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Planning Commission 

Agenda 
April 10, 2025 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM for Regular Meeting 
 

Members of the public are welcome to attend and give comments remotely.  
 

1) You can call in to + +1 719-359-4580 or 833-928-4610 Webinar ID # 899 0108 
8931 Passcode 650368 

2) You can log in via your computer. Please visit the City’s website here to 
link to the meeting: www.louisvilleco.gov/planningcommission 

 
The Commission will accommodate public comments during the regular meeting. 
Anyone may also email comments to the Commission prior to the meeting at: 
planning@louisvilleco.gov 
 

1. Call to Order 
2. Roll Call 
3. Approval of Agenda  
4. Approval of Minutes –February 13, February 27, March 13 
5. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda 
6. New Business 

a. Planned Unit Development – 517 S Arthur Ave: Consideration of 

Resolution 4 to approve a Planned Unit Development Amendment to allow 

a new industrial/flex building at 517 S Arthur Avenue in the Colorado 

Technology Center.  
b. Planned Unit Development – 380 S Taylor Ave: Consideration of 

Resolution 5 to approve a Planned Unit Development Amendment to allow 
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new industrial buildings at 380 S Taylor Avenue in the Colorado Technology 

Center.  
7. Planning Commission Comments  

8. Staff Comments 

9. Select Items Tentatively Scheduled for Future Meetings 

a. Parking minimums to comply with Colorado HB 24-1304 (May 8)  

b. Comprehensive Plan update and discussion prior to adoption process 

(TBD)  

10. Adjourn   

https://dlg.colorado.gov/parking-minimums#:%7E:text=HB%2024%2D1304%20prohibits%20local,or%20after%20June%2030%2C%202025.
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Meeting Minutes 

February 13, 2025 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

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

Commission Members Present:  Steve Brauneis, Chair 
     Debra Baskett, Vice Chair 
     Cullen Choi, Secretary 

David Bangs 
Jennifer Hunt 
Jonathan Mihaly 
Jeff Moline 

 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Director of Community 

Development 
Jeff Hirt, Planning Manager 

      Ben Jackson, Planning Clerk 
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Motion to approve the agenda was moved by Baskett, seconded by Moline, and adopted 
by voice vote. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes for the October 2024 meeting was moved by Choi, 
seconded by Moline, and adopted by voice vote. 
 
Motion to approve the minutes for the November 2024 meeting was moved by Choi, 
seconded by Moline, and adopted by voice vote. 
 
Motion to approve the minutes for the December 2024 meeting was moved by Choi, 
seconded by Mihaly, and adopted by voice vote. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
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Justin Deister, resident, said that he had an issue with the LGBTQIA+ pride flag being 
flown in City Hall. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS – NEW BUSINESS 
a. Zoning Code Amendment – Definition of Family: Consideration of Resolution 1 
to address the definition of a family in Louisville Municipal Code Title 17 (Zoning) to 
comply with Colorado House Bill 24-1007. 
 
Staff Presentation: 
Hirt introduced the presentation for the zoning code amendment. He noted that the City 
needed to alter the definition of family in order to be in compliance with a new state law. 
He added that this was also a recommendation in the City’s Housing Plan. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommended approval of Resolution 1, Series 2025. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff:  
Choi asked to clarify whether the terms “single housekeeping unit” and “single unit” had 
the same meaning in the proposed definition.  
Hirt said that he was not sure and suggested that it could potentially be adjusted with a 
condition. 
Choi said he was happy to leave it if staff was ok with the proposed language. 
 
Public Comment:  
None were heard.  
 
Staff closing statement: 
None was heard. 
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
Mihaly said that this was a straightforward change, and that he was in support. 
Baskett said she was in support. 
Moline said that he was in support. 
Choi said that he was in support. 
Brauneis said that he was also in support. 
 
Motion to adopt Resolution 1, Series 2025 was moved by Baskett and seconded by Hunt. 
The motion was adopted by a vote of 7 to 0. 
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b. Zoning Code Amendment – Accessory Dwelling Units: Consideration of 
Resolution 2 to amend Louisville Municipal Code Title 17 to address accessory dwelling 
units to comply with Colorado House Bill 24-1152. 
 
Staff Presentation: 
Hirt introduced the presentation for the zoning code amendment. He explained what 
ADUs were, what the current rules were for them, and what changes were being 
proposed. He noted that short term rentals would remain prohibited in the City, and that 
ADUs could not be used as short term rentals. He added that the deadline for compliance 
from the state was June 30, 2025. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommended approval of Resolution 2, Series 2025. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff:  
Baskett asked about utility connections for ADUs, and whether ADUs could be added to 
a duplex. 
Hirt said that the proposed ordinance was silent on utility connection fees. He noted that 
staff recognizes that tap fees are very expensive, and that they are looking at ways to 
lower those costs.  
Brauneis asked whether there were any requirements for an ADU to be separately 
metered. 
Hirt said no, not under the proposed ordinance. 
Choi asked about utility taps, and whether ADUs would require a secondary address. 
Hirt said any separate unit should have a separate address for emergency access 
purposes, at minimum.  
Zuccaro said that the direction the City was going was to not have separate physical tap, 
but that the property owner would still incur a fee. 
Brauneis asked why a property owner would still incur a water tap fee. 
Zuccaro said that this would enable an equitable share of the costs of water infrastructure 
for new residents. 
Hunt asked to make sure they were not planning on requiring separate utilities for ADUs, 
and that they would be on the utilities of the primary dwelling. 
Hirt said that they were intending on having shared utilities with the proposed ordinance.  
 
There was a further discussion about the utility connections for new ADUs, with the 
discussion focused on how ADU owners would have the choice as to whether they would 
share a utility connection, but they would have a separate address, and there would be a 
tap fee applied to the ADU regardless.  
 
Choi asked about the anticipated number of ADUs staff expected to be built per year. 
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Hirt said that their guess was around 10 newly built units per year from the best regional 
data available based on a study of the number of ADUs per single family units, but that 
this was not likely to be an accurate projection. 
Hirt addressed Baskett’s earlier question about duplexes, and said that ADUs would only 
be allowed on lots with single family units, and not duplexes, under the proposed 
ordinance. 
Zuccaro said that the state law only applied to single family units, but noted that the 
Commission could recommend staff expand it to cover other housing types like duplexes 
and triplexes.  
Hunt asked for the reasoning on this. 
Zuccaro suggested that it would be a community character question, and that they might 
not want to add more density to areas that were already denser. 
Brauneis asked about an earlier proposed PUD that included garden level ADUs, and 
asked whether the proposed ordinance would allow for this. 
Zuccaro said no, but that the Commission could recommend that this be covered by the 
ordinance. 
Moline asked about staff’s reasoning for the minimum size requirement for ADUs. 
Hirt said that there was no minimum square footage. He said that the state required them 
to allow at least a minimum of 500 square feet, but that staff are not proposing a minimum 
in the ordinance. 
Mihaly asked whether there would be any occupancy limits for ADUs. 
Hirt said no in the zoning code, because they were unable to do so under state law. 
Zuccaro said that the building code would set a minimum space per person. 
Bangs asked whether there would be an owner occupancy requirement. 
Hirt said the City couldn’t do that under state law. He added that the City could require 
the owner occupy the main residence at the time the permit is issued for the ADU, but 
they could not require anything beyond that. 
Bangs asked to confirm that a current rental property could have an additional rental ADU 
added. 
Hirt said yes. 
Brauneis asked about the difference between an addition and an ADU. 
Hirt said that it would largely depend on how the space was used and noted that an 
attached ADU could come in and out of being defined as an ADU over time. 
Choi asked about the difference in impact fees for an addition versus the impact fees for 
an ADU. 
Zuccaro said that the impact fees were based on the square footage of the property, and 
that the expectation was that those would apply to whole property. 
Hunt asked whether these would apply differently to an ADU than to a building addition. 
Zuccaro said that it would not make a difference whether it was for an addition or for an 
ADU. 
Mihaly asked what would make something an ADU. 
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Zuccaro said that an ADU would be a completely self-contained living unit. He said that 
adding a second kitchen would not alone make something an ADU, but that it would 
instead be when it becomes an independent unit that could be rented out separately. 
Choi asked whether the rules would allow future additions to ADUs. 
Hirt said that they would if the additions remained compliant with the code. 
Baskett asked about the requirements for parking spaces, and whether on-street parking 
availability would substitute for required off-street parking spaces. 
Hirt confirmed this, and said that this limitation was part of the state law. 
 
Motion to add the addendum to the record was moved by Moline, and adopted by voice 
vote.  
 
Public Comment: 
Justin Deister, resident, disagreed with the proposed increases in density, and said that 
he did not understand the purpose of the proposal. He was opposed to the proposed 
ordinance. 
 
Matt Machado, resident, spoke about the fees for utilities and increased density of 
rentals. He noted that he already had an ADU on his property, and wondered whether 
there would be a variance policy that would allow him to come into compliance with the 
new ADU policy.  
 
Mary Ann Heaney, resident, asked for consideration as to how new ADUs would be 
situated on yards in Old Town. She noted some issues she had with the proposed parking 
rules. She also said that she would support only allowing long term rentals for ADUs, and 
supported the rules prohibiting their use as short term rentals. 
 
Mary Dittle, resident, said that she was considering converting a detached garage into 
an ADU, and asked that this be grandfathered in to the proposed ADU rules. 
 
Gary Dunlap, resident, noted the difference between the square footage language used 
in the ordinance, and the lot coverage and floor area language used in the code. He noted 
that 800 square feet was small compared to other areas of the country. He was in support 
of the ordinance as it would allow for more affordable housing options. 
 
Jennifer Errante, resident, said she agreed with Dittle’s question about grandfathering 
of setback and square footage rules.  
 
MJ Adams, resident, said that she was pleased to see that City was moving forward with 
proposal to allow for ADUs. She though that it would help improve affordability in the City, 
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and that it would help diversify the City’s housing stock. She was in support of the 
proposal. 
 
Michael Perkins, resident, asked about the proposed utility fees. He questioned whether 
there should be an additional tap fee if the total number of people using the utilities was 
not proposed to change. 
 
Andy Johnson, resident, noted that the nature of this ADU ordinance is to comply with 
state law and supported the proposed ordinance. As an architect, he is consistently telling 
people they currently can’t have an ADU and there is a need for such units in the 
community. He questioned whether the ADU ordinance is an appropriate place to address 
compliance with the inclusionary housing ordinance.  
 
Staff closing statement: 
Hirt clarified that existing units that meet features of an ADU under the proposed 
ordinance are proposed to have a grace period to come into compliance. Such grace 
period would address units that may not meet all the standards and include a life safety 
inspection of the unit so it can obtain legal nonconforming status.  
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
Mihaly asked about the existing parking requirements for primary units, and asked how 
that would impact ADUs. 
Hirt said that this was to reflect the possibility of circumstances where on street parking 
was not available. 
 
There was a discussion about when the City could require parking for an ADU, with 
clarification that it was only under a very narrow set of circumstances. Of note was that 
an ADU that eliminated the required parking spaces for the primary single family unit 
would not be allowed under the zoning code, using the example of proposing to convert 
a garage into an ADU.  
 
Choi asked which building design standards, such as those related to energy efficiency, 
ADUs would be required to comply with. 
Hirt said that they would have the same requirements as other residential units. 
Zuccaro added that there could be some exceptions for production built homes or tiny 
homes. 
Bangs asked about the difference between square footage and lot coverage. 
Hirt said that lot coverage requirements superseded the square footage requirements.  
Bangs asked for staff’s opinion on allowing an additional 10% lot coverage for 
accessibility purposes. 
Hirt said that they were open to it. 
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Baskett said that she would be in favor of adding this. 
Moline asked why staff settled on the 800 and 1,000 square footages. 
Hirt said that staff felt it was a reasonable amount and was one that had been used by 
other cities. An 800 square foot unit, for example, can adequately accommodate a two 
bedroom unit.  
Mihaly asked to confirm whether the lot coverage and setback variance allowance for 
Marshall Fire rebuilds was 10%. 
Zuccaro said yes. 
Mihaly asked about the maximum expected occupancy for an 800 square foot and a 
1,000 square foot residential unit. 
Zuccaro said that it would depend on the number of bedrooms. 
Mihaly asked about how much available capacity was in the City’s water system, and 
how many additional units it could currently support. 
Zuccaro said he was not sure of the exact capacity, but noted that the City’s utilities team 
had planned for growth in the City and there is additional capacity.  
Bangs asked whether staff thought the inclusionary housing ordinance should be applied 
to ADUs. 
Zuccaro said that one aspect of the ordinance was to have the affordable units be of a 
similar nature to the base units, which would not be the case with an ADU. He added that 
staff were preparing an update to the inclusionary housing ordinance. 
 
There was an extended discussion about the potential water tap fees for new ADU units, 
and the degree to which they should be applied. Staff noted that this was not directly 
within the purview of the Commission but said that the Commission could still make a 
recommendation to Council. The consensus among the Commission was that reducing 
the fees or finding some alternative merited some consideration. 
 
There was also further discussion about allowing additional ADU square footage for 
accessible units for those with disabilities. Zuccaro noted that a 10% variance was 
already allowed through administrative review under the zoning code with reference to 
the Fair Housing Act, but that the Commission could opt to make it automatic with ADUs. 
There was a consensus among Commissioners in support of including this as a condition 
for the ordinance. 
 
There was discussion about the size limitations, and whether they were appropriate to 
keep. Some Commissioners agreed that it was important to keep the 49% size restriction 
so that the ADUs remained secondary in size to the primary unit, and that the ordinance 
was not intended to broadly allow the construction of duplexes. 
 
Choi and Bangs dissented and said that they would prefer that the ADU simply be 
required to be smaller than the primary residence.  
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Motion to approve Resolution 2, Series 2025 with the proposed condition that accessible 
ADUs be allowed the same proposed size increases as landmarked ADUs or ADUs that 
are classified as affordable, with the additional allowance for accessible ADUs of a 20% 
lot coverage increase for detached ADUs and a 25% increase for attached ADUs was 
moved by Choi and seconded by Hunt. The motion was adopted by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
None were heard. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
None were heard. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn was moved by Baskett, seconded by Hunt, and adopted by voice vote. 
The Commission adjourned at 8:59pm. 



 

 
City of Louisville 

Community Development     749 Main Street      Louisville CO 80027 
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Meeting Minutes 

February 27, 2025 
Electronic Meeting 

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

 
Commission Members Present:  Debra Baskett, Vice Chair 
     Cullen Choi, Secretary 

David Bangs 
Cullen Choi 
Jennifer Hunt 
Jeff Moline 
 

 Commission Members Absent: Steve Brauneis, Chair 
      Jonathan Mihaly 
 

Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Director of Community 
Development 

      Ben Jackson, Planning Clerk 
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Motion to approve the agenda was moved by Hunt, seconded by Bangs, and adopted 
by voice vote. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None were heard. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS – NEW BUSINESS 
a. Temporary Use Permit – Ironton Distillery: Consideration of a one-year 
Temporary Use Permit as a Precursor to a Permanent Use for a Tasting Room (Eating 
and Drinking Establishment) at 1303 Empire Road. 
 
Staff Presentation: 
Zuccaro introduced the presentation for the temporary use permit. He explained the 
purpose of the temporary use permit process, and spoke about the ongoing development 
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at the Ironton Distillery site. He noted that the site did not have any ADA accessible 
restrooms, so as a condition, staff were asking that they install an accessible portable 
toilet. He then went over the criteria for approval of a temporary use permit.  
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommended approval of Resolution 2, Series 2025. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff:  
Bangs asked if a temporary use permit had ever been extended beyond one year in the 
past. 
Zuccaro said that he had never seen one been extended before, and noted that he had 
only seen a couple of them proposed during his time with the City. He added that it would 
be possible to extend it at a later date. 
Moline asked about the duration of the temporary review use approval. 
Zuccaro said it can be lost if a project gets abandoned for a year or more after 
construction has commenced. 
Choi asked whether any sidewalk improvements were to be included as part of the 
temporary use permit. 
Zuccaro said that this would be part of the PUD implementation, but not part of the 
temporary use permit. 
 
Applicant Presentation: 
Andy Johnson, resident, was the architect for the project. He explained the background 
of the project, and why they wanted to start operating in Louisville before they completed 
the construction. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 
Choi asked whether the temporary use permit was only for the operation of the tasting 
room, or if the applicant also intended to start distilling on the property as well. 
Johnson said that they only intended to use the facility for the tasting room and for 
storage. 
Bangs asked whether they intended to end the temporary use within the next year so 
that they could demolish the existing building. 
Johnson said yes, and that they hoped for the temporary use to end before the expiration 
of the permit. 
 
Public Comment:  
None were heard. 
 
Applicant closing statement: 
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Johnson thanked the Commissioners and staff for accommodating them and allowing 
for a special meeting to discuss the application. 
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
Baskett said that she was comfortable with the proposed design for the temporary 
parking lot. 
Choi said he thought it was a good step in the right direction to get the development 
started, and was in support of the application. 
Moline said that he was in support. 
Bangs said that he was in support. 
Hunt said that she was in support. 
Baskett said that she was in support. 
 
Motion to approve Resolution 2, Series 2025 was moved by Choi and seconded by Hunt. 
The motion was adopted by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
None were heard. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
None were heard. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion to adjourn was moved by Moline, seconded by Choi, and adopted by voice vote. 
The Commission adjourned at 6:56pm. 



 

 
City of Louisville 

Community Development     749 Main Street      Louisville CO 80027 
303.335.4592        www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

March 13, 2025 
City Hall, Council Chambers 

749 Main Street 
6:30 PM 

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

 
Commission Members Present:  Steve Brauneis, Chair 
     Debra Baskett, Vice Chair 
     Cullen Choi, Secretary 

David Bangs 
Jennifer Hunt 
Jonathan Mihaly 
Jeff Moline 
 

Staff Members Present:  Jeff Hirt, Planning Manager 
 Matt Post, Senior Planner 

      Ben Jackson, Planning Clerk 
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Motion to approve the agenda was moved by Moline, seconded by Baskett, and adopted 
by voice vote. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None were heard. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS – NEW BUSINESS 
a. Planned Unit Development Amendment – King Soopers Marketplace: 
Consideration of Resolution 3 to approve a Planned Unit Development Amendment to 
allow a grocery store and gasoline service station at 1171 W Dillon Road. 
 
Staff Presentation: 
Post introduced the presentation for the PUD amendment. He covered history of the site, 
current zoning and applicable plans, and the current site layout. He explained proposed 
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layout and design for the site, and noted that it was permitted as use by right. He also 
covered proposed waivers and parking reduction. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommended approval of Resolution 3, Series 2025 with conditions.  
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff:  
Mihaly asked about the number parking spaces dedicated for the proposed pickup area. 
Post deferred to the applicant. 
Mihaly asked about who was responsible for the road that ran between Centennial 
Parkway and Dillon Road. 
Post said that it was a city owned and maintained road. 
Moline asked about the traffic study, and whether staff though that the 10,000 daily trips 
detailed in the report was an accurate projection. 
Post noted that this seemed high, and said that staff had asked for clarification from the 
applicant on this.  
Choi asked about the size of proposed signage, and about what staff counted as signage 
instead of exterior paint or iconography. 
Post said that the signage area came from the polygonal area around the signs, and 
added that this would be clarified during the signage application process. 
Choi asked about lumen limits for the proposed digital signage. 
Post said that the City did not have a lumen limit, but said that they instead had limits on 
the types of lighting that could be used. 
Choi asked whether the number of EV charging stations required for the gas station would 
come from the gas station as a standalone use, or if they would come from the broader 
retail use.  
Post said that he thought that they would only apply to the accessory service station. He 
noted that they needed to be within vicinity of the gas station use. 
Bangs asked to clarify that the number of EV charging stations required was based off of 
the number of gas pumps. 
Post said that the number of chargers was based on the number of gas station pumps, 
and that the code was not applicable to the whole store because it was not a new PUD 
or development. 
Bangs asked if there were any requirements for the hours of illumination for the signage. 
Post said that he would have to check. 
Mihaly asked if there had been any consideration of optimizing the traffic signals at the 
Centennial Parkway and McCaslin Boulevard intersection. 
Post said that it had not been discussed. 
Brauneis asked about process and timing for a new traffic study and traffic signal 
retiming. 
Post deferred to the applicant. 
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Applicant Presentation: 
Dan Kraus, non-resident, was part of the development team. He corrected the proposed 
signage sizes, and noted that they expected an increase of 27 square feet over the earlier 
presentation.  
 
Brian Horan, non-resident, was the traffic engineer. He said that the 10,000 figure was 
accurate, but noted that each trip was in a singular direction, so they included trips both 
into and out of the site separately. He said that this assumption was a worst case 
scenario.  
 
Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 
Brauneis asked about the trigger for signal retiming. 
Horan said that it was only if growth continued to occur on the McCaslin Corridor. 
Bangs asked about unusual routes into and out of the site, and whether this was 
considered in the traffic study. 
Horan said that it was factored into their analysis.  
Choi asked to confirm that there would not be any new plain turf areas on the site. 
Kraus said that their landscaping plan was to bring the site into compliance with code, 
and to replace the invasive species with native species. He added that they did not plan 
to install any new turf grass. 
Choi asked about the potential cost if the height restriction waiver were not to be 
approved. 
Kraus said that the waiver was so they could extend the parapet to hide the improved 
rooftop equipment from the view of customers. He added that they were trying to meet 
the intent of the City code. 
Choi asked whether they had already specified the new rooftop equipment they intended 
to install. 
Mark Breetz, non-resident, explained that they had already planned out the location of 
the equipment, and noted that the raised parapet would match the height of the existing 
metal structure on the rooftop. 
 
Public Comment:  
Doug van Riper, non-resident, was representing the neighboring Murphy’s Tap House. 
He had concerns about the gas station, and noted that it would be uphill of and adjacent 
to their outdoor dining area. He said that no additional vegetation had been proposed 
between the gas station and their dining area. He also noted concerns that stormwater 
runoff would drain from the gas station into their restaurant, and that this could pose a 
flooding issue. He questioned whether there was a need for a gas station on the site.  
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Julie Avirett, resident, was a neighboring business owner. She was in favor of the new 
grocery store, but had concerns about the proposed location of the propane tanks as they 
were adjacent to their child care center’s play area. She asked that the applicant consider 
moving the tanks to a different part of the premises. 
 
Applicant Closing Statement: 
Kraus said that they would address drainage and runoff concerns with staff, and said that 
they would work with staff to address the other public comment concerns. 
 
Staff Closing Statement: 
Post noted that past PUD had a generous allowance for signage, and that the amended 
PUD would have to come into compliance with the new signage code. He added that they 
had discussed the building screening and parapet design with the applicant. 
 
Further Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 
Mihaly asked about the proposed number of parking spaces, and how this compared to 
other King Soopers Marketplace locations. 
Kraus said that it related to the shift from consumers shopping in store to more pick-up 
and delivery demand. 
Karl Schmidtlein, non-resident, was from the development group. He said that their 
expectation was for around 3.5 to 4 parking spaces per thousand square feet of retail 
space, and noted that this ratio had declined over the past decade. 
Bangs asked about the consideration that was given to the number of EV charging 
stations they intended to install. 
Schmidtlein said that they were trying to comply with the code requirements, and said 
that they had proposed 8 EV charging stalls. 
Bangs asked if this number of charging stalls was in line with their anticipated trends. 
Schmidtlein said that he couldn’t comment specifically, but suggested that they would 
consider installing more if they felt there was demand for it. 
Nick Tompkins, non-resident, was representing Kroger. He said that regarding EV 
charging stations, there was a company initiative to increase number of available 
chargers, and that they tended to install more of them once the store’s traffic patterns 
were better understood post opening. 
Mihaly asked about the reasoning for the proposed positioning of the gas station. 
Schmidtlein said that they typically tried to keep it on the pharmacy and general 
merchandise side of the store, and away from entrance. 
Choi asked about their plans for ensuring that a chemical spill would not contaminate any 
of the proposed detention ponds. 
Kraus said that they were working with staff on this issue. 
Schmidtlein added that they could come up with additional mitigating measures for this 
if needed. 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
March 13, 2025 

Page 5 of 6 
 
Brauneis asked whether they should include an additional condition related to a 
discussion of stormwater runoff mitigation. 
Post said that this would be a reasonable thing for them to consider. 
Baskett suggested that the condition be related to including an analysis of spill mitigation 
from gas pumps and runoff. She added that she also wanted to see specific conditions 
relating to the location of the propane tanks, and relating to the screening and drainage 
of the gas station. 
Post said that staff would engage with the engineering team and the applicant regarding 
the proposed conditions. 
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
Baskett said that she was comfortable with the proposal given the discussed conditions. 
She added that she thought the proposed signage was appropriate for the site, and would 
be helpful for wayfinding. 
Choi said that he was generally in support, and thought it was an appropriate use for this 
type of building. He said he would have been opposed to a standalone gas station, but 
was more supportive of it being connected to the grocery store. He appreciated the 
inclusion of EV charging stations.  
Mihaly said that he was also generally in support, and added that he strongly supported 
the proposed conditions. He said that he would like to see improvements made to the 
surrounding roadways to accommodate the additional traffic flows. He also thought that 
the proposed signage waivers were an improvement over what would be allowed under 
the code. 
Moline suggested specific language for the proposed conditions. 
Choi said that the location of the propane tanks did not pose a significant safety hazard 
from an engineering perspective, and suggested screening the tanks would also be a 
viable option to address aesthetic concerns. 
Moline said that he was in support, and was very happy to see the existing building be 
reused rather than having it torn down and replaced. 
Bangs said that he was in support, but noted that the placement of the gas station was 
unfortunate given the number of other nearby gas stations. 
Brauneis said that he was in support, and said that he liked the reuse of the existing 
building.  
Hunt said that she was in support, and that she was excited to see reuse of the building. 
She also appreciated the willingness of the applicant to address the concerns of nearby 
businesses. 
 
Motion to approve Resolution 3, Series 2025 with the proposed conditions that drainage 
plans are reviewed to ensure that stormwater is contained within existing curbing and the 
detention pond and to evaluate options to relocate the propane tanks away from the 
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adjacent school was moved by Baskett and seconded by Hunt. The motion was adopted 
by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
Baskett spoke about the Commuting Solutions breakfast she attended. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
Hirt spoke about the new City Manager and her expected start date of March 31. He also 
asked about the viability of holding a second meeting in April.  
 

ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn was moved by Baskett, seconded by Choi, and adopted by voice vote. 
The Commission adjourned at 8:00pm. 
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ITEM: PUD-000519-2024 – 517 S Arthur Ave 
 

PLANNER: Matt Post, Senior Planner 
 

REPRESENTATIVE:  The Beck Group 
 

EXISTING ZONING:  I - Industrial  
 

LOCATION: 517 S Arthur Ave 
 

TOTAL SITE AREA: .828 Acres 
 

REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 4, Series 2025, recommending 
approval of a Planned Unit Development Amendment to 
allow construction of a 16,294 square-foot industrial/flex 
building and associated site improvements. 
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SUMMARY: 
The applicant, The Beck Gorup, requests approval of a final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) Amendment to allow construction of a 16,294 square-foot industrial/office flex 
building and associated site improvements at 517 S Arthur Avenue.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
The subject property is a vacant, .86 acre lot located in the Colorado Technology Center 
(CTC). The land is zoned Industrial (I) and development is governed primarily by the 
Industrial Development Design Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG). The lot fronts S 
Arthur Avenue on the east and is bounded on the north and south sides by existing 
industrial structures. The BNSF railway bounds the lot on the west. The city approved 
the Colorado Technological Center First Filing plat for the property in 1979.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PUD PROPOSAL: The application proposes a 16,294 square-foot flexible office 
building with a prominent corner entrance on the southeast side of the building that 
addresses the primary street frontage of S Arthur Avenue. The building will be just over 
26 feet tall. The interior space is anticipated to include +/- 14,700 square feet of 
warehouse area, with the remaining +/- 1,600 square feet dedicated to office and 
support areas. The remainder of the site will be developed with parking, landscaping, 
and detention and water quality areas. Site access is provided from the east, offering 
entry to the parking and loading areas located along the building’s south façade. The 
required water quality and detention facilities are situated on the east side of the site, 
between the building and the adjacent street. 
 
 

Vicinity Map 
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The site’s primary access point provides entry to the parking and loading area on the 
south side of the building. The site will include 14 parking spaces, with one electric 
vehicle (EV) charging station, one EV-ready space, and 2 EV capable spaces. As part 
of this application, the applicant is requesting a parking reduction. Further analysis is 
provided below. The parking lot provides access to a recessed loading and service area 
on the south side of the building where the trash enclosure is located. An emergency 
fire hammerhead turnaround is located within the parking area and was approved by the 
Louisville Fire Protection District.  
 
The site and use are generally auto oriented, so pedestrian paths and a plaza space are 
provided adjacent to the building and at the building entrance as required by the 
IDDSG, while an internal pedestrian path connects the site to the existing sidewalk on S 
Arthur Avenue.  
 
Approximately 24 percent of the site is landscaped, falling just below the 25 percent 
minimum required by the IDDSG. Additionally, 22 trees are proposed, whereas 24 are 
required. As such, the applicant is requesting a waiver for both the landscape coverage 
and tree buffer requirements. Further analysis is provided below. Landscape buffering is 
required along the north and south property lines, with one tree for every 30 linear feet 

Figure 1: Overall layout of structure, parking, drive aisle, detention pond, walkways 
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of shared property line, based on half the lot’s depth. The site include 136 low-water 
shrubs, perennials, and ornamental grasses. 
 
The building will be constructed of concrete tilt-up wall panels which are designed with 
varied patterns, form liners, and accent paint colors to provide the required design 
articulation in accordance with the IDDSG. The primary storefront entrance to the office 
area is highlighted by an open sunshade structure, while clerestory punched openings 
are located along the building’s perimeter to enhance visual interest and provided 
daylighting. The elevations include variations in the parapet height and articulation in 
the building façade, which when combined with the variation in materials, create 
architectural interest and appropriate design for the Industrial zone district.  
 

 
East Elevation 

 

 
South Elevation 

 
ANALYSIS: 
 
Planned Unit Development 
The PUD is subject to the IDDSG and the review criteria in Section 17.28.120 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code (LMC).  
 
IDDSG Analysis 
IDDSG: 1. Site Planning 
This application complies with these standards with requested waivers (see further 
analysis below), including all minimum setbacks and building and site orientation 
requirements. Site coverage is just under the minimum standard for landscape 
coverage, though the applicant has requested consideration of  waiver for this element. 



 

 
517 S Arthur Ave PUD           Page 5 of 14 
PC – April 10, 2025 

The applicant has requested a waiver for a minor encroachment into the rear setback. 
The proposal includes a new pedestrian connection to S Arthur Avenue and a 
pedestrian path through the sight where appropriate. The trash enclosure is located 
within the recessed loading area to minimize visibility from street view. The proposal 
meets the site standards for site grading and drainage in the IDDSG. 
 
IDDSG: 2. Vehicular Circulation and Parking 
Access is accommodated by a single drive from S Arthur Avenue. The drive aisles and 
overall sight circulation patterns were designed for ease of vehicular entry and exit and, 
while fire access and a hammerhead turnaround are provided on site. With the 
requested parking waiver and parking space size waiver, the parking lot meets all 
design requirements IDDSG.  
 
IDDSG: 3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation 
The applicant proposes a new pedestrian connection to S Arthur Avenue and bicycle 
parking consistent with the standards of the IDDSG. Bicycle parking is located on the 
east side of the building at the main entrance. With a requested waiver for a reduction in 
overall parking space length, the applicant is able to maintain an unobstructed 5-foot 
pedestrian way for on-site sidewalks adjacent to head-in parking spaces.  
 
IDDSG: 4. Architectural Design 
The building layout includes a storefront-style entry with primary orientation toward S 
Arthur Avenue. The primary service entry is on the south-side of the building and 
recessed into the building façade. The building incorporates architectural features to 
reduce the apparent massing of the building including roofline variation, color variation, 
building articulation, and the primary entrance storefront system. The materials and 
color palette of the building satisfy the standards required by the IDDSG.  
 
IDDSG: 5. Landscape Design 
Streetscape plantings along S Arthur Avenue meet the minimum 1 tree per 20 linear 
feet ratio with appropriate species and includes more shrubs than required. The 
applicant has requested a waiver from the requirement that 1 tree per 30 linear feet be 
planted between adjacent land with the same zoning on the south side of the site, 
including a reduction to the total width of the required buffer in some areas – the 
majority of the required trees are planted on the west side of the site. In total, 22 trees 
are proposed where 24 are required. The rest of the site is landscaped with 136 low-
water shrubs, perennials, and grasses, and no turf is proposed. With the requested 
waivers, landscape design on the site is in conformance with IDDSG standards.  
 
IDDSG: 6. Fences and Walls  
The application includes a retaining wall associated with the grading and drainage on 
the east side of the site, and no fence are proposed as part of this application. The walls 
as proposed are in conformance with IDDSG standards.   
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IDDSG: 8. Exterior Site Lighting 
The application includes wall mounted LED lights with their proposal. All fixtures with 
warm light temperatures, and the photometric plan aligns with the standards of the 
IDDSG.   
 
Compliance with 17.28.120 
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) lists 28 criteria for PUDs that 
must be satisfied or found not applicable in order to approve a PUD. Analysis and staff’s 
recommended finding of each criterion is provided in the attached appendix. 
 
Parking Reduction 
Pursuant to LMC Sec. 17.20.080, the City Council may reduce the number of required 
parking spaces on site in consideration of a number of factors, including the parking 
needs of nondwelling users.  
 
Per Section 2.2.1.L of the IDDSG, the minimum required parking ratio is 4 spaces per 
1,000 square feet (1:250) for office use and 1 space per 1,000 square feet (1:1000) for 
warehouse use. Based on the total square footage and the mix of uses within the 
proposed development, the calculated parking requirement is 23 spaces. However, the 
applicant is requesting a reduction to provide 13 spaces, supported by the specific 
operational characteristics of the proposed use. 
 
The primary justification for this reduction is the minimal proportion of office space within 
the development, paired with the low employee density and limited visitor traffic typically 
associated with the proposed warehouse use. The facility is designed for light industrial 
operations with a small administrative component, meaning most of the building will be 
occupied by storage, staging, and/or distribution activities, which do not require high 
parking demand. 
 
This approach aligns with the intent of the IDDSG to ensure adequate parking without 
encouraging excess impervious coverage or underutilized space. Staff support the 
request for a parking reduction on this site.  
 
Waiver Compliance with 17.28.110  
Section 17.28.110 of the Louisville Municipal Code sets forth the PUD waiver process 
and criteria.  The application includes the following waiver requests: 
 

 Section 2.2.1.I of the IDDSG requires a minimum parking space size of nine feet 
wide by 19 feet deep. The applicant is requesting a waiver to allow parking space 
sizes of 8’ 6” wide by 17’ 6” deep. This request is consistent with current 
development trends and best practices that support more efficient land use. The 
proposed dimensions remain functional for standard passenger vehicles and are 
commonly accepted in comparable light-industrial developments where 
maximizing site efficiency is a priority. 
Additionally, the proposed depth of 17’6” corresponds directly to the adjacent 
pedestrian pathways, which run perpendicular to the parking spaces and are 6’6” 
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wide. This configuration allows for a 1’6” bumper overhang into the pedestrian 
zone while maintaining a clear, unobstructed pedestrian path of five feet. This 
approach not only preserves safe and comfortable pedestrian circulation but also 
optimizes site layout and reduces unnecessary impervious surface area, aligning 
with broader sustainability and design objectives. Staff support this waiver 
request. 
 
Section 2.1.1.C of the IDDSG requires a two-way drive aisle width of 28 feet. The 
applicant is requesting a waiver to allow a reduced drive aisle width of 24 feet. 
Staff supports this request, as the Louisville Fire Protection District has confirmed 
that a 24-foot width is sufficient to accommodate emergency access on the site 
where aerials apparatus access requirements are not applicable. Additionally, a 
24-foot drive aisle width aligns with modern development practices for efficient 
site design and functionality. Staff support this waiver request. 
 

 Section 5.2.A.1 of the IDDSG requires a 10-foot wide landscape buffer between 
properties within the same district. Within the buffer area, one tree for every 30 
linear feet shall be planted for half the depth of the lot, in addition to shrubs 
and/or ground cover.  
 
Due to specific site constraints, the applicant is requesting a waiver to allow a 
reduced buffer width in two locations. At the southwest corner of the site, the 
buffer narrows to 4 feet to accommodate an extended drive aisle. This 
configuration is necessary to provide adequate access and maneuverability for 
fire apparatus and to meet applicable emergency service requirements. Along 
the southern edge of the property, the landscape buffer is reduced to 9’ 6” due to 
the presence of multiple easements, which significantly limit the available 
planting area and restrict the placement of permanent landscaping features.  
 
In response to these constraints, the applicant has proposed an alternative 
solution that includes a row of dense, mid-height shrub plantings in the affected 
areas. These plantings will effectively provide visual screening and enhance the 
site’s aesthetic appeal. The proposed shrub species will mature to heights 
ranging from 5 to 10 feet, ensuring adequate buffering while maintaining flexibility 
in the site's layout. 
 
Additionally, the reduction in buffer width includes a request for a reduction in the 
required tree planting along the southern edge of the site. Rather than trees, the 
applicant proposes the use of shrubs with appropriate mature heights, which will 
achieve the intended visual and environmental benefits of the landscape buffer 
while accommodating the site’s unique challenges. 
 
Staff have reviewed the request and find it to be reasonable, noting that the 
overall intent of the buffer standards—providing separation and visual relief 
between uses—has been maintained. 
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 Section 1.2 of the IDDSG requires a minimum rear setback of 15 feet, which in 
this case applies to the west side of the property. The applicant is requesting an 
encroachment of 1’ 6’ into the rear setback area at the southern end of the 
building. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This request is driven by the unique geometry of the lot. The property is 
configured with an oblique shape that tapers toward the south, creating a 
pinching point where the rear lot line converges with the building footprint. As a 
result, maintaining a consistent 15-foot setback along the entire rear façade 
presents a practical challenge without compromising the building’s functional 
layout. The proposed encroachment is limited in scope and location, affecting a 
small portion of the building. The property to the west is BNSF rail line, so 
negative adjacent impacts are minimal. Staff support the waiver as requested.  
 

 Section 1.4.B of the IDDSG requires that 25 percent of the industrial site be 
landscaped. The applicant is requesting a reduction to 24 percent. This request 
arises from the physical constraints of the site, including multiple existing 
easements that limit the available buildable and landscapeable area—particularly 
along the southern portion of the property. These easements impact both the 
placement of the building and the configuration of site improvements, resulting in 
a site layout that restricts the ability to meet the full 25 percent landscaping 
threshold without compromising functionality.  

 
Despite the reduction in landscaped area, the applicant has prioritized high-
quality, sustainable landscape design. The proposed plan includes 22 trees and 
136 low-water-use shrubs, with no turfgrass, aligning with water conservation 
goals and modern best practices. The landscape design provides visual 

Setback Encroachment Exhibit 



 

 
517 S Arthur Ave PUD           Page 9 of 14 
PC – April 10, 2025 

buffering, supports stormwater management, and enhances the overall aesthetic 
value of the site. Staff support the waiver as requested.  
 

 Section 2.1.1.F of the IDDSG requires that new driveways be located a minimum 
of 75 feet from adjacent access points. Due to the relatively small size of the site 
and the presence of existing driveways on both the north and south sides of the 
property, strict compliance with this standard is not feasible. The applicant is 
therefore requesting a waiver to allow a reduced spacing of 42 feet between the 
proposed driveway and the nearest neighboring access point.  
 
The proposed driveway location has been reviewed by the Public Works 
Department, who identified no operational or safety concerns with the proposed 
configuration. Staff support the waiver as requested.  
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: As of publication of this report, staff has not received comments 
from the public.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 4, Series 2025 recommending approval 
of the Planned Unit Development Amendment at 517 S Arthur Avenue.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Resolution No. 4, Series 2025 
B. Application Materials and PUD 
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APPENDIX: PUD Criteria Analysis – 517 S ARTHUR AVENUE PUD 
Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 
1. An appropriate relationship to 
the surrounding area. 

Compliant The use is appropriate for the area 
and permitted in the Industrial zone 
district. The site design is 
consistent with the context of the 
surrounding area. 

2. Circulation in terms of the 
internal street circulation system, 
designed for the type of traffic 
generated, safety, separation from 
living areas, convenience, access, 
and noise and exhaust control. 
Proper circulation in parking areas 
in terms of safety, convenience, 
separation and screening. 

Compliant The application provides for 
adequate and safe internal 
circulation. The applicant has 
provided a shared access point 
with the property to the south, 
which is encouraged in the IDDSG.  

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial; 
residential uses are not allowed. 

4. Functional open space in terms 
of optimum preservation of natural 
features, including trees and 
drainage areas, recreation, views, 
density relief and convenience of 
function 

Compliant The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in Chapter 5 of the 
IDDSG with the requested waivers. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial; 
residential uses are not allowed. 

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

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

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

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

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

Compliant The PUD complies with site 
planning and building height 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
ensuring an appropriate bulk for 
buildings and relationship to other 
developments in the CTC. 
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9. Building design in terms of 
orientation, spacing, materials, 
color, texture, storage, signs and 
lighting 

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

10. Landscaping of total site in 
terms of purpose, such as 
screening, ornamental types used, 
and materials used, if any; and 
maintenance, suitability and effect 
on the neighborhood 

Compliant The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in Chapter 5 of the 
IDDSG with the requested waivers, 
ensuring adequate screening 
between similar uses and 
compatible landscaping for the 
CTC.  

11. Compliance with all applicable 
development design standards 
and guidelines and all applicable 
regulations pertaining to matters 
of state interest, as specified 
in chapter 17.32 

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

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

Not 
applicable 

The property was annexed in 
1976. 

13. Services including utilities, fire 
and police protection, and other 
such services are available or can 
be made available to adequately 
serve the development specified 
in the final development plan 

Compliant The Public Works Department and 
Louisville Fire District reviewed the 
PUD and it meets their 
requirements. Other key utility 
providers are available to serve the 
development. 

 
Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 
1. Development shall be in 
accordance with the adopted 
elements of the comprehensive 
development plan of the city, and 
in accordance with any adopted 
development design standards and 
guidelines. 

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

2. No structures in a planned unit 
development shall encroach upon 
the floodplain. Existing bodies of 
water and existing stream courses 
shall not be channelized or altered 
in a planned unit development 
plan. 

Compliant The property is neither located in a 
floodplain nor are there any bodies 
of water in the area. 
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3. No occupied structure shall be 
located on ground showing severe 
subsidence potential without 
adequate design and study 
approved specifically by the city. 

Compliant There is no known subsidence on 
the property. 

4. The proposal should utilize and 
preserve existing vegetation, land 
forms, waterways, and historical 
or archeological sites in the best 
manner possible. Steep slopes 
and important natural drainage 
systems shall not be disrupted. 
How the proposal meets this 
provision, including an inventory of 
how existing vegetation is 
included in the proposal, shall be 
set forth on the landscape plan 
submitted to the city. 

Compliant The PUD is appropriate for the 
context of the existing conditions of 
the property. 

5. Visual relief and variety of 
visual sitings shall be located 
within a development in the overall 
site plan. Such relief shall be 
accomplished by building 
placements, shortened or 
interrupted street vistas, visual 
access to open space and other 
methods of design. 

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

6. Open space within the project 
shall be located in such a manner 
as to facilitate pedestrian use and 
to create an area that is usable 
and accessible to residents of 
surrounding developments. 

Compliant The PUD complies with 
requirements in the IDDSG. 

7. Street design should minimize 
through traffic passing residential 
units. Suggested standards with 
respect to paving widths, housing 
setbacks and landscaping are set 
forth in public works standards of 
the city and applicable 
development design standards 
and guidelines. The system of 
streets, including parking lots, 
shall aid the order and aesthetic 
quality of the development. 

Compliant The PUD complies with 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
ensuring properly designed 
landscaping adjacent to public 
streets. 
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8. There shall exist an internal 
pedestrian circulation system 
separate from the vehicular 
system such that allows access to 
adjacent parcels as well as to 
parks, open space or recreation 
facilities within the development. 
Pedestrian links to trail systems of 
the city shall be provided. 

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

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

Compliant The PUD proposes water use 
consistent with expectations for the 
CTC development. Plant material 
has been grouped into similar 
water-requirement irrigation zones. 

10. Landscape plans shall attempt 
to reduce heating and cooling 
demands of buildings through the 
selection and placement of 
landscape materials, paving, 
vegetation, earth forms, walls, 
fences, or other materials. 

Compliant, 
with 
condition 

The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in the IDDSG with 
the requested waivers.  

11. Proposed developments shall 
be buffered from collector and 
arterial streets. Such buffering 
may be accomplished by earthen 
berms, landscaping, leafing 
patterns, and other materials. 
Entrance islands defining traffic 
patterns along with landscaping 
shall be incorporated into 
entrances to developments. 

Compliant The PUD complies with the 
requirements of the IDDSG and 
includes adequate landscaping 
and buffering from adjacent streets 
and properties of the same or 
similar uses. 

12. There shall be encouraged the 
siting of lot arrangement, building 
orientation and roof orientation in 
developments so as to obtain the 
maximum use of solar energy for 
heating. 

Compliant The PUD provides a structure 
oriented towards the south with an 
unshaded roof so that solar energy 
may be utilized in the future. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial; 
residential uses are not allowed. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial; 
residential uses are not allowed. 
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15. Architectural design of 
buildings shall be compatible in 
design with the contours of the 
site, compatible with surrounding 
designs and neighborhoods, shall 
promote harmonious transitions 
and scale in character in areas of 
different planned uses, and shall 
contribute to a mix of styles within 
the city. 

Compliant The PUD proposes architecture 
that is compatible in design with 
the contours of the site, with 
surrounding buildings, and 
neighborhoods.  

 



RESOLUTION NO. 4 
SERIES 2025 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT AMENDEMNT TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A 16,294 
SQUARE-FOOT INDUSTRIAL/FLEX BUILDING AT 517 S ARTHUR AVENUE.  

 
WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 

application for a final planned unit development amendment to allow construction of a 
16,294 square-foot industrial/flex building at 517 S Arthur Avenue; Lot 9, Block 1, 
Colorado Technological Center Filing 1; and 

 
WHEREAS, City staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that, with 

the eight requested waivers, the application complies with the Louisville zoning 
regulations and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly 
noticed public hearing on April 10, 2025 where evidence and testimony where entered 
into the record.   
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the 
City of Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a final planned unit 
development amendment to allow construction of a 16,294 square-foot industrial/flex 
building at 517 S Arthur Avenue.  

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of April 2025. 

 
 

 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chair 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Cullen Choi, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

April 10, 2025 
 

 

 

 
 

VICINITY MAP: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ITEM: PUD-000512-2024 – 380 S Taylor Ave 
 
PLANNER: Matt Post, Senior Planner 
 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Don Russell 
 
EXISTING ZONING:  I - Industrial  
 
LOCATION: 380 Taylor Ave 
 
TOTAL SITE AREA: 1.2 Acres 
 
REQUEST:  Approval of Resolution No. 5, Series 2025, recommending 

approval of a Planned Unit Development Amendment to 
allow construction of two industrial buildings and associated 
site improvements. 
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SUMMARY: 
The applicants and property owners, Don Russell and Dmytri Kalchyk, seek approval for 
a final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to facilitate the construction of two industrial 
buildings, measuring 7,150 square feet and 7,000 square feet, respectively, along with 
associated site improvements. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The subject property is a vacant 1.2-acre lot located in the Colorado Technology Center 
(CTC). It is zoned Industrial (I), and development is primarily governed by the Industrial 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (IDDSG). The property is a corner lot 
with frontage on Cherry Street and Taylor Avenue. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PUD PROPOSAL:  
The application proposes the development of two industrial buildings, measuring 7,150 
square feet and 7,000 square feet, respectively, resulting in a total building footprint of 
14,150 square feet. The proposed use includes indoor manufacturing and fabrication, 
which is permitted by-right in the Industrial Zoning District. Parking, loading, and service 
areas are located internal to the site, while two plaza areas with landscaping and 
seating are included at both building entrances. A single access point is provided on the 
west side of the site via Taylor Avenue, facilitating access to both buildings. Water 
quality and detention facilities are on the east side of the site, between the buildings and 
the property boundary.  
 

Vicinity Map 
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The site’s primary access point provides entry to the parking area, which 
accommodates 24 off-street parking spaces. This includes two electric vehicle (EV) 
charging stations, three EV-ready spaces, and four EV-capable spaces. To support the 
operational requirements of the Louisville Fire Protection District, a hammerhead turn-
around is incorporated on the east side of the site. Additionally, two screened trash 
enclosures are provided, serving each building 
 
Sidewalks are not required for this development, as there are no existing sidewalks 
adjacent to the site along the north side of Cherry Street or the east side of Taylor 
Avenue. Sidewalks are, however, present along the south side of Cherry Street and the 
west side of Taylor Avenue. 
 
Landscaping constitutes 35.2 percent of the site, exceeding the 25 percent requirement 
set by the IDDSG. A waiver has been requested from Section 5.1.D.2 of the IDDSG, 
which requires the planting of one deciduous tree for every 40 linear feet of street 
frontage within the right-of-way. The site is heavily encumbered by easements and 
associated utilities directly adjacent to street frontages, which will preclude the planting 
of trees in those areas (further analysis is provided below). In total, 37 trees will be 
planted on the site, in addition to the preservation of two mature cottonwoods along the 
southeast frontage.  
 

Site Plan 
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The building will be constructed using architectural metal panels featuring varying 
texture and colors. Both buildings incorporate variations in roof form and pitch, with 
enhanced building entries that include storefront entry systems, architecturally 
appropriate awnings, and plaza spaces for seating. The south building presents an 
articulated façade along Cherry Street, while both buildings feature increased 
transparency and architecturally appropriate awnings on the west elevations facing 
Taylor Avenue. Service and loading areas are internal to the site, with screening 
provided where necessary. The south building will vary in height from 15’ 10” 
to just over 25 feet, while the south building is proposed at just over 23 feet tall with 
varying roof forms. The variations in height and material texture, along with a focus on 
entry features, add architectural interest and are well-suited to the Industrial zone 
district. The color palette will consist of neutral white and gray colors.  
 
As part of this application, the applicant is requesting a waiver from IDDSG Sec. 4.5.1.A 
which prohibits the use of metal as façade material. The applicant is also requesting a 
waiver from IDDSG Sec. 1.2.D, which requires varying building setbacks for multiple 
buildings on a site. Additional analysis is provided below.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Northwest Elevation – South Building 

Southeast Elevation – South Building 
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Analysis: 
Planned Unit Development 
The PUD is subject to the IDDSG and the review criteria in Section 17.28.120 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code (LMC).  
 
IDDSG Analysis 
IDDSG: 1. Site Planning 
This application complies with site standards, including all minimum setbacks and 
building and site orientation standards. Site coverage meets the minimum requirements 
for landscape coverage with over 30%. Loading docks and service areas are located 
internal to the site on the non-street-facing side of the buildings, while the trash 
enclosure are located on the east side of the site (internal) and screened from view. The 
proposal meets the site standards for site grading and drainage in the IDDSG. 
 
IDDSG: 2. Vehicular Circulation and Parking 
Access is accommodated by a single drive from Taylor Avenue. The drive aisles and 
overall sight circulation patterns were designed for ease of vehicular entry and exit and 
will accommodate access for fire and service needs on the property. The parking lot 
meets all design requirements.  

Southwest Elevation – North Building 

Northeast Elevation – North Building 
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IDDSG: 3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation 
The applicant has included internal pedestrian paths that maintain a minimum, 
unobstructed width of 5 feet. Bicycle parking is located near the main entrances of both 
buildings. Due to the lack of sidewalk continuity around this site, public sidewalks are 
not included as part of this proposal.  
 
IDDSG: 4. Architectural Design 
The building layouts include primary, storefront-style entries that are clearly identifiable 
from the primary access point. Service entries and loading areas are internal the site, 
and mechanical equipment is recessed into the building façade. The building 
incorporates architectural features to reduce the apparent massing of the building 
including roofline variation, color variation, and building articulation. With the requested 
waiver, the materials and color palette of the building satisfy the standards required by 
the IDDSG.  
 
IDDSG: 5. Landscape Design 
Due to the presence of easements and associated utility infrastructure, the ability to 
incorporate planting along Cherry Street and Taylor Avenue is significantly restricted. As 
a result, the applicant has requested a waiver from the requirement to plant one tree per 
20 linear feet in the streetscape right-of-way. The required trees will be provided in other 
areas on the site, with a total of 37 trees planned, in addition to the preservation of two 
mature cottonwood trees on the southeast portion of the site. The remainder of the site 
is landscaped with 151 low-water shrubs, and a fine fescue, low-water grass blend is 
proposed all other areas of the site. 
 
IDDSG: 6. Fences and Walls  
The application includes a retaining wall associated with grading, drainage, and 
detention along the east side of the site. The proposed retaining wall will be a maximum 
of 4 feet high and complies with IDDSG standards.  
 
IDDSG: 8. Exterior Site Lighting 
The application includes wall mounted LED lights. All fixtures are full cut-off, with warm 
light temperatures and is in conformance with IDDSG standards.  
 
Compliance with 17.28.120 
Section 17.28.120 of the Louisville Municipal Code lists 28 criteria for PUDs that must 
be satisfied or found not applicable in order to approve a PUD. Analysis and staff’s 
recommended finding of each criterion is provided in the attached appendix. 
 
Waiver Compliance with 17.28.110  
Section 17.28.110 of the Louisville Municipal Code sets forth the PUD waiver process 
and criteria.  The application includes the following waiver requests: 
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• Section 1.2.D of the IDDSG mandates that multibuilding proposals incorporate 
varied building setbacks to promote visual interest along the street. This 
requirement applies to the portion of the development facing Taylor Avenue. The 
applicant has requested a 
waiver from this standard, 
proposing that both 
buildings be setback 30 
feet from Taylor Avenue, 
which aligns with the 
minimum setback 
requirement for the zoning 
district. 
 
The subject property, being 
a corner lot, is subject to 
two 30-foot street setbacks 
and a 15-foot rear setback 
(opposite Taylor Avenue). 
To enhance the visual 
appeal of the development, 
the applicant has 
incorporated two plaza 
spaces at the entrances, 
along with enhanced 
landscaping features. 
Furthermore, the building 
lengths along Taylor 
Avenue are 40 feet each, 
totaling 80 feet along a lot frontage of 198 feet. Staff find that the requested 
waiver is reasonable and aligns with the intent of the varied setback standard, 
given the inclusion of enhanced entry features and the relatively minor 
percentage of building frontage proposed along Taylor Avenue. 

 
 

• Section 4.5.1.A of the IDDSG discourages the use of the metal as an exterior 
cladding material. The applicant is requesting a waiver from this design standard 
to allow ribbed metal paneling as an exterior material.  
 
Metal cladding materials have become increasingly architecturally appropriate 
and are now considered a durable and sustainable option for design. In addition 
to their aesthetic appeal, these materials offer fire resistance and can be easily 
maintained over time, making them a practical choice for modern construction. 
Adjacent sites have successfully incorporated metal cladding into their façade 
design. Staff find this request to be reasonable and consistent with previous 
approvals in the CTC.  
 

Setback Waiver Diagram 
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• Section 5.1.D.2 of the IDDSG requires one street tree for every 40 linear feet of 
lot frontage. The subject property is significantly encumbered by easements in 
the areas designated for street tree planting, which limits the ability to plant trees 
in these spaces. In response, the applicant has provided the required number of 
trees on-site, including 14 trees along the south side (Cherry Street) and nine 
trees along the west side (Taylor Avenue), totaling 37 trees across the property. 
Staff support the request for a waiver in consideration of the existing easements 
on the site. 
 

• Section 2.1.1.C of the IDDSG requires a two-way drive aisle width of 28 feet. The 
applicant is requesting a waiver to allow a reduced drive aisle width of 26 feet. 
Staff supports this request, as the Louisville Fire Protection District has confirmed 
that a 26-foot width is sufficient to accommodate emergency access on the site. 
Additionally, a 26-foot drive aisle width aligns with modern development practices 
for efficient site design and functionality. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: As of publication of this report, staff has not received comments 
from the public.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 5, Series 2025 recommending approval 
of a Final Planned Unit Development at 380 Taylor Avenue: 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Resolution No. 5, Series 2025 
B. Application Materials and PUD 
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APPENDIX: PUD Criteria Analysis – 745 S PIERCE AVENUE PUD 
Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 
1. An appropriate relationship to 
the surrounding area. 

Compliant The use is appropriate for the area 
and permitted in the Industrial zone 
district. The site design is 
consistent with the context of the 
surrounding area. 

2. Circulation in terms of the 
 internal street circulation system, 
designed for the type of traffic 
generated, safety, separation from 
living areas, convenience, access, 
and noise and exhaust control. 
Proper circulation in parking areas 
in terms of safety, convenience, 
separation and screening. 

Compliant The application provides for 
adequate and safe internal 
circulation.  

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial; 
residential uses are not allowed. 

4. Functional open space in terms 
of optimum preservation of natural 
features, including trees and 
drainage areas, recreation, views, 
density relief and convenience of 
function 

Compliant The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in Chapter 5 of the 
IDDSG with the requested waiver. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial; 
residential uses are not allowed. 

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

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

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

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

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

Compliant The PUD complies with site 
planning and building height 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
ensuring an appropriate bulk for 
buildings and relationship to other 
developments in the CTC. 

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

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

10. Landscaping of total site in 
terms of purpose, such as 
screening, ornamental types used, 
and materials used, if any; and 
maintenance, suitability and effect 
on the neighborhood 

Compliant The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in Chapter 5 of the 
IDDSG with approval of the 
requested tree waiver. Adequate 
screening between similar uses is 
provided and includes compatible 
landscaping for the CTC.  

11. Compliance with all applicable 
development design standards 
and guidelines and all applicable 
regulations pertaining to matters 
of state interest, as specified 
in chapter 17.32 

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

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

Not 
applicable 

No annexation.  

13. Services including utilities, fire 
and police protection, and other 
such services are available or can 
be made available to adequately 
serve the development specified 
in the final development plan 

Compliant The Public Works Department and 
Louisville Fire District reviewed the 
PUD and it meets their 
requirements. Other key utility 
providers are available to serve the 
development. 

 
Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 
1. Development shall be in 
accordance with the adopted 
elements of the comprehensive 
development plan of the city, and 
in accordance with any adopted 
development design standards and 
guidelines. 

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

2. No structures in a planned unit 
development shall encroach upon 
the floodplain. Existing bodies of 
water and existing stream courses 
shall not be channelized or altered 
in a planned unit development 
plan. 

Compliant The property is neither located in a 
floodplain nor are there any bodies 
of water in the area. 

3. No occupied structure shall be 
located on ground showing severe 
subsidence potential without 
adequate design and study 
approved specifically by the city. 

Compliant There is no known subsidence on 
the property. 

https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.32ARACSTIN
https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16SU_CH16.32ANST
https://www.municode.com/library/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16SU_CH16.32ANST


 

 
380 Taylor Avenue PUD           Page 11 of 12 
PC – April 10, 2025  

4. The proposal should utilize and 
preserve existing vegetation, land 
forms, waterways, and historical 
or archeological sites in the best 
manner possible. Steep slopes 
and important natural drainage 
systems shall not be disrupted. 
How the proposal meets this 
provision, including an inventory of 
how existing vegetation is 
included in the proposal, shall be 
set forth on the landscape plan 
submitted to the city. 

Compliant The PUD is appropriate for the 
context of the existing conditions of 
the property. 

5. Visual relief and variety of 
visual sitings shall be located 
within a development in the overall 
site plan. Such relief shall be 
accomplished by building 
placements, shortened or 
interrupted street vistas, visual 
access to open space and other 
methods of design. 

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

6. Open space within the project 
shall be located in such a manner 
as to facilitate pedestrian use and 
to create an area that is usable 
and accessible to residents of 
surrounding developments. 

Compliant The PUD complies with 
requirements in the IDDSG. 

7. Street design should minimize 
through traffic passing residential 
units. Suggested standards with 
respect to paving widths, housing 
setbacks and landscaping are set 
forth in public works standards of 
the city and applicable 
development design standards 
and guidelines. The system of 
streets, including parking lots, 
shall aid the order and aesthetic 
quality of the development. 

Compliant The PUD complies with 
requirements in the IDDSG, 
ensuring properly designed 
landscaping adjacent to public 
streets. 

8. There shall exist an internal 
pedestrian circulation system 
separate from the vehicular 
system such that allows access to 
adjacent parcels as well as to 
parks, open space or recreation 

Compliant The PUD complies with bicycle and 
pedestrian requirements in the 
IDDSG, ensuring adequate 
pedestrian and bicycle access. 
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facilities within the development. 
Pedestrian links to trail systems of 
the city shall be provided. 
9. The project and development 
should attempt to incorporate 
features which reduce the demand 
for water usage. 

Compliant The PUD proposes water use 
consistent with expectations for the 
CTC development. Plant material 
has been grouped into similar 
water-requirement irrigation zones. 

10. Landscape plans shall attempt 
to reduce heating and cooling 
demands of buildings through the 
selection and placement of 
landscape materials, paving, 
vegetation, earth forms, walls, 
fences, or other materials. 

Compliant, 
with 
condition 

The PUD complies with landscape 
requirements in the IDDSG, with 
the requested waiver.  

11. Proposed developments shall 
be buffered from collector and 
arterial streets. Such buffering 
may be accomplished by earthen 
berms, landscaping, leafing 
patterns, and other materials. 
Entrance islands defining traffic 
patterns along with landscaping 
shall be incorporated into 
entrances to developments. 

Compliant The PUD complies with the 
requirements of the IDDSG and 
includes adequate landscaping 
and buffering from adjacent streets 
and properties of the same or 
similar uses. 

12. There shall be encouraged the 
siting of lot arrangement, building 
orientation and roof orientation in 
developments so as to obtain the 
maximum use of solar energy for 
heating. 

Compliant The PUD provides a structure 
oriented towards the south with an 
unshaded roof so that solar energy 
may be utilized in the future. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial; 
residential uses are not allowed. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The property is zoned Industrial; 
residential uses are not allowed. 

15. Architectural design of 
buildings shall be compatible in 
design with the contours of the 
site, compatible with surrounding 
designs and neighborhoods, shall 
promote harmonious transitions 
and scale in character in areas of 
different planned uses, and shall 
contribute to a mix of styles within 
the city. 

Compliant The PUD proposes architecture 
that is compatible in design with 
the contours of the site, with 
surrounding buildings, and 
neighborhoods.  

 



RESOLUTION NO. 5 
SERIES 2025 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT AMENDEMNT TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A 7,150 SQUARE-
FOOT INDUSTRIAL BUILDING AND A 7,000 SQUARE-FOOT INDUSTRIAL 

BUILDING AT 380 TAYLOR AVENUE.  
 

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for a final planned unit development amendment to allow construction of two 
industrial buildings, measuring 7,150 square feet and 7,000 square feet, at 380 Taylor 
Avenue; Lot 18, Block 6, Colorado Technological Center Filing 1; and 

 
WHEREAS, City staff has reviewed the information submitted and found that, with 

the four requested waivers, the application complies with the Louisville zoning regulations 
and other applicable sections of the Louisville Municipal Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the application at a duly 
noticed public hearing on April 10, 2025 where evidence and testimony where entered 
into the record.   
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the 
City of Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of a final planned unit 
development amendment to allow construction of two industrial buildings, measuring 
7,150 square feet and 7,000 square feet, at 380 Taylor Avenue 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of April 2025. 

 
 

 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chair 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Cullen Choi, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 



LAND USE PROCESS (check all that apply)
Annexation
Concept Plan
Easement Vacation
Oil and Gas
General Development Plan (GDP)

Amendment
New GDP

Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Amendment
Preliminary
New PUD

Rezoning
Special Review Use (SRU)

Amendment
New SRU

Subdivision 
Final or Replat
Preliminary Plat

Temporary Use Permit
Variance
Vested Property Right
Wireless Facility
Other: ______________________________

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Development Review Application Form
Please complete this form and include it with the submittal documents for your development review application. 
Applications will not be processed until all required information is provided to the satisfaction of the City of 
Louisville Planning Department. 

Property Information

Property Owner Information

Application Representative Information

Certification/Signature

I certify that the information I have submitted is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and in filing the 
application and submittal documents, I am acting as and/or with the knowledge and consent of those persons 
who are owners of the subject property or are parties to this application.  

____________________________   ___________________________    ________________________
Signature*    Print Name    Date
*If acting as a representative/agent of the owner, include written authorization from the owner that certifies the agent’s right to 
submit this application

Common Address(es): ____________________________________________________
Legal Description: 
Lot ____________ Block ________ Subdivision __________________________________
Lot Area: ___________________ Sq. Ft. or _____________Acres

Name: _______________________________ Entity (if applicable) _______________________
Address: _____________________________________________________________________
Phone: ______________________________ Email: ______________________________

Name: _______________________________ Entity (if applicable) _______________________
Address: _____________________________________________________________________
Phone: ______________________________ Email: ______________________________

Community Development Department

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