less. If the proposed GDP builds out in 
3-years, it would have a slightly better fiscal impact on the City than the existing GDP if 
the latter takes over 10 years to build out.   
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SCENARIO 

 
Proposed 

GDP                

3-Yr Buildout 

Proposed 

GDP             

10-Yr Buildout 
Existing GDP   

3-Yr Buildout 
Existing GDP 

10-Yr Buildout 
Existing GDP 

15-Yr Buildout Revenue by Fund 

General Fund  $1,662  $1,451  $1,960  $1,640  $1,410  

Urban Revitalization District Fund $451  $404  $463  $389  $336  

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $395  $353  $439  $375  $329  

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

Historic Preservation Fund $138  $123  $153  $130  $114  

Capital Projects Fund $1,407  $1,294  $1,353  $1,181  $1,058  

TOTAL REVENUE $4,053  $3,626  $4,367  $3,714  $3,246  

Expenditures by Fund 
     

General Fund  $396  $376  $288  $257  $234  

Urban Revitalization District Fund $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $150  $114  $308  $255  $217  

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

Historic Preservation Fund $138  $123  $153  $130  $114  

Capital Projects Fund $974  $960  $611  $590  $574  

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $1,658  $1,575  $1,360  $1,231  $1,139  

NET FISCAL RESULT BY FUND           

General Fund  $1,266  $1,075  $1,672  $1,383  $1,175  

Urban Revitalization District Fund $451  $404  $463  $389  $336  

Open Spaces & Parks Fund $245  $238  $131  $120  $112  

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

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

Capital Projects Fund $433  $334  $741  $591  $484  

NET FISCAL IMPACT $2,395  $2,051  $3,008  $2,483  $2,107  
 
According to the model, the previously approved GDP would yield a net positive fiscal 
impact of +$3,008,000 over a 20-year period, or +$150,400 per year if built out in three 
years, +$2,483,000 and +$124,160 if built over 10 years, and +$2,107,000 and 
+$105,340 if built over 15 years.  The proposed amendment, assuming concurrent 
buildout, would yield a net positive fiscal impact of +$2,395,000 on the City over the 
same 20-year period, or a positive +$119,750 per year.  The delayed buildout of the 
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proposed development would yield a net positive fiscal impact of +$2,051,000 over the 
same 20-year period, or +$102,550 per year.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of the requested GDP amendment, final Plat, and final PUD 
to allow for the development of The North End Market.  The proposal would allow for the 
development of approximately 40,000 SF of retail/office and 65 residential units (31 age 
restricted units and 34 non-restricted units) on a 4.55 acre site, with the following 
conditions: 
 

1. 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.   

2. An additional sidewalk connection shall be added to the South Boulder Road 
sidewalk on the east side of the access drive. 

3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the 
items listed in the March 2, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Ordinance No. 1717, Series 2016 
2. Resolution No. 19, Series 2016 
3. Application documents  
4. North End GDP, 3rd Amendment 
5. Final Plat 
6. Final PUD 
7. Traffic impact analysis 
8. March 2, 2016 Public Works memo 
9. BVSD Referral Letter 
10. Draft Planning Commission Minutes – December 10, 2015 
11. Presentation 
12. Fiscal Analysis Support Tables 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1717 

SERIES 2016 

 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE NORTH END GENERAL 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN (GDP) TO ALLOW 27 ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS 

AND REDUCE THE COMMERCIAL SPACE TO 40,000 SQUARE FEET 

 

 WHEREAS, the Ridgeline Development Corporation is the owner of certain real property 
totaling approximately 4.55 acres, which property is designated as a portion of the North End 
Subdivision property and the legal description of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A (the 
“Property”); and 
  
 WHEREAS, the Property is currently zoned Planned Community Zone District – 
Commercial (PCZD – C) and, permitted uses are set forth on the existing PCZD general 
development plan; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the owner has submitted to the City a request for approval of an amended 
PCZD General Development Plan for the Property, which amended Plan is entitled the North End 
General Development Plan, 3rd Amendment and a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A 
(the “North End GDP 3rd Amendment”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the North End GDP 3rd Amendment shall serve to identify the zoning, 
permitted uses and development for the Property and shall serve as the PCZD General 
Development Plan for the Property, in accordance with Title 17 of the Louisville Municipal Code; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Louisville Planning Commission has held a public hearing on the 
proposed North End GDP 3rd Amendment  for the Property and has forwarded a recommendation 
to the City Council to approve the North End GDP 3rd Amendment; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has duly considered the Commission’s recommendation; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has held a public hearing on the proposed North End GDP 
3rd Amendment 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 North End GDP 3rd Amendment, subject to the conditions herein, is 
consistent with the City of Louisville 2013 Citywide Comprehensive Plan; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 

 

 Section 1. The City Council of the City of Louisville hereby approves the North End 
GDP 3rd Amendment (the “North End GDP 3rd Amendment”) for the property legally described in 
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Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Property”) and, pursuant to the zoning ordinances of the City, such 
Property is zoned Planned Community Zone District Commercial (PCZD-C) for the uses permitted 
in the North End GDP for the Property, a copy of which North End GDP 3rd Amendment is 
attached hereto as Exhibit A, subject to Section 2 hereof. 
 
 Section 2. The North End GDP 3rd Amendment shall be recorded in the Offices of the 
Boulder County Clerk and Recorder and the City zoning map shall be amended accordingly. 
 
  INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this 19th day of April, 2016. 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Light Kelley, P.C. 
City Attorney 
 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this 17th day of 
May, 2016. 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 19 
SERIES 2016 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL PLAT AND FINAL PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO CONSTRUCT A MULTI-USE DEVELOPMENT 
CONSISTING OF 65 DWELLING UNITS AND 40,000 SQUARE FEET OF 

COMMERCIAL SPACE AT BLOCK 11, NORTH END PHASE II 
  
 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application approving a final Plat and final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to 
construct a multi-use development consisting of 65 residential units and 40,000 square 
feet of commercial space at Block 11, North End Phase II; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Staff has reviewed the information submitted and found 
that, subject to conditions, the application complies with the Louisville zoning and 
subdivision regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; 
and; 
 

 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing on March 10, 2016, where 
evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including the findings in the 
Louisville Planning Commission Staff Report dated March 10, 2016, the Planning 
Commission recommends the plat and PUD for the North End Market to City Council, 
with the following conditions:  

 
1. 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.  
 

2. An additional sidewalk connection shall be added to the South Boulder Road 
sidewalk on the east side of the access drive. 

 
3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the 

items listed in the March 2, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of 

Louisville, Colorado does hereby approve Resolution No. 19, Series 2016, a resolution 
approving a final Plat and final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct a multi-
use development consisting of 65 residential units and 40,000 square feet of 
commercial space at Block 11, North End Phase II, with the following conditions:  
 

1. 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.  

 
2. An additional sidewalk connection shall be added to the South Boulder Road 

sidewalk on the east side of the access drive. 
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3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the 
items listed in the March 2, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation. 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 17th day of May, 2016. 
 
By: ____________________________ 

Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
City of Louisville, Colorado 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 

Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk 
City of Louisville, Colorado 
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Statement of Engineering Qualifications

Kari J. McDowell Schroeder, PE, PTOE is a Transportation and Traffic Engineer for McDowell
Engineering, LLC. Ms. McDowell Schroeder has over nineteen years of extensive traffic and
transportation engineering experience. She has completed numerous transportation studies
and roadway design projects throughout the State of Colorado. Ms. McDowell Schroeder is a
licensed Professional Engineer in the State of Colorado and has her certification as a
Professional Traffic Operations Engineer from the Institute of Transportation Engineers.
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1.0 Project Description

This traffic analysis is intended to update the previous study associated with the
North End Phase 2 project in Louisville. The project site is located at 1501 S. Boulder
Road on the northeast quadrant of S. Boulder Road and Plaza Drive. The project
consists of a 4.56 acre parcel of land that is currently vacant. Figure 1 illustrates the
site vicinity in relation to the rest of Louisville.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan identifies this site as a future Urban Center.5 LSC’s
April 1, 2011 Traffic Memorandum1 assumed 42,700 square feet of retail space and
22,300 square feet of office space for Filing 2, Block 11. The applicant is proposing a
revised land use of this site. The new site plan incorporates 17,750sf of commercial
space, 17,750sf office space, 4,500sf restaurant space, and 65 multifamily units on
Block 11. The construction is anticipated to be constructed in 2016.

Figure 1: Area Map
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1.1 Project Phasing

The North End Filing 2, Block 11 project is anticipated to be constructed in a single
phase of development in Year 2016.

1.2 Project Access Locations

The site has access to the greater roadway network via two direct accesses to S.
Boulder Road. One is a right in, right out only access. The other is a ¾ access at
Blue Star. In addition, Helca Way is accessible from Block 11. Refer to the site plan
in Figure 2.

1.3 Intersection Analysis Locations

This report studies four intersections:

1. S. Boulder Road / Plaza Drive
2. S. Boulder Road / North End RIRO Access
3. S. Boulder Road / Blue Star 3/4 Access
4. Plaza Drive / Helca Way
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Figure 2: Site Plan

(Not to Scale)
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2.0 Existing Conditions

2.1 Description of Existing Transportation System

South Boulder Road: South Boulder Road is an east west arterial roadway that
connects the City of Boulder to the City of Lafayette via Louisville. In the vicinity of
the North End development, South Boulder Road is a four lane facility with a raised
center median. The posted speed limit on this section of South Boulder Road is 35
mph.

There are paved sidewalks on either side of South Boulder Road. RTD’s DASH bus
serves the South Boulder Road corridor. A map of the bus route is included in the
Appendix.

Plaza Drive: This north south collector roadway connects South Boulder Road to
Helca Drive. Plaza Drive is a two lane roadway with curb, gutter and sidewalk. It has
a posted speed limit of 25mph.

Blue Star Lane: Blue Star Lane is a two lane, collector roadway that connects North
End Phase 1 and Phase 2 to South Boulder Road. It has curb, gutter, and sidewalk.
The intersection with South Boulder Road is restricted to 3/4 movement access. The
southbound left turn onto South Boulder Road is restricted by a raised island.

Helca Way: Helca Way is a two lane, collector roadway that connects the North End
site to Plaza Drive. It has curb, gutter, and sidewalk.

2.2 Background Traffic Data

The previous traffic data from LSC’s Traffic Letter1 was used for long term traffic
projections. Figure 2 of the Traffic Letter1 provided Year 2030 traffic projections for
the four intersections at the periphery of the North End Phase 1 project site. The
Year 2030 Background traffic projections (AM/PM Peak Hour) are shown in Figure 3.

The Traffic Letter1 used a historic growth rate of 3.5%. Therefore, a 3.5% growth
rate was applied to the through movements on South Boulder Road to forecast
background Year 2035 volumes. These peak hour volumes are shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 3: Year 2030 Background Traffic*
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*From LSC's North End Phase 2 Traffic Letter dated April 1, 2011; Figure 2 "Year 2030 Background Traffic"
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Project Number: M1185
Prepared by: KJS

Phase 2, North End Filing 2
Louisville, Colorado

Figure 4: Year 2035 Background Traffic

Revised January 18, 2016
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Level of Service: Using Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (HCM)
methodology, Synchro Version 8 software was used to determine the delay and
Level of Service (LOS.)

HCM LOS is defined by the following criteria:

Table 1: Year HCM Level of Service Criteria

LOS Expected Delay to Minor Street Traffic Average Signal
Delay
(seconds/vehicle)

Average Stop
Controlled Delay
(seconds/vehicle)

A Little or no delay. 0 10 0 10

B Short traffic delays. >10 20 >10 15

C Average traffic delays. >20 35 >15 25

D Long traffic delays. >35 55 >25 35

E Very long traffic delays. >55 80 >35 50

F When volume exceeds the capacity of the lane extreme
delays will be encountered with queuing that may cause
severe congestion affecting other traffic
movements in the intersection. This
condition usually warrants improving the intersection.

>80 >50
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Table 2 shows the resulting LOS under the project background Year 2016 conditions
as determined by the HCM analysis:

Table 2: Year 2035 Background Traffic Level of Service

Level of Service
Traffic (Delay in Seconds)

Intersection Control Approach AM PM
1. S. Boulder Road /

Plaza Drive Signal Overall B (15.7) C (20.8)
EB A (6.6) C (24.9)
WB B (19.5) B (14.8)

SB B (16.7) C (22.3)
2. S. Boulder Road /
Sweet Clover RIRO

Access SB
Stop

EB
WB

A (0)
A(0)

A (0)
A (0)

3. S. Boulder Road /
Blue Star 3/4 Access

SB
Stop EB A(0) A (0)

WB A(0) A (0)
4. Plaza Drive / Helca

Way
EB/WB EB A (9.4) B (13.1)

Stop WB B (10.4) C (20.0)
NB
SB

A (3.0)
A (0)

A (4.0)
A (0)

S. Boulder Road/Plaza Drive: This signalized intersection is anticipated to operate at
an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035.

S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access: LSC’s data1 for this intersection’s future traffic
projections was used in this analysis. Data was not collected to reflect the partial
buildout of the residential portion of Phase 2. Therefore, the background Year 2035
analysis above does not reflect the Phase 2 residential’ s turning movements.

Plaza Drive/Helca Way: This intersection is anticipated to operate at an acceptable
Level of Service through Year 2035.
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3.0 Project Traffic

3.1 Trip Generation

The previous 2011 North End development plan incorporated 122 single family
dwelling units, 240 multi family dwelling units, 42,700 square feet of retail space,
and 22,300 square feet of office space. As of October 2015, the residential portion
of the project has been partially constructed. No changes to the residential portion
of Phase 2 are proposed.

This new application is proposing a land use change in Block 11 of the North End
Phase 2 development. As shown in Figure 2, the new site plan incorporates:

17,750sf commercial space

17,750sf office space

4,500sf restaurant space

65 multifamily units

Construction is anticipated to be completed in Year 2016.

A trip generation analysis was performed using the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual3. Internal trip capture is anticipated on the
mixed use property. The internal capture rates were calculated for each land use
category using ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook6 methodology. Internal capture rates
were not applied to the residential portion of the project that was previously
approved. The internal capture calculations are included in the Appendix.

A spreadsheet showing the total trip generation analysis can be seen in Table 3.

The North End Phase 2, Block 11 project is expected to generate 1,477 trips over the
course of an average weekday. This includes 76 trips during the morning peak hour
and 124 trips during the evening peak hour.

With the residential component of Phase 2, the project as a whole is expected to
generate 2,616 trips over the course of an average weekday. This includes 164 trips
during the morning peak hour and 238 trips during the evening peak hour.

This is an increase of 18% of the average weekday traffic from the previous Phase 2
plans. The morning peak hour traffic is anticipated to decrease by 1.2%. The
evening peak hour will decrease by 10.9%.
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PROJECT NUMBER: M1185
PREPARED BY: KJS
DATE:
REVISED:

Average
Weekday

ITE Code
AM Peak

Hour
PM Peak

Hour
Avg.

Weekday
Trips
(vpd) % Trips

Trips
(vph) % Trips

Trips
(vph) % Trips

Trips
(vph) % Trips

Trips
(vph)

Previous Land Use 3

Single Family (#210 Single Family Detached Housing) 79 DU 0.75 1.01 9.57 756 15 44 50 30
Multi Family (#230 Residential Condominium/Townhomes) 66 DU 0.44 0.52 5.81 383 5 24 23 11
Commercial (#814 Specialty Retail Center) 42.7 KSF 1.03 2.71 44.32 1892 27 17 44% 51 56% 65
Office (#710 General Office) 22.3 KSF 1.55 1.49 11.01 246 30 4 17% 6 83% 28

Subtotal 2138 77 89 130 134

Total Trips 2138 AM 166 vph PM 264 vph

Proposed Land Use

Single Family (#210 Single Family Detached Housing)3 79 DU 0.75 1.01 9.57 756 15 44 50 30

Multi Family (#230 Residential Condominium/Townhomes)3 66 DU 0.44 0.52 5.81 383 5 24 23 11
#931 Quality Restaurant2 4.5 KSF 0.81 7.49 89.95 405 82% 3 18% 1 67% 23 33% 12
#826 Specialty Retail Center3 17.8 KSF 1.03 2.71 44.32 787 61% 12 39% 8 44% 22 56% 27

Retail Internal Capture4 144 2 1 5 6
#710 General Office Building 17.8 KSF 1.56 1.49 11.03 196 88% 25 12% 4 17% 5 83% 22

Office Internal Capture4 28 0 1 1 1
#230 Residential Condo/Townhouse 65 DU 0.44 0.52 5.81 378 17% 5 83% 24 67% 23 33% 12

Residential Internal Capture4 116 1 1 5 4
Subtotal 2616 62 102 135 103

Total External Trips for North End Filing 2 Trips 2616 AM 164 vph PM 238 vph

Change in Land Use Impacts (Traffic Volume Difference) 478 2 vph 26 vph

Percentage Difference 18.3% 1.2% 10.9%

1 Values obtained from Trip Generation, 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.
2The directional distribution was not available for the AM peak hour adjacent street traffic. Therefore, the directional distribution from the AM Peak Hour of Generator was used.
3The Previous Land Use Calculations are from LSC's April 1, 2011 Traffic Addendum for North End Phase 2 .
4Refer to the ITE Multi Use Trip Generation Calculation Worksheets in the Appendix.

9/25/2015

Outbound

Units

Inbound Outbound Inbound

Table 3 Project Trip Generation
Phase 2, North End Filing 2

Louisville, CO
Estimated Project Generated Traffic1

Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

1/18/2016

D:\MTEC\Project\M1185 Louisville North End\Traffic\2016 01 18 M1185 TIS.xlsx
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3.2 Trip Mode Split

As the RTD DASH Route serves the South Boulder Road corridor from Boulder to
Lafayette, there is a strong likelihood that a portion of trips generated by this site
will utilize travel methods other than automobiles. However, in the interest of a
conservative roadway infrastructure analysis, all trips were assumed to use
automobiles.

3.3 Trip Distribution

Anticipated directional distribution for the site generated traffic is heavily influenced
by the surrounding roadway network, as well as similar and complementary land
uses. LSC’s Traffic Letter’s1 assumptions were reviewed and found to be consistent
with the anticipated directional distribution for the site traffic.

Refer to Figure 5 for the anticipated directional distribution of the North End Phase
2’s site generated traffic.

3.4 Trip Assignment

The assignment of anticipated vehicular trips on the local roadway network was
calculated by applying the site trip generation, the vehicular mode split and the
estimated trip distribution. Project trip assignment for the peak hour (AM/PM) site
generated traffic can be found in Figure 6.

3.5 Future Total Traffic Projections

The Year 2035 anticipated total traffic is the sum of Year 2035 Background Traffic
(Figure 4) traffic with the 2035 Trip Assignment (Figure 6) and can be seen in Figure
7. Volumes are shown in AM/PM peak hour volumes.
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Project Number: M1185
Prepared by: KJS

Phase 2, North End Filing 2
Louisville, Colorado

*Based upon LSC's North End Phase 2 Traffic Letter dated April 1, 2011

Revised January 18, 2016

Figure 5: Directional Distribution of Site-Generated Traffic*
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Project Number: M1185
Prepared by: KJS

Phase 2, North End Filing 2
Louisville, Colorado

Revised January 18, 2016

Figure 6: Assignment of North End Phase 2's Site-Generated Traffic
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Project Number: M1185
Prepared by: KJS

Phase 2, North End Filing 2
Louisville, Colorado

Figure 7: Year 2035 Total Traffic

Revised January 18, 2016
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4.0 Transportation Impact Analysis

4.1 Year 2035 Total Conditions (Background + Site Generated Traffic)

A Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) analysis was performed for the long term
Year 2035 conditions. Table 3 summarizes the anticipated level of service (LOS) and
delays.

Table 3: Year 2035 Total Traffic Level of Service

Level of Service
Traffic (Delay in Seconds)

Intersection Control Approach AM PM
1. S. Boulder Road /

Plaza Drive Signal Overall B (17.7) C (22.6)
EB A (6.8) C (26.7)
WB C (22.5) B (16.6)

SB B (17.9) C (24.5)
2. S. Boulder Road /
Sweet Clover RIRO

Access SB
Stop

EB
WB
SB

A (0)
A (0)

C (18.4)

A (0)
A (0)

C (18.1)
3. S. Boulder Road /
Blue Star 3/4 Access

SB
Stop EB A (0) A (0)

WB
SB

A (0)
C (18.4)

A (0)
C (18.2)

4. Plaza Drive / Helca
Way

EB/WB EB A (9.6) B (14.2)
Stop WB B (11.7) D (32.5)

NB
SB

A (3.0)
A (1.0)

A (4.0)
A (0)

S. Boulder Road/Plaza Drive: This signalized intersection is anticipated to operate at
an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the addition of
site generated traffic.

S. Boulder Road/Sweet Clover RIRO Access: This intersection is anticipated to
operate at an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the
addition of site generated traffic.
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S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access: This intersection is anticipated to operate at
an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the addition of
site generated traffic.

Plaza Drive/Helca Way: This intersection is anticipated to operate at an acceptable
Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the addition of site generated
traffic.

4.2 Project Accesses

North End Phase 2, Block 11 will have three accesses to the greater roadway
network. In addition to serving this project, these accesses will also serve the entire
North End Phase 2 site and a few adjacent properties to the west.

S. Boulder Road/Sweet Clover RIRO Access: The secondary site access to South
Boulder Road is a right in, right out driveway that aligns with Sweet Clover Lane to
the north. There is a median in South Boulder Road that restricts this access to right
turn in and tight turn out movements only. There are currently no auxiliary turn
lanes at this intersection. There is a 12 foot wide painted shoulder in the vicinity of
this access.

S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access: The proposed primary site access is located at
South Boulder Road and Blue Star Lane. This access is restricted to a 3/4 movement
by a raised median. The southbound left turn onto South Boulder Road is
prohibited. This intersection currently has a westbound right and eastbound left
deceleration lane. There is also a southbound right acceleration lane.

Plaza Drive/Helca Way: This is another secondary access via Helca Way to Plaza
Drive and S. Boulder Road. It is an existing east west, stop controlled intersection.
There are auxiliary northbound and southbound left turn lanes.

4.3 Project Sight Distance

Both South Boulder Road and Plaza Drive provide adequate sight distance in excess
of the 165 feet for a 35mph roadway required by AASHTO.8

4.4 Auxiliary Turn Lanes

The City of Louisville’s Design and Construction Standards6 do not address auxiliary
lane requirements. Therefore, the State of Colorado’s State Highway Access Code7

was used to determine auxiliary turn lane requirements for the project. South
Boulder Road is the equivalent of CDOT’s urban arterial, NR B, roadway
classification.
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S. Boulder Road/Plaza Drive: This signalized intersection currently has auxiliary turn
lanes that are anticipated to accommodate the forecasted Year 2035 traffic.

S. Boulder Road/Sweet Clover RIRO Access: This intersection does not require
auxiliary turn lanes per the Access Code7. However, there are existing 12 foot wide
shoulders on either side of the access. The applicant may consider providing a
westbound right turn deceleration lane in this width. It is not mandatory.

S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access: This intersection currently has auxiliary turn
lanes that are anticipated to accommodate the forecasted Year 2035 traffic.

Plaza Drive/Helca Way: This intersection currently has auxiliary turn lanes that are
anticipated to accommodate the forecasted Year 2035 traffic.
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5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

This new application is proposing a land use change in Block 11 of the North End
Phase 2 development. As shown in Figure 2, the new site plan incorporates 17,750sf
commercial space, 17,750sf office space, 4,500sf restaurant space, and 65
multifamily units. Construction is anticipated to be completed in Year 2016.

The North End Phase 2, Block 11 project is expected to generate 1,477 trips over the
course of an average weekday. This includes 76 trips during the morning peak hour
and 124 trips during the evening peak hour.

With the residential component of Phase 2, the project as a whole is expected to
generate 2,616 trips over the course of an average weekday. This includes 164 trips
during the morning peak hour and 238 trips during the evening peak hour.

This is an increase of 18% of the average weekday traffic from the previous Phase 2
plans. The morning peak hour traffic is anticipated to decrease by 1.2%. The
evening peak hour will decrease by 10.9%.

The North End Phase 2, Block 11 property will have three accesses to the greater
roadway network. In addition to serving this project, these accesses will also serve
the entire North End Phase 2 site and a few adjacent properties to the west.

S. Boulder Road/Plaza Drive: This signalized intersection is anticipated to continue
operating at an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the
addition of site generated traffic.

S. Boulder Road/Sweet Clover RIRO Access: This intersection does not require
auxiliary turn lanes per the Access Code7. However, there are existing 12 foot wide
shoulders on either side of the access. The applicant may consider providing a
westbound right turn deceleration lane in this width. It is not mandatory. It is
anticipated to operate at an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035.

S. Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access: This intersection is anticipated to continue
operating at an acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the
addition of site generated traffic.

Plaza Drive/Helca Way: This intersection is anticipated to continue operating at an
acceptable Level of Service through Year 2035 with or without the addition of site
generated traffic.
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6.0 Appendix

Reference Documents

1. North End Phase 2 Traffic Letter. LSC Transportation Consultants, April 1, 2011.

2. Highway Capacity Manual. Transportation Research Board, 2010.

3. Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition. Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.

4. DASH Route Map. Regional Transportation District, May 2015.

5. Comprehensive Plan. City of Louisville, 2013.

6. Design and Construction Standards, City of Louisville Department of Public Works
Engineering Division, 2015.

7. State Highway Access Code. State of Colorado, 2002.

8. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets. American Association of State
highway and Transportation Officials, 2011.

Included Reference Documents

1. Traffic Impact Study Scoping Form
2. ITE Internal Trip Reduction Calculations
3. RTD’s DASH Bus Route Map
4. HCM Analysis

i. South Boulder Road/Plaza Drive
ii. South Boulder Road/Sweet Clover RIRO Access
iii. South Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access
iv. Plaza Drive/Helca Way
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McDowell Engineering; Kari McDowell Schroeder, PE, PTOE
970-623-0788
kari@mcdowelleng.com

Markel Homes/Chad Kipfer

North End Phase 2

1501 South Boulder Road, Louisville
PUD Modification. From 42,700sf commercial and 22,300sf office, to:
1 5 sf commercial, 1 sf office, 5,400sf restaurant, and 79 condo/
townhomes

See Attached.

2015 2018 2035

Helca Way S. Boulder Road

Blue Star Access Plaza Drive

S. Boulder Rd. / Plaza Dr.

S. Boulder Rd. / Blue Star Access

Plaza Dr. / Helca Way

Match LSC's distribution from the April 1, 2011 Traffic Impact Analysis for North
End Phase 2.
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Per ITE Trip Generation
Manual rates. See attached.

2.0% from LSC's 2011 Traffic Addendum for
Year 2030 to a forecasted Year 2035. Applicable
on on S. Boulder Road and Plaza Drive.

x x

x

x

x

9/25/2015

N/A 0
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HCM Analysis
South Boulder Road/Plaza Drive
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 3: S. Boulder Rd. & Plaza Dr.
2035 Background Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 35 653 1491 115 80 75
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow veh/h/ln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 204 2174 1798 764 492 439
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.58 0.48 0.48 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3725 3725 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 38 710 1621 125 87 82
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1863 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 5.7 23.0 2.6 2.1 2.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 5.7 23.0 2.6 2.1 2.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 204 2174 1798 764 492 439
V/C Ratio(X) 0.19 0.33 0.90 0.16 0.18 0.19
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 271 2327 1810 769 492 439
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.3 6.2 13.7 8.4 15.8 15.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.1 6.7 0.1 0.8 0.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile Back of Q (50%), veh/ln 0.2 2.1 10.7 0.9 1.0 0.1
Lane Grp Delay (d), s/veh 12.7 6.3 20.3 8.5 16.6 16.8
Lane Grp LOS B A C A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 748 1746 169
Approach Delay, s/veh 6.6 19.5 16.7
Approach LOS A B B

Timer
Assigned Phs 7 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.8 37.6 31.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 36.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.6 7.7 25.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 21.8 2.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 3: S. Boulder Rd. & Plaza Dr.
2035 Background Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 90 2007 1306 245 245 110
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow veh/h/ln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 262 2235 1786 759 473 422
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.60 0.48 0.48 0.27 0.27
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3725 3725 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 98 2182 1420 266 266 120
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1863 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.5 33.9 19.2 6.3 7.8 3.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.5 33.9 19.2 6.3 7.8 3.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 262 2235 1786 759 473 422
V/C Ratio(X) 0.37 0.98 0.80 0.35 0.56 0.28
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 285 2236 1786 759 473 422
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 11.6 11.6 13.1 9.8 19.0 17.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 13.9 2.6 0.3 4.8 1.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile Back of Q (50%), veh/ln 0.7 16.7 8.5 2.3 3.8 3.6
Lane Grp Delay (d), s/veh 12.5 25.5 15.7 10.0 23.7 19.1
Lane Grp LOS B C B B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 2280 1686 386
Approach Delay, s/veh 24.9 14.8 22.3
Approach LOS C B C

Timer
Assigned Phs 7 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.2 40.0 32.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 36.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.5 35.9 21.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 6.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.8
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 3: S. Boulder Rd. & Plaza Dr.
2035 Total Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 57 662 1522 115 121 95
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow veh/h/ln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 216 2196 1780 756 485 433
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.59 0.48 0.48 0.27 0.27
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3725 3725 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 62 720 1654 125 132 103
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1863 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 5.7 24.4 2.6 3.4 3.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.9 5.7 24.4 2.6 3.4 3.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 216 2196 1780 756 485 433
V/C Ratio(X) 0.29 0.33 0.93 0.17 0.27 0.24
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 261 2294 1784 758 485 433
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.2 6.1 14.3 8.7 16.7 16.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.7 0.1 9.2 0.1 1.4 1.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile Back of Q (50%), veh/ln 0.4 2.1 12.1 0.9 1.6 0.2
Lane Grp Delay (d), s/veh 13.9 6.2 23.5 8.8 18.0 17.8
Lane Grp LOS B A C A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 782 1779 235
Approach Delay, s/veh 6.8 22.5 17.9
Approach LOS A C B

Timer
Assigned Phs 7 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.5 38.5 31.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 36.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.9 7.7 26.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 22.1 1.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary 3: S. Boulder Rd. & Plaza Dr.
2035 Total Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 137 2027 1337 245 286 131
Number 7 4 8 18 1 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow veh/h/ln 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3 186.3
Lanes 1 2 2 1 1 1
Cap, veh/h 274 2235 1739 739 473 422
Arrive On Green 0.07 0.60 0.47 0.47 0.27 0.27
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3725 3725 1583 1774 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 149 2203 1453 266 311 142
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1863 1583 1774 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.4 34.7 20.5 6.5 9.4 4.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.4 34.7 20.5 6.5 9.4 4.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 274 2235 1739 739 473 422
V/C Ratio(X) 0.54 0.99 0.84 0.36 0.66 0.34
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 274 2235 1739 739 473 422
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.8 11.7 14.0 10.3 19.6 17.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.2 15.7 3.7 0.3 7.0 2.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile Back of Q (50%), veh/ln 1.1 17.4 9.0 2.3 4.7 4.3
Lane Grp Delay (d), s/veh 15.0 27.5 17.7 10.6 26.5 19.9
Lane Grp LOS B C B B C B
Approach Vol, veh/h 2352 1719 453
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.7 16.6 24.5
Approach LOS C B C

Timer
Assigned Phs 7 4 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 40.0 32.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 36.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.4 36.7 22.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 5.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 22.6
HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes
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HCM Analysis
South Boulder Road/RIRO Access
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HCM 2010 TWSC 5: S. Boulder Rd. & Sweet Clover Ln
2035 Total Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 798 1642 12 0 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 867 1785 13 0 16

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1785 0 - 0 2219 892
             Stage 1 - - - - 1785 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 434 -
Follow-up Headway 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 343 - - - 37 285
             Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 621 -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 343 - - - 37 285
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver - - - - 37 -
             Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 621 -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 18

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 343 - - - 285
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.057
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 18.4
HCM Lane LOS A C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.181

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined

499



HCM 2010 TWSC 5: S. Boulder Rd. & Sweet Clover Ln
2035 Total Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 2359 1612 27 0 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 2564 1752 29 0 16

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1752 0 - 0 3034 876
             Stage 1 - - - - 1752 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 1282 -
Follow-up Headway 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 354 - - - 10 292
             Stage 1 - - - - 125 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 224 -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 354 - - - 10 292
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver - - - - 10 -
             Stage 1 - - - - 125 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 224 -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 18

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 354 - - - 292
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.056
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 18.1
HCM Lane LOS A C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.177

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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HCM Analysis
South Boulder Road/Blue Star 3/4 Access
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HCM 2010 TWSC 8: S. Boulder Rd. & Blue Star Ln.
2035 Total Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Vol, veh/h 9 789 1639 12 0 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - 0 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 10 858 1782 13 0 16

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1782 0 - 0 2230 891
             Stage 1 - - - - 1782 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 448 -
Follow-up Headway 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 344 - - - 36 285
             Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 611 -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 344 - - - 35 285
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver - - - - 35 -
             Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 593 -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 18

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 344 - - - 285
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.028 - - - 0.057
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.771 - - - 18.4
HCM Lane LOS C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.088 - - - 0.181

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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HCM 2010 TWSC 8: S. Boulder Rd. & Blue Star Ln.
2035 Total Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Vol, veh/h 20 2339 1624 27 0 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - 0 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 2542 1765 29 0 16

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1765 0 - 0 3080 883
             Stage 1 - - - - 1765 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 1315 -
Follow-up Headway 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 350 - - - 9 289
             Stage 1 - - - - 123 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 215 -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 350 - - - 8 289
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver - - - - 8 -
             Stage 1 - - - - 123 -
             Stage 2 - - - - 201 -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 18

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 350 - - - 289
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.062 - - - 0.056
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.966 - - - 18.2
HCM Lane LOS C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.198 - - - 0.178

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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HCM Analysis
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HCM 2010 TWSC 9: Plaza Dr. & Helca Wy.
2035 Background Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 4.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 10 5 40 20 0 5 45 45 10 5 60 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - - 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 11 5 43 22 0 5 49 49 11 5 65 16

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 239 242 73 261 244 54 82 0 0 60 0 0
             Stage 1 84 84 - 152 152 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 155 158 - 109 92 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 715 660 989 692 658 1013 1515 - - 1544 - -
             Stage 1 924 825 - 850 772 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 847 767 - 896 819 - - - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 692 637 989 639 635 1013 1515 - - 1544 - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 692 637 - 639 635 - - - - - - -
             Stage 1 894 822 - 823 747 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 815 742 - 848 816 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9 10 3 0

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1 WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1515 - - 877 690 1544 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.032 - - 0.068 0.039 0.004 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.456 - - 9.4 10.4 7.34 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0.219 0.123 0.011 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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HCM 2010 TWSC 9: Plaza Dr. & Helca Wy.
2035 Background Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 40 5 165 30 5 5 155 115 10 0 125 35
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - - 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 43 5 179 33 5 5 168 125 11 0 136 38

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 628 628 155 714 641 130 174 0 0 136 0 0
             Stage 1 155 155 - 467 467 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 473 473 - 247 174 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 395 400 891 346 393 920 1403 - - 1448 - -
             Stage 1 847 769 - 576 562 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 572 558 - 757 755 - - - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 352 352 891 248 346 920 1403 - - 1448 - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 352 352 - 248 346 - - - - - - -
             Stage 1 746 769 - 507 495 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 495 491 - 600 755 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 13 20 4 0

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1 WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1403 - - 671 284 1448 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.12 - - 0.34 0.153 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.916 - - 13.1 20 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B C A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.408 - - 1.506 0.533 0 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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HCM 2010 TWSC 9: Plaza Dr. & Helca Wy.
2035 Total Traffic - AM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 10 8 40 81 5 10 45 45 32 8 60 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - - 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 11 9 43 88 5 11 49 49 35 9 65 16

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 263 273 73 281 263 66 82 0 0 84 0 0
             Stage 1 91 91 - 164 164 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 172 182 - 117 99 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 690 634 989 671 642 998 1515 - - 1513 - -
             Stage 1 916 820 - 838 762 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 830 749 - 888 813 - - - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 658 610 989 616 618 998 1515 - - 1513 - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 658 610 - 616 618 - - - - - - -
             Stage 1 886 815 - 811 737 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 789 725 - 835 808 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10 12 3 1

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1 WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1515 - - 844 642 1513 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.032 - - 0.075 0.163 0.006 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.456 - - 9.6 11.7 7.393 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0.242 0.577 0.017 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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HCM 2010 TWSC 9: Plaza Dr. & Helca Wy.
2035 Total Traffic - PM.syn

North End, Phase 2 Synchro 8 Report
Louisville, CO McDowell Engineering

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 40 12 165 92 10 10 155 115 57 7 125 35
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - - 0 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 43 13 179 100 11 11 168 125 62 8 136 38

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 674 694 155 759 682 156 174 0 0 187 0 0
             Stage 1 170 170 - 493 493 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 504 524 - 266 189 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 368 366 891 323 372 890 1403 - - 1387 - -
             Stage 1 832 758 - 558 547 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 550 530 - 739 744 - - - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 321 320 891 226 326 890 1403 - - 1387 - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 321 320 - 226 326 - - - - - - -
             Stage 1 732 754 - 491 482 - - - - - - -
             Stage 2 467 467 - 577 740 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 14 32 4 0

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1 WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1403 - - 625 249 1387 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.12 - - 0.377 0.489 0.005 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.916 - - 14.2 32.5 7.61 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B D A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.408 - - 1.755 2.482 0.017 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined
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City of Louisville 

Department of Planning and Building Safety  
     749 Main Street      Louisville CO 80027 

303.335.4592 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

 
 

 

Planning Commission 

Meeting Minutes 
March 10, 2016 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

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

Commission Members Present: Chris Pritchard, Chairman 
Cary Tengler, Vice Chairman 
Ann O’Connell, Secretary 
Steve Brauneis 
Jeff Moline 
Tom Rice 
David Hsu 

Commission Members Absent: All Present  
Staff Members Present:  Aaron DeJong, Director of Economic Development 

Scott Robinson, Planner II 
 
Approval of Agenda: 
Brauneis moved and Tengler seconded a motion to approve the March 10, 2016 agenda. 
Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Approval of Minutes:  
Moline moved and Brauneis seconded to approve the February 11, 2016 minutes. Ann 
O’Connell abstains due to excused absence. Motion passed by voice vote.  
 
Public Comments: Items not on the Agenda  
None. 
 
Regular Business: 

 North End Market PUD/GDP Amendment: Resolution 6, Series 2016.  A request for 
a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) and General Development Plan (GDP) 
amendment to construct a multi-use development consisting of 65 dwelling units and 
allow 40,000 SF of commercial at Block 11, North End Phase II.  
 Applicant: North End Market LLC   
 Owner: Ridgeline Development Corporation  
 Representative: Chad Kipfer  
 Staff Member:  Scott Robinson, Planner II 

 
Conflict of Interest and Disclosure: 
None. 

514



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
March 10, 2016 

Page 2 of 12 
 

 

 
Public Notice Certification:  
Published in the Boulder Daily Camera on February 21, 2016.  Posted in City Hall, Public 
Library, Recreation Center, and the Courts and Police Building and mailed to surrounding 
property owners and property posted on February 19, 2016. 
 
Staff Report of Facts and Issues: 
Robinson presented from Power Point: 

 The subject parcel is located at the northwest corner of South Boulder Road and Blue 
Star Lane.  

 Zoned Planned Community Zone District – Commercial (PCZD-C).  It is governed by the 
North End General Development Plan. 

 Site is 4.55 acres. 
 Requesting 65 residential units (31 age-restricted for 55 years and older) and 40,000 

square feet of retail and office space. 
 Existing GDP allows 21 residential units and 65,650 SF of commercial space.  350 total 

units allowed in North End GDP.  
 Currently besides the 21 units allocated for this parcel, there are another 17 units that 

have not been allocated anywhere in North End. 
 Requesting to transfer the 17 units to this parcel, and additional 27 units. 27 units plus 4 

units will be age-restricted to 55+.  
 Reducing reduction from 65,650 SF of commercial to 40,000 SF.   
 The 2013 Comp Plan identifies this area as an “Urban Corridor” with focus on:  

o commercial  
o office  
o neighborhood retail  

 Principal NH-5 
o Mix of Housing types 
o Multi-generational needs 
o Empty nesters 

 Proposing 31 age-restricted units for age 55 and over 
 Fiscal Impact 

o According to the model, the previously approved GDP would yield a net positive 
fiscal impact of +$3,008,000 over a 20-year period, or +$150,400 per year.   

o The proposed amendment, assuming concurrent buildout, would yield a net 
positive fiscal impact of +$2,395,000 on the City over the same 20-year period, or 
a positive +$119,750 per year.   

o The delayed buildout would yield a net positive fiscal impact of +$2,051,000 over 
the same 20-year period, or +$102,550 per year.   

 Request for plat to put easements in place. Property already platted. No request for 
subdivision for new lots.  

 Public Land Dedication (PLD). 12% land for commercial development and 15% for 
residential development.  North End originally had 20% PLD which exceeds PLD. With 
change in use and replat, no additional PLD required.  

 Site Plan.   
o 7 Buildings 

 3 residential along Hecla Way 
 4 commercial along South Boulder Road.  

 Site Access.  
o South Boulder Road (right in, right out) 
o Blue Star Lane 
o Hecla Way 
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 Pedestrian Circulation 
o East side access from South Boulder Road, there is no sidewalk. Staff requests 

additional sidewalk connection.  
o Existing large drainage swale along south side between development and South 

Boulder Road. No easy connection from sidewalk into development.  
 Yard and Bulk Standards.  

o Governed by GDP. No proposal for change in GDP amendment.  
o Proposed buildings all comply with standards.  No request for waivers for setback 

or height. 
 Commercial Buildings. Governed by CDDSD. 

o Office/Retail 
 2 stories. 30-33 feet. 

o Restaurant/Retail 
 1 story. 25 feet. 

 Residential Buildings. Comply with residential design standards. Compatible with nearby 
buildings across Hecla Way to the north.  

o 2.5 stories.  35-40 feet. 
o Parking under the building. 

 Parking. Governed by GDP.  
o 86 residential spaces. 
o 162 commercial spaces. Exceeds minimal parking requirement under GDP.  
o 46 on-street spaces along Hecla Way and Blue Star Lane.  Do not count towards 

parking but are available.  
 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Resolution 06, Series 2016, with the 
following conditions: 

1. 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.   

2. An additional sidewalk connection shall be added to the South Boulder Road sidewalk 
on the east side of the access drive. 

3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the items 
listed in the March 2, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to recordation. 

 
Commission Questions of Staff:  
Moline asks about the degrees of a development’s fiscal performance.  Do our guidelines tell us 
to look at something that is $1 million or better over 20 years or if it is purely positive? 
Robinson says we don’t have performance standards for fiscal analysis. What we have is the 
Comp Plan which says in the northeast area community, we expect development to be fiscally 
positive. It doesn’t say how positive, just fiscally positive.  
Moline says looking at the South Boulder Road corridor, I thought it would have a more urban 
form or urban orientation. Are we getting that from this development? 
Robinson says the South Boulder Road (SoBoRo) plan is not adopted yet, so we evaluate this 
proposal against the existing regulations. In general, based on what is in the SoBoRo plan, this 
would comply with what we are recommending in the South Boulder Road plan.  
 
Brauneis says in the buildings marked as retail or office, typically those would have a significant 
difference in fiscal impact, whether they are retail or office.  Are they required to build out that 
way?  
Robinson says retail versus office has different impacts. In the model, the first floor was 
considered retail; the second floor considered office. The first floor could potentially be office, 
but office would be less likely to go into retail spaces because they would be paying for the 
frontage not necessarily needed. We see dentist offices currently go into retail spaces.  
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Tengler asks if you can explain the expenditure slide. Looking at the open space and parks 
fund in the existing GDP, if we add more residential, we are spending $150,000 less. That 
seems counterintuitive to me.  
Robinson says it comes from projected demand on parks. The model is set up for both 
residents and employees to have impact on capital facilities including parks. There is an impact 
per resident and per employee.  
 
Tengler asks about age-restricted units of 55+ enabled this development to meet the housing 
mix requirement. Without those, would it still meet the requirement? 
Robinson says they are allowed 21 units by right, and would not need to amend the GDP. 
Because the 17 units were already approved in the overall GDP, they hadn’t been allocated. 
Staff would have supported allocating those there. It is the additional units that we feel need 
further analysis to see if they are compatible with the Comp Plan. Age-restricted units address 
the concern for school impact since 55+ and empty nesters typically do not have school age 
children.  
Tengler says once again, we have bumped up Louisville Elementary School (LES) above the 
cap, and BVSD has said overall, we can handle it. This seems to be a recurring theme.  
Robinson says BVSD has been aware of the 350 units in North End for 10 years. They have 
North End in their projections. Senior housing is not expected to have any impact on schools. 
We refer everything to BVSD and they send us correspondence stating they are okay. Steel 
Ranch and North End projections have been very accurate regarding student numbers. It has 
been students coming from Old Town that has impacted LES.  
 
Rice says when this particular parcel was part of the original GDP, there was no residential. 
Then it was amended up to 12 residential units, and then amended up to 21 residential units. 
The present proposal is to go to 65 residential units. On this particular parcel, we have gone 
from zero to 65. The commercial on the last approved plan to the present will go from 65,000 SF 
to 40,000 SF. When the original GDP was approved, there would be 350 total housing units in 
this entire development. The request is to break that cap and take it up to 377, adding 27 units. 
As I understand it, the Comp Plan says in this area, 25 units/acre density are recommended.  
Robinson says depending on how you count it, if you look at the north half of the development 
where the residential units are, it comes in at 30 units per acre. If you look at the whole lot and 
spread the units out, it comes in less. 
Rice asks if the reason for the age-restricted units is the school issue. 
Robinson says it is a major part of it and also because it is a type of housing the community 
says it wants. The Comp Plan encourages that type of housing.  
Rice says as I recall when discussing a previous project, there was discussion about the 
commercial being built first, or at least at the same time as the residential. Can we make it a 
condition that the commercial be developed either before or at the same time as the residential? 
Robinson says the PUD is broken down into three phases with each phase having both 
commercial and residential. There is text saying the commercial will be built concurrently with 
the residential. 
 
Hsu asks about age restriction. The Comp Plan has a number of categories. In which category 
does 55+ belong? There are seniors, empty nesters, disabled renters, first time homebuyers, 
and all others.  
Robinson says either seniors or empty nesters. The Comp Plan is a broad policy document 
saying these are the types of people we want to accommodate. 55+ is the standard age 
restriction in housing law. It can serve both seniors and empty nesters.  
Hsu says the Foundry has age-restricted housing. What bothers me about the Comp Plan is 
that “empty nesters” may be against public policy in housing laws for family status.  
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Robinson says we will not restrict them to empty nesters. The Comp Plan looks at what people 
want to see in their community. Louisville is a great community for families but there is little 
accommodation for older couples with no children. In general, we want to provide the type of 
housing that could be suitable for these groups.  
Hsu says in two recent projects, 55+ have been awarded this restricted housing whereas we 
have seen little for disabled renters and first time homebuyers, in part because we are trying to 
create fewer problems for BVSD. We are weighing toward one part of the Comp Plan without 
trying for a mix.  
Robinson says we are accommodating some of these other groups. 31 of these units will be 
age-restricted but the other 34 will not be. They would be good houses for first time 
homebuyers. Some with elevators or first floor units would be suitable for the disabled.  
Hsu asks how strong are the recommendations for the deed of an age-restricted home? If a 
home is foreclosed, does the age-restriction remain?  
Robinson says yes, my understanding is that it would remain. If it is placed on the deed, is in 
the subdivision agreement, and is in the PUD, it would permanently remain 55+.  
Brauneis clarifies it is for ownership, not occupancy.  
Hsu asks if a 55+ buys it and rents it out to a younger family, is that allowed under this 
restriction? 
Pritchard says these questions can be answered by the applicant.  
Robinson says this is the same wording found in the Foundry PUD. This recommendation 
came from the City Attorney that we put a condition that it be placed in the deed as well as on 
the PUD.  
Hsu asks about traffic impact. It seems like the peak traffic decreased but the average weekday 
traffic increased. Is that correct? 
Robinson says it is the difference between residential traffic versus commercial traffic. If it is 
primarily office traffic, it is morning and evening traffic. Shifting it to residential, there are more 
overall trips but spread out more throughout the day.  
 
Applicant Presentation:  
Chad Kipfer, Markel Homes, 5723 Arapahoe Avenue #2B, Boulder, CO 
We are here to amend Block 11 PUD. Markel Homes is a recognized brand name for quality 
and value. We are a certified Energy Star builder. We are currently building many subdivisions. 
Markel Homes has been a local builder for 40 years and we develop a diversity of housing 
products from single family to multi-family, townhouses to custom residential. Here is a North 
End overview: In 2007, we had 350 units and 65,000 SF of commercial. Phase I is complete 
with just a few last homes being built. Phase II is near completion with single family homes and 
working on multifamily units. Phase III just finished up site improvements and working on 
construction acceptance. Block 11 is this application. When Markel Homes came in, we did 25% 
land dedication. There is common open space including Hecla Lake with trails in the 
neighborhood connecting to Waneka Lake. The entire dam structure has been rebuilt. There are 
trails across South Boulder Road being used extensively. Planning Area #4 has Blocks 10, 9, 8, 
7, and 6. We did PUD amendments in these areas in the past, and this is when things were 
adjusted for Phase II and III. In our proposal, we are requesting 27 additional units on Block 11 
over the 350 number. 31 units are age-restricted. We feel strongly that condos and age-
restricted housing is a needed housing segment in Louisville. We are requesting 40,000 SF 
which has been recommended to us as a successful number at this location. We are working 
with a craft brewer for the corner at Blue Star and South Boulder Road. We are proposing to 
build the age-restricted building and two commercial buildings in the first phase. Buildings 1, 2, 
and 3 are residential buildings.  Buildings 4, 5, 6, and 7 are commercial buildings. The age-
restricted building is Building 3. To show the phasing, we propose to build Buildings 3, 6, and 7 
in first phase; then Buildings 2 and 5; and then Buildings 1 and 4. There will be commercial and 
residential paired together across the site. Circulation will be off of Blue Star Lane, off Hecla 
Way, right-in and right-out off of South Boulder Road. The commercial will be highly visible from 
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South Boulder Road and located forward. The traffic study shows the commercial is an 
acceptable level of service for what we are proposing. Parking for Buildings 1, 2, and 3 will be 
parked below. The proposal meets the requirements for the PUD and the ratios for the 
commercial and retail. The sidewalks and pedestrian circulation throughout the neighborhood 
includes an outdoor plaza/gathering area formed between Buildings 2 and 3. Building 7 on the 
corner has an outdoor area on the south side suitable for a brewery or similar use. Between the 
commercial and the residential, a lane will create an urban edge instead of having a “back side” 
to the commercial. There will be more windows and a pedestrian feel, and is multi-sided for the 
pedestrian experience. The residential buildings will have elevators and adds to housing need 
and diversity. Building 4 and Building 5 will have varied roof forms and glass.   
 
Michael Markel, Markel Homes, 5723 Arapahoe Avenue #2B, Boulder, CO 
We have been working with the City of Louisville for over 10 years on North End. The good 
news is this is the last block of North End. We have accomplished a lot of different goals. We 
started out in 2007 and decided on a certain amount of units. Markel has proposed some 
adjustments and changes over the years. With the economy in 2007- 2008, the homebuilding 
business was in a depression. We are now in an upswing and feel fortunate to be a survivor of 
that particular recession. We need to adjust to the general economy and what the demand is for 
the marketplace. We also need to adjust to the demand within the community. For Louisville, we 
have accomplished a lot of goals. We have a passion for creating products that are unique to 
each town. The units at North End are not built in any other community. We are product-driven 
and market-driven, not accounting-driven. This project works as the last piece of North End 
because on the commercial side, the site is too small to be a big anchored center and it’s too 
big to be successful as a neighborhood service-oriented commercial area. We decided to go in 
this direction because our consultants and our own studies showed building the neighborhood 
commercial, having visibility from South Boulder Road, and providing housing not available in 
Louisville is beneficial. There are a couple housing segments that are difficult to target for 
developers. Moderately-priced condominiums for 55+ and an older segment of the population 
are difficult to build. That is why we are asking for some additional units. I think they are needed 
in the community. In the first phase in this commercial area, I am moving my company from 
Boulder to Louisville in the first building. We have a craft brewery willing to build a small tasting 
area in Building 7. I think we have a good idea here to create a successful commercial area. I 
hope you will approve this.  
 
Commission Questions of Applicant: 
Moline asks Markel to describe in more detail the orientation and treatment of the back sides of 
the commercial, retail, and office buildings.  
Markel says we anticipate the businesses to be neighborhood-type services and deliveries to 
be made by vans and smaller vehicles. The retail would be a “double-sided” through unit with a 
front door and a back door that will be nicely detailed. We think these businesses will be more 
vibrant because there is good access, especially with the traffic signal one-half block away, and 
South Boulder Road visibility.  
 
Brauneis asks if any units are built for wheelchair accessibility. 
Markel says yes, all residential buildings and commercial buildings will be elevator accessible. 
The majority of the units will be beyond ADA compliance.  
Brauneis asks about the challenges of building condos, whether it is the market climate or the 
legal climate within the State of Colorado. How are you able to do it? 
Markel says we are building the most affordable residential product in Louisville. The first 
building is sold out and the second building is almost sold out. We are able to provide good 
quality products, good floorplans, and they are well-priced. We feel confident we will not run into 
legal conflict.  
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Brauneis says there will be exterior gathering spaces. Are there any other amenities internal to 
the buildings? Do you have thoughts on the retail versus commercial mix? 
Markel says the area where I will locate my business will be the entire floor, 5,000 SF. For the 
commercial spaces, they will be more open with fewer walls, attracting younger millennial 
entrepreneurs. We have courtyard spaces/social gathering places for restaurants. We think we 
have a built-in market for specialty, neighborhood services whether a craft brewery or 
restaurant. Having additional residential units with an ability to walk to services is a big plus.  
 
Tengler asks you mentioned avoiding litigation. Is there a specific issue you are trying to 
address? 
Markel says in the market, there is a lot of multi-family being built. In the Denver area, there are 
18,000 apartments being built. There are approximately 380 for-sale condominium units. We 
want affordably priced or obtainable housing for other populations, particularly younger and old 
people. There have been lawsuits with monetary awards. I am watching every single thing that 
goes into our buildings. I have third party inspections, city inspections, and private inspections. 
All employees have checklists. We analyze every step and document everything. I’m not afraid 
to show people that we are going beyond the code and recommendations.  
 
Hsu asks about the 55 and over age restrictions. Do you think the recommendations by Staff 
have “teeth”?  I am worried about some real estate entrepreneur 55+ buying many units and 
then renting them out.   
Markel says there will be deed restriction for 55+. It will also be in the HOA documentation.  
Hsu asks about sustainability or energy efficiency features. 
Markel says we are an Energy Star builder. In North End, we have built two or three net zero 
energy houses. We are experimenting to go net zero. Our buildings and condos are built to a 
low Home Energy Rating Standard (HERS) which is a high % below existing code requirements. 
Not only each building but each unit is tested for energy efficiency and must pass specific 
criteria to qualify for certification from the Energy Star people. We also want to be Leadership in 
Energy and Efficiency Design Standards (LEEDS) certified to a certain level.  
 
Pritchard says the code allows 1.5 parking spaces for a residential two bedroom. Since we are 
opening back up for negotiation, what would happen to this project if that ratio was pushed to an 
2 spaces for a two bedroom? 
Markel says the 61 residential units are directed towards a more low-impact resident. An older 
couple with no children may have one car, not two. The majority of the people we are targeting 
do not have two cars per residence. The other buildings will be single level units, elevator 
accessible, with parking underneath, and directed (not restricted) to people who are low impact 
to the community. This project does not have a clubhouse; it is exactly the opposite.  
 
Public Comment: 
Andrea McGinsey, 7755 S Lafayette Drive, #157, Lafayette, CO 
I am brand new to the area. I got a wonderful position working on historic preservation in the 
area. I am bringing my elderly mother from Virginia. I had a rough time in this housing market, 
looking for something that would work for me and for my mother. She has been living in a single 
family house but negotiating steps will not work for much longer. We are looking for really 
simple condos: two bedrooms, two baths, a balcony, and an elevator. There are a bunch of 
dumps I found in Boulder that would not be suitable for my mother. The only place I could find is 
this Markel development. It really is a housing type that is not out there, but it is needed. I am 
one month into Generation X so I will be happily living there and aging in place. I think my 
mother will be happy there. No one asked me to come speak tonight. I used to be on the Board 
of Supervisors in my county in Virginia, so I have thought a lot about housing, sustainability, and 
transportation. I care about community. I support this development. I am interested in what is 
going in next door and was not planning to speak. I am excited there will be a bus to take me to 
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work. I will be able to walk to the grocery store. My bank is nearby. I will not have to get into my 
car which is awesome. My one criticism is that I have an electric car and I cannot charge it at 
this development. I think this is the direction of the future. It is a resale issue and is the future of 
this community. I like the product because they are beautiful homes. I think this is a win-win for 
the community.  
 
Jeff Gaillard, 1813 Blue Star Lane, Louisville, CO 
I live in Phase II. For those of you who don’t know Markel, I can tell you that everything they 
said is true. This is the highest quality product I found after looking for years around Boulder. I 
thank Michael Markel for the care you put into building. Doing the math on parking, I get 86 
spaces for 65 units which is 1.3. I am curious, Michael, for the 12 or 15 you have sold of the 
condos, can you broadly tell us, what is the demographic?  
Markel says the demographic for the condos is a mixed new group. The majority of people are 
empty nesters and a few younger people who don’t have children. I think putting in the elevator 
was huge and having elevator accessible units is attractive.  
Gaillard says the parking seems light to me, whether it is 1.3 or 1.5 spaces. There is only one 
one-car household in Phase II that I am aware of. The impact to the rest of the neighborhood 
would be street parking going up into Phase III. The age-restricted concept sounds interesting. 
We live in one of the wealthiest counties in the county and there are plenty of people 55+ that 
could snap up these beautiful products and rent them. When you were talking about HOA 
regulation, does it mean you could not rent to someone under 55? Would that be legal? How do 
you protect it? 
Markel says we have not made a decision on the age-restricted, whether they will be for rent or 
for sale. The age restriction will be on public record and the title company will have all 
documentation. You cannot buy a unit unless you are 55+.  
 
Brauneis says to speak directly to that point, would the HOA not allow tenants to be under age 
55? 
Markel says in the age-restricted buildings, tenants must be 55+.   
Brauneis says you mentioned they may be rental units only, not condos. Will the age restriction 
follow the tenancy? 
Markel says we have not made the decision of age-restricted rentals or age-restricted for sale. 
The age restriction will follow the tenancy if they are sold units.  
 
Michael Menaker, 1827 W Choke Cherry Drive, Louisville, CO 
Let me jump on the age restriction issue for a brief moment. It might be new to Louisville, but it 
is not new to the area, and it is not new to housing. There are hundreds if not thousands in 
Anthem that are age-restricted 55+. The way you do this is settled and there are no questions 
about it. I have lots of friends who live out in those units in Anthem. It is not an issue there and it 
won’t be an issue here. The City and County looked at this for The Foundry and as Scott 
mentioned, it is pretty much the same language brought forward tonight. On a broader issue, it 
strikes me, having spoken for this project at every phase since its inception in 2006, how much 
smarter we’ve gotten as a City, as a Planning Staff, and as a Planning Department, in how we 
approach these things. This was all new to us in 2006 when we started to do this. Our fiscal 
analysis is much better. We have adopted a marginal cost fiscal model whereas in 2006, we 
worked under the assumption that every housing unit costs the City money. We now understand 
that at a price point of around $600,000 single family home and extrapolating downward for 
rentals, that the people who can afford to live in Louisville, we are revenue positive on 
residential units. That is a revelation and changes the way we understand the fiscal impacts to 
the City. This has been thoroughly vetted by the finance committee, by our Director of Finance, 
and it is how we are evaluating new products. We are smarter about fiscal modeling. We are 
much smarter about the impacts of schools. We understand the difference between students 
from outside our jurisdiction who are coming in (there are 39 of those now at LES). We 
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understand that the mystery for BVSD is the turnover in Old Town. I was going through my files 
today and have letters going back to the beginning of 2013 from BVSD, that make the point that 
what pressure there is on LES is coming from new families in existing housing stock, not new 
rooftops. We are smarter about retail. When this project was first proposed, our Economic 
Development Consultant at the time was Becky Hogan. She looked at what we were doing and 
the commercial requirements we put on, and just laughed. Her comment at the time was you 
can color it anything you want, but that location is terrible. You can’t make it happen by coloring 
a map. Those sentiments were echoed by our next economic developer and probably would be 
echoed by this one, although he is not on the record for this. When I look at 40,000 SF which is 
a reduction of about 20,000 SF from the original requirements, to me it pales in comparison to 
the hundreds of thousands of under-performing square feet adjacent in Louisville Plaza, which 
we think of as the King Soopers Shopping Center. The opportunity to increase our performance 
of dollar per square foot and our existing immediately adjacent retail spaces far exceeds the 
opportunity lost of 20,000 SF of service oriented retail. Finally, as a side note, construction 
liability has been an issue and it has limited building condos. I think if you don’t know, you 
should know that the City through our lobbying and legislative actions has drafted Letters in 
Support with the City of Denver and most of our adjacent jurisdictions in lobbying the State for 
relief on construction liability litigation. The answer is the way you avoid construction liability 
litigation is build good product. Mike builds a really good product. Our just resigned Director of 
Planning bought a house in North End. I had a chance to talk to him a couple weeks ago. He 
has lived in his house more than six to eight months and has yet to find one thing wrong with it. 
Good product is the best defense against construction liability and gives us great hope that 
these condos will be built. I also support apartments. It is good for the City that we have a 
builder like Mike Markel. I urge you to unanimously approve and endorse this project. It 
completes the North End. I don’t think any of us thought that when this started in 2006, it would 
take a decade.  For a modest 27 total unit increase and all the benefits we get with this well-
planned and well-designed project, I think it deserves your enthusiastic support.  
 
Hsu asks if Markel can address the electric car issues mentioned by Ms. McGinsey.  
Markel says the first building has single car garages that are remote and serviced by an alley. 
We did not put appropriate power in the first round for charging stations. We will be installing 
appropriate power in the second building. When Excel put in the power, we did not account for it 
and it was an oversight.  
 
Moline asks about the parking situation.   
Robinson says these are the parking numbers that have always been in the GDP. Staff is 
comfortable with them and the type of residents who will be there. The advantage of mixed-use 
is there are different peak parking demands. With the office units, there will be parking during 
the day. When people come home in the evening, those parking spaces will be freed up. If there 
is overflow from the residential for visitors, Staff is comfortable that there will be plenty of 
parking.  
 
Summary and request by Staff and Applicant:  
Robinson says he looked in the traffic peaks. Commercial has heavier peaks than the 
residential. This is why the peak hours have decreased with less commercial.  
 
Staff recommends Planning Commission move to approve Resolution 06, Series 2016, with the 
following conditions: 

1. 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.   

2. An additional sidewalk connection shall be added to the South Boulder Road sidewalk 
on the east side of the access drive. 
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3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the items 
listed in the March 2, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to recordation. 

 
Closed Public Hearing and discussion by Commission:  
Hsu says I have questions about 55 and over age-restrictions. I feel comfortable with the project 
proceeding.  
Rice says this has become a familiar theme where we have projects approved in days gone by, 
and then we come back for amendments where commercial space gives way to residential 
space. Over time, it becomes greater density residential space, and this is exactly what we see 
here. I think it is a very complex issue and there are a lot of reasons for it. It is a matter of 
degree. What we have here is a request to more than double, essentially triple, the approved 
residential on this particular parcel. In the process of doing that, it exceeds the cap on 
residential units for the entire development by 27. For me, it is a bridge too far. I think if they had 
come in and were not asking for the additional 27 units, I probably would be supportive of the 
project. By increasing the density in the way they have, I think we have gone beyond what is 
appropriate in terms of planning for this project. With regard to the Comp Plan, this request is 
inconsistent with it in two ways. First as was discussed, the units per acre are a greater density 
than what the Comp Plan contemplates for this sort of thing. If we hadn’t added the 27 units, we 
probably would be well below what the Comp Plan recognizes as good planning for this area. 
The density is too much. In terms of the positive fiscal effect of this project, there are a couple 
ways of looking at that. If we run the numbers, do we have positive fiscal impact?  The answer 
is apparently yes, no matter what scenario you look at. If we look at the request here tonight to 
amend the plan, and then compare it to what the plan is at present, it is actually a negative fiscal 
impact in terms of the development  being proposed. For those reasons, I am not supportive. I 
think if the density was more in line with what the original numbers were, I probably would be 
supporting it.  
O’Connell says I think that Commissioner Rice brings up some great points on the density 
issue and I hadn’t thought about it that way. Overall, I am in favor of this with the three 
conditions. I appreciate this is a somewhat difficult lot. It is too small for some things and too 
large for other things. It seems like the planning here has been a good compromise and you 
have adjusted these plans to the best ability to deal with the situation and the location. I am in 
favor. 
Tengler says I am in favor. I think Commissioner Rice makes a very good point about the 
changes and creeping additions of residential which we tend to see on a lot of our bigger 
projects. I am not as concerned about the density because I take it as a parcel. If you take a 
look at any development and try and subdivide a parcel, and look at a specific piece of the 
residential, it is going to come up higher than looking at the whole piece. The way this is now 
laid out with the commercial and the retail facing South Boulder, and the residential offset, I 
think it makes a lot of sense. Rather than mixing up and keeping the density to a somewhat 
arbitrary number, I like the way this is laid out. I am in support of this project.  
Brauneis says that is the dynamic that we have seen regularly and with this project in 
particular. For me, these 27 units aren’t the straw to break the camel’s back. I would prefer to 
see more landscaped area within this as characterized as walkable. If there is a place for 
density within Louisville, this is a prime spot due to its proximity to services and public 
transportation that continues to evolve. I find myself in favor of the project and appreciate the 
concern and the observation of that dynamic.  
Moline says when the meeting began, I had some concerns about the idea of raising the cap on 
the number of units, given that the GDP had 350 units already spelled out. I am trying to make a 
decision about whether or not I feel those units are meeting the intent of the Comp Plan. There 
has to be some benefit that these units will bring to this development. Some of the testimony we 
heard here is convincing to me that this is a development responding to the things that are 
happening in our community. I also agree with Commissioner Brauneis that the site plan itself 
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seems awfully dense. While I may not have objection to seeing additional units, the site does 
seem awfully built up. Overall, I do like the project.  
O’Connell says I would like to address two points. Regarding walkability, this is a small parcel 
and is dense, but it is within close walking proximity to the lake which has been dedicated and to  
trail connections. Taking this as an urban piece, as long as there are sidewalks, you can get out 
of it very quickly. Hopefully, there will be landscaping and trees to make it more aesthetically 
pleasing. With the density, hearing other people voice concerns about the additional units, it 
turns me back to the idea of parking and how we are at 1.5 spaces; the trade-off of extra density 
with less parking; having the bare minimum of parking; or asking for exceptions to the parking 
limit. Can we make a trade? Is there a sweet spot in the reduction of units and increase in 
parking? Is it worth it?  
Rice says Commissioner Tengler talked about this a bit. It is always going to be a question of 
“per acre” and what acres you’re looking at. My thought, and the common sense reading of it, is 
if you are going to put residential on a piece of property, you should look at that part of the 
property that is residential. That is the density you are concerned about; at 30 units per acre as 
opposed to what the Comp Plan describes as an upper end of 25. That is where my concern 
comes from on that issue. 
Pritchard say I am in support of this project. I have been here on Planning Commission the 
entire ten years. It has been a long process and we have made some amendments along the 
way. It comes down to the issue of density and I agree with Commissioner Brauneis on this.  
This is an ideal area for an increase in density. It provides additional housing stock that is truly 
coveted in this town of 55 and over. It is critical in any community. I am not a proponent of a lot 
of rental. It goes over what we anticipated for the number of units, but yet it is still within the 
range of where we want to see our population. It is keeping us within the 22-25 unit range that 
this community has indicated where they want to be. I like the idea of this being commercial but 
just because we say it, doesn’t mean someone will come and build. To see this parcel go 
another five, ten, or maybe never be developed, it is not an ideal parcel for access in terms of 
free movement. We have a development right next to it that is in need of additional rooftops to 
keep it going, that being the King Soopers/Louisville Plaza area. It is an underperforming 
property in my view. Hopefully, we will see this continue to morph out into bigger and better 
things in that area. I see this proposal help us accomplish what we need in terms of revenue. I 
have concerns about the parking because that is becoming a problem, not just in this parcel but 
several parcels. The market will determine whether or not there is adequate parking. If people 
start having problems finding places to park, the desirability of those units will be put into 
question. 55 and over will definitely address the concerns of the school district. I think the 
question of electric cars should be incorporated along the line. It sounds like the applicant has 
taken that into consideration. I think the applicant is in agreement with the three conditions.  
 
Motion made by Pritchard to approve North End Market PUD/GDP Amendment: Resolution 
6, Series 2016, A request for a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) and General 
Development Plan (GDP) amendment to construct a multi-use development consisting of 65 
dwelling units and allow 40,000 SF of commercial at Block 11, North End Phase II,   
with the following conditions: 

1. 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.   

2. An additional sidewalk connection shall be added to the South Boulder Road sidewalk 
on the east side of the access drive. 

3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public Works Department on the items 
listed in the March 2, 2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to recordation. 
 

Seconded by Tengler.  Roll call vote.  
 

Name  Vote 
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Chris Pritchard Yes 
Cary Tengler Yes 
Ann O’Connell Yes 
Jeff Moline   Yes 
Steve Brauneis Yes 
Tom Rice  No 
David Hsu Yes 
Motion passed/failed:  Pass 

 
Motion passes 6-1.  
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City Council – Public Hearing

North End Market
Ordinance No. 1717, Series 2016; Resolution No. 19, Series 
2016 –

A request for a final plat, final planned unit development (PUD), 
and general development plan (GDP) amendment to construct a 
multi-use development consisting of 65 dwelling units and 
40,000 square feet of commercial space at Block 11, North End 
Phase II.

North End Market

•Located in north 
Louisville

•Zoned PCZD-C

•4.55 acres

•Requesting 65 
units (31 age-
restricted)

•Requesting 
40,000 SF 
commercial

South Boulder Rd
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North End Market
GDP Amendment

• Existing GDP 
allows 21 units, 
65,650 SF

• 350 total units 
allowed in North 
End

• 17 units are not 
allocated

• Requesting 27 
additional units

• Requesting 
reducing 
commercial to 
40,000 SF

Original 
GDP

Current/Proposed GDP

Planning Area 1

North End Market
GDP Amendment

The 2013 Comp Plan 
identifies this area as 
an “Urban Corridor” 
with focus on: 
• commercial 
• office 
• neighborhood 

retail 
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North End Market
GDP Amendment

Principal NH-5
• Mix of Housing 

types
• Multi-generational 

needs
• Empty nesters

Proposing 31 age 
restricted units for 
age 55 and over

North End Market
GDP Amendment

SCENARIO
Proposed 
GDP 3-Yr 
Buildout

Proposed 
GDP 10-Yr  
Buildout

Existing GDP 
3-Yr Buildout

Existing GDP 
10-Yr Buildout

Existing GDP 
15-Yr BuildoutRevenue by Fund

General Fund $1,662 $1,451 $1,960 $1,640 $1,410 
Urban Revitalization District Fund $451 $404 $463 $389 $336 
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $395 $353 $439 $375 $329 
Lottery Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Historic Preservation Fund $138 $123 $153 $130 $114 
Capital Projects Fund $1,407 $1,294 $1,353 $1,181 $1,058 
TOTAL REVENUE $4,053 $3,626 $4,367 $3,714 $3,246 
Expenditures by Fund
General Fund $396 $376 $288 $257 $234 
Urban Revitalization District Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $150 $114 $308 $255 $217 
Lottery Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Historic Preservation Fund $138 $123 $153 $130 $114 
Capital Projects Fund $974 $960 $611 $590 $574 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $1,658 $1,575 $1,360 $1,231 $1,139 
NET FISCAL RESULT BY FUND
General Fund $1,266 $1,075 $1,672 $1,383 $1,175 
Urban Revitalization District Fund $451 $404 $463 $389 $336 
Open Spaces & Parks Fund $245 $238 $131 $120 $112 
Lottery Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Historic Preservation Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Capital Projects Fund $433 $334 $741 $591 $484 
NET FISCAL IMPACT $2,395 $2,051 $3,008 $2,483 $2,107 
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North End Market

Public Land Dedication (PLD)

•No additional PLD required

North End Market

7 Buildings

•3 residential along Hecla Way

•4 commercial along South Boulder Rd
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North End Market

Site Access

•South Boulder Rd, Blue Star Ln, Hecla Way

North End Market

Pedestrian circulation

•Additional sidewalk connection to South Boulder Rd
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North End Market

North End Market

Commercial 
Buildings

Office/Retail:
• 2 stories
• 30-33 feet

Restaurant/Retail:
• 1 story
• 25 feet
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North End Market

Residential Buildings:
• 2.5 stories
• 35-40 feet
• Parking under the building

North End Market

Parking
• 86 residential spaces

• 162 commercial spaces

• 46 on-street spaces
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Staff recommends approval of Ordinance No. 1717, Series 
2016 and Resolution No. 19, Series 2016, with the following 
conditions:

1. 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.  

2. An additional sidewalk connection shall be added to the 
South Boulder Road sidewalk on the east side of the 
access drive.

3. The applicant shall continue to work with the Public 
Works Department on the items listed in the March 2, 
2016 memo.  Each item shall be completed prior to 
recordation.

North End Market
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
AGENDA ITEM 8E  

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE NO. 1718, SERIES 2016 – AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING SECTIONS 5.10.140 AND 5.11.150 OF THE 
LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO EXPAND HOURS OF 
OPERATION FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS AND 
RETAIL MARIJUANA STORES – 1st Reading – Set Public 
Hearing for 05/03/2016 

 
DATE:  APRIL 19, 2016 
 
PRESENTED BY: CAROL HANSON, CITY CLERK’S OFFICE 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
Currently, the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) restricts the hours of operation for a 
medical marijuana center to hours between 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.  Retail 
marijuana stores may be open for business between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 
8:00 p.m.  State law allows both to be open until midnight and provides local 
authorities the option of being more restrictive with the hours of operation. 
 
On March 28, 2016, the Local Licensing Authority (LLA) discussed changing the 
hours of operation for both medical and recreational marijuana businesses.  The 
Police Department reported the two businesses currently in town have caused little 
impact on their workload and they have no reason to object to the increased hours.  
The two current businesses are in an area of town, just off of US 36, where any 
traffic impact will be minimal to residential areas.  After review, the LLA proposes 
changing the Code to allow both medical and recreational marijuana centers to stay 
open until midnight.   
 
Boulder currently allows marijuana businesses to be open until 7 p.m. and Lafayette 
recently expanded the hours until 10 p.m.   
 
The attached ordinance would amend the LMC to allow a change of hours for 
medical and recreational marijuana stores. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Approve Ordinance No. 1718, Series 2016  
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Ordinance No. 1718, Series 2016  
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ORDINANCE NO. 1718 

SERIES 2016 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 5.10.140 AND 5.11.150 OF THE 

LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE TO EXPAND HOURS OF OPERATION FOR 

MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS AND RETAIL MARIJUANA STORES  

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

WHEREAS, the City has previously adopted Chapters 5.10 and 5.11 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code to regulate the operation of medical and retail marijuana establishments; and  

 
WHEREAS, Sections 5.10.140 and 5.11.150 of the Louisville Municipal Code establish 

hours of operation during which medical marijuana centers and retail marijuana stores may be 
open; and   

 
WHEREAS, the City desires to expand the hours of operation that medical marijuana 

centers and retail marijuana stores may be open; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Louisville Local Licensing Authority has reviewed the amendments set 
forth herein and has recommended the City Council approve the amendments set forth in this 
ordinance;  

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 

 
Section 1.  Section 5.10.140 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to 

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

Sec. 5.10.140. - Hours of operation. 

 

Medical marijuana centers may be open for business only between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 12:00 a.m. 
 

Section 2.  Section 5.11.150 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended to 
read as follows (words added are underlined; words deleted are stricken through): 
 

Sec. 5.11.150. - Hours of operation. 

 
Retail marijuana stores may be open for business only between the hours 

of 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. 12:00 a.m.   

Section 3. If any portion of this ordinance is held to be invalid for any reason, such 
decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.  The City 
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Council hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part hereof 
irrespective of the fact that any one part be declared invalid. 

Section 4. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code of the 
City of Louisville by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or change in whole 
or in part any penalty, forfeiture, or liability, either civil or criminal, which shall have been incurred 
under such provision, and each provision shall be treated and held as still remaining in force for the 
purpose of sustaining any and all proper actions, suits, proceedings, and prosecutions for the 
enforcement of the penalty, forfeiture, or liability, as well as for the purpose of sustaining any 
judgment, decree, or order which can or may be rendered, entered, or made in such actions, suits, 
proceedings, or prosecutions. 

 
Section 5. All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting with this 

ordinance or any portion hereof are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or conflict. 
 
 
   INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED this ______ day of __________________, 2016. 
 
 
 
      ______________________________ 

Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Light | Kelly, P.C., City Attorney 
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 PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this ______ day of 
__________________, 2016. 
 
 
      ______________________________ 
      Robert P. Muckle, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Carol Hanson, Acting City Clerk 
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