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SUMMARY: 
The applicant, Portercare Adventist Health Systems, has submitted a proposed 
amendment to Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) Sec. 17.72.190 - Yard and Bulk 
Requirements (see Attachment Nos. 1 and 2 for draft ordinance and application 
respectively).  The proposed amendment would allow General Development Plans (GDPs) 
for properties zoned Planned Community Zone District (PCZD) to specify the desired yard 
and bulk standards, including building setbacks, building height, and lot coverage.  The 
current ordinance limits yard and bulk standards to be in “general conformance” with 
certain existing zoning districts.  The following reflects the proposed amendments: 
 

Sec. 17.72.190.  Yard and bulk requirements. 
 
Yard and bulk requirements under a planned community zone district shall 
be specified on the general development plan filed for the different areas of 
the district. Such yard and bulk requirements shall be consistent with the 
comprehensive development plan or other adopted plan of the city and the 
desired character of the district. Such If not specified in the general 
development plan for an area of the district, the yard and bulk requirements 
shall be in general conformance with the yard and bulk requirements set 
forth in chapter 17.12 of this Code. based on the most similar zoning district 
Yard and bulk requirements set forth in the general development plan shall 
be in general conformance with the zones as set forth below:  
 
Agricultural use—A Zone.  
Industrial use — I Zone.  
Commercial and office use — C-N, C-B, C-C, O Zones.  
Residential use — R-E, R-L, R-M, R-H, SF Zones.  

 
The proposed ordinance amendment would be broadly applicable to all property in the City 
zoned PCZD.  The applicant owns several properties within the City, including all 
properties located within the Avista Adventist Hospital GDP and Lot 1, Block 2 Redtail 
Ridge Filing No. 1 located within the ConocoPhillips Campus GDP.    
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BACKGROUND / PRIOR DISCUSSIONS: 
The City established the PCZD and standards for GDPs by Ordinance No. 806, Series 
1983. This ordinance limited yard and bulk standards for GDPs to be in “general 
conformance” with existing comparable yard and bulk standards in the zoning code (see 
Attachment Nos. 3 and 4 for ordinance and City Council public hearing minutes 
respectively).  While the ability to alter yard and bulk standards with a GDP is limited, most 
property within a GDP district is also subject to a future Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
approval and yard and bulk standards could be waived with the PUD process after the City 
approves a GDP. LMC Sec. 17.28.110 provides the waiver standards for PUDs:  

…any such requirements may be waived or modified through the approval 
process of the planned unit development if the spirit and intent of the 
development plan criteria contained in section 17.28.120 are met and the 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. 

Some previously approved GDPs include yard and bulk standards that differ significantly 
from the comparable zoning despite the restrictions in Sec. 17.72.190.  For example, the 
Avista Adventist Hospital GDP, approved in 2002, allows building heights up to four stories 
and 63’ to the roof and 77’ to the mechanical screen.  The adopted comparable zoning 
standards limits height to 35’ to the roof and 42’ to the mechanical screen.  In 2010, with 
the approval of the ConocoPhillips Campus GDP, the City recognized that Section 
17.72.190 did not allow significant deviations from the adopted comparable zoning 
standards and that any differences between the GDP and the comparable zoning could be 
subject to legal challenge.   
 
ANALYSIS: 
LMC Sec. 17.72.010 states the purpose of the PCZD, including that the district is to 
encourage “the use of contemporary land planning principles and coordinated community 
design….”  Any property that is zoned PCZD must be at least 30 acres in size and under 
single ownership at the time the City designates the property as PCZD and approves the 
GDP.  Effectively, the GDP establishes a master-planned custom zoning for larger parcels 
that reflect the intended character of the district outside of what the City’s standard districts 
provide.   
 
LMC Sec. 17.72.030 lists the minimum content of a GDP: 
 

A. The proposed use of all lands within the subject property; 
 
B. The type or character of development and the number of dwelling 
units per gross acre proposed; [emphasis added] 

https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.28PLUNDE_S17.28.110UNDIREDEDESTGUAP
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.28PLUNDE_S17.28.120CRDEPL
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.72PLCOZODI_S17.72.010PU
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.72PLCOZODI_S17.72.030PRAP
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C. The proposed location of school sites, parks, open spaces, recreation 
facilities and other public and quasi-public facilities; 
 
D. The proposed location of all streets shall be coordinated with the adopted 
general street plan for the city. 

 
Subsection B typically results in the GDP establishing design standards custom to the 
planned community zone district, including yard and bulk standards, which are also 
explicitly required under Sec. 17.72.190.  However, the adopted standards may not reflect 
the actual intended character of the development due to the restrictions in the current code 
language.  Consequently, the intent and purpose of the PCZD GDP to establish 
“contemporary land planning principles and coordinated community design” and to outline 
the “type and character of development” could be seen in conflict with Sec. 17.72.190.   
 
Removing the restrictive language in Sec. 17.72.190 that requires “general conformance” 
of yard and bulk standards with baseline zoning standards would allow the City to adopt 
GDP standards that more comprehensively set the intended character of the district.  The 
primary argument to defer to the future PUD process is that the PUD will provide complete 
architectural and site plans for the proposed development and any yard and bulk waivers 
can be considered in the context of the full set of plans.  However, design standards and 
other restrictions can be established as part of a GDP to address site design.  For 
example, a GDP that allows buildings taller than three stories could establish standards for 
building materials, building step backs and articulations, and define zones or critical view 
corridors within the GDP area where building height should be treated differently.  The 
subsequent PUD then must demonstrate compliance with the design standards.       
 
2025 COUNCIL WORK PLAN: 
The 2025 City Council Work Plan establishes four priorities, and initiatives within each of 
the four priorities.  Under the Economic Vitality priority, City Council has set a goal to 
initiate targeted code amendments ahead of the Comprehensive Plan adoption and land 
development code rewrite that will follow (see Figure 1 below).  Even though this code 
amendment is not being initiated by the City, it could be considered to fall under this 
section of the 2025 City Council Work Plan.  
 
Figure 1: City Council 2025 Work Plan Excerpt 

 
 

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/44276/638749761009530000
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One of the primary purposes of the anticipated land development code rewrite is to 
provide more predicable codes and procedures.  Current codes and procedures are 
generally considered to be outdated and in need of modernization.  The subject ordinance, 
for example, originated in 1983.  Another purpose of the land development code rewrite is 
to create a more business-friendly approach to land development review processes in the 
City.  This targeted amendment to Sec. 17.72.190 eliminates a vague and contradictory 
section of the current land development code and will allow more predictable processes 
for PCZD zoned properties and for the implementation of GDPs.      
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Budgeted?: Not Applicable 
Approval of the ordinance could lead to reduced demand on staff time for development 
review by providing more clarity to applicants and staff on the desired character of 
development in PCZD zoned districts.   
 
ALTERNATIVE(S): 
Alternatives Include: 

• Adopt the amended code language as drafted. This will update the standards for 
GDPs to allow establishment of yard and bulk standards that reflect the final 
desired condition within the district.   

• Decline to adopt the amended code language.   This will maintain the current 
process of requiring yard and bulk standards to be listed on GDPs but require that 
they be in “general conformance” with certain zoning districts, and thus, require 
PUD waivers if there is going to be any deviation from the referenced zoning 
districts.    

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
At their May 8, 2025 meeting, the Planning Commission passed Resolution 6, Series 2025 
recommending approval of the draft ordinance concerning yard and bulk standards for 
GDPs as drafted (see Attachment No. 6 for resolution and Attachment No. 7 for draft 
minutes). The meeting video is at the following link (minutes 0:6:45 - 1:02:45) 
 
Link: www.youtube.com/watch?v=KLxYJfEzTOY 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Ordinance No. 1896, Series 2025 as drafted.      
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Ordinance No. 1896, Series 2025 
2. Application 
3. Ordinance No. 806, Series 1983 
4. August 16, 1983 City Council Minutes 
5. Public Comment 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KLxYJfEzTOY
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6. Planning Commission Resolution No. 06, Series 2025 
7. Draft May 8, 2025 Planning Commission Minutes 
8. Presentation 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1896 

SERIES 2025 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 17.72.190 
REGARDING YARD AND BULK REQUIREMENTS  

FOR GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS  
 

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 
of Louisville Home Rule Charter (the “City Charter”);  

 
WHEREAS, Chapter 17.72 of the Louisville Municipal Code (“LMC”) sets forth 

standards for the Planned Community Zone District, which include approval of general 
development plans with supplemental development standards for property within the 
boundaries of the plans; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City desires to amend the standards for the Planning Community 
Zone District so that yard and bulk requirements may be established through a general 
development plan that are different from those of the corresponding zone districts, so long 
as such yard and bulk requirements are consistent with the City’s comprehensive 
development plan or other adopted plan of the City and they further the desired character 
of the district; and  
 
 WHEREAS, after a duly noticed public hearing held May 8, 2025, where evidence 
and testimony were entered into the record, including the Louisville Planning Commission 
Staff Report dated May 8, 2025, the Louisville Planning Commission has recommended the 
City Council adopt the amendments to the LMC set forth in this ordinance;  
 
 WHEREAS, City Council has provided notice of a public hearing on said ordinance 
by publication as provided by law and held such public hearing. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
   

Section 1. Section 17.72.190 of the Louisville Municipal Code is hereby amended 
to read as follows (words to be added underlined; words to be deleted stricken):  

 
Sec. 17.72.190.  Yard and bulk requirements. 

 
Yard and bulk requirements under a planned community zone district 

shall be specified on the general development plan filed for the different 
areas of the district. Such yard and bulk requirements shall be consistent 
with the comprehensive development plan or other adopted plan of the city 
and the desired character of the district. Such If not specified in the general 
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development plan for an area of the district, the yard and bulk requirements 
shall be in general conformance with the yard and bulk requirements set 
forth in chapter 17.12 of this Code. based on the most similar zoning district 
Yard and bulk requirements set forth in the general development plan shall 
be in general conformance with the zones as set forth below:  

Agricultural use—A Zone. 
Industrial use — I Zone.  
Commercial and office use — C-N, C-B, C-C, O Zones. 
Residential use — R-E, R-L, R-M, R-H, SF Zones.  

Section 2. 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 
Council hereby declares that it would have passed this ordinance and each part hereof 
irrespective of the fact that any one part be declared invalid. 

Section 3. The repeal or modification of any provision of the Municipal Code of 
the City of Louisville by this ordinance shall not release, extinguish, alter, modify, or change 
in whole or in part any penalty, forfeiture, or liability, either civil or criminal, which shall have 
been incurred under such provision, and each provision shall be treated and held as still 
remaining in force for the purpose of sustaining any and all proper actions, suits, 
proceedings, and prosecutions for the enforcement of the penalty, forfeiture, or liability, as 
well as for the purpose of sustaining any judgment, decree, or order which can or may be 
rendered, entered, or made in such actions, suits, proceedings, or prosecutions. 

Section 4. All other ordinances or portions thereof inconsistent or conflicting with 
this ordinance or any 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 ________, 2025. 

______________________________ 
Christopher M. Leh, Mayor  

ATTEST: 

______________________________ 
Genny Kline, Interim City Clerk 

3rd June
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 
_____________________________ 
Kelly PC, City Attorney 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING AND SECOND READING WILL BE THE ____ DAY OF 
__________, 2025, AT 6:00 P.M. AT LOUISVILLE CITY HALL, 749 MAIN STREET, 
LOUISVILLE, CO  80027. 
  
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING, this __ day of 
________, 2025. 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Christopher M. Leh, Mayor  
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Genny Kline, Interim City Clerk 

8th
July
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Chief Building Inspector
Steve Ferris - Licensing

Beth Avore, Fantasyland

Vote on Motion

Councilman Leary

ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE # 804

AS AMENDED

ORDINANCE # 806 - PLANNED

COMMUNITY ZONE DISTRICT

PUBLIC HEARING

8/ 16/ 83 Page - 11-

The determination of the accessory use for

STC would be given by the Variance Board

should this situation arise; but solely
as an added benefit for its employees.

Advised a use for a Day Care Center or any

of the child care operations must have the

approval of the State, then it is the City' s

responsibility to see that all the Codes are

met, i. e. proper exits, etc.

Stated everyone having a child care center

including STC would have to obtain a license

from the State Department of Social Services.

Question called for on the amendment to Ordinance

804 to allow a Special Review Use in the

Office Zone. All in favor. Motion carried

unanimously.

Commented that a Neighborhood Child Care

Center was for 1- 12 children, anything over

12 would be considered a full Day Care Center

i. e. LaPetite - wished to verify this.

Attorney Rautenstraus advised this was so.

Mayor Meier closed the public hearing.

Councilman Fauson' moved, Councilman Leary

seconded that Ordinance # 804

ing be adopted as amended.

Leary Yes

Morris Yes

Fauson Yes

Cummings Yes

Ferrera Yes

Meier Yes

Motion carried unanimously.

Child Care Zon-

Roll call vote:

Councilmembers had a copy of the ordinance;

Attorney Rautenstraus read it by title only
and certified proper publication.

Mayor Meier opened the public hearing.
Attorney Rautenstraus certified proper publi-
cation of the public hearing notices. He

also advised that after the study session

held by council the following changes were

made to the ordinance - adding a section

which required an agreement between the developer

and the City, which included a phasing plan.



r::ouncilman Leary

Amendment to Ordinance # 806

Councilman Ferrera

Mayor Meier

8/ 16/ 83 Page - 12-

Amendments to the development plan which did

not effect an increase in the density or

would result in a character change of the

development - would be reveiwed by the

Director of Community Development but would

not become effective until City Council had

reviewed the plan and determined if they
wished to make a change through a total zoning
change as required through the original adopt-
ion of the zoning plan. Was also amended to

allow for private schools when the use is

permitted in residential areas. Also, a new

type of use was added known as a lease

open space use. Generally would allow

agricultural use but not structures.

Mayor Meier continued the public hearing and

asked if there was anyone in favor of the

ordinance - none. Anyone in opposition of

the ordinance - none. Any public questions -
none. Staff comments - Director Rupp stated

they would recommend Council adopt the ordinance.

Council comments or questions.

Wished clarification of the agricultural -
open space use. Rautenstraus advised this

would be that no commercial activity would

be allowed. Suggested perhaps agricultural
be changed to crop farming and animal hus-

bandry pursuits.

Councilman Leary moved, Councilwoman Morris

seconded that an amendment be added to

Ordinance # 806 to change agricultural or' 0pen space

to crop farming and animal husbandry use.

Wished to verify that this was not being desig-
nated - Open Space Zone. Rautenstraus advised

that it was not, but rather that it was naming
uses permitted in open space.

Remarked would then a golf course be considered

and open space use, or would this ordinance

preclude that use? Rautenstraus did not feel

this use would be precluded, rather referred

to drainage swales, or areas within a general
development plan that were always going to

be farms. Meier suggested that these be

clearly defined in the ordinance, i. e. drainage

swales, 100 year flood plain, 1500' buffer

along Highway 36, etc. since it applies pri-

marily to the Homart development.



Cvuncilman Ferrera

Director Rupp

Councilman Leary

Addition to the Amendment of

Ordinance # 806

Vote on the Amendment

8/ 16/ 83 Page - 13-

Wished to verify - when a developer dedicates

12% of the property to the City as open space,

does this mean that a park could not be built

on the open space land, or perhaps construct

a swimming pool. Rautenstraus advised that it

did not, the open space term did not apply to

property dedicated to the City or recreation

uses, but would simply be an area that would

always be set up for no development.
Ferrera suggested the wording be changed to

state undeveloped areas rather than open space.

Stated he had a problem with this as he felt

the intent of the zone is try to forecast what

those uses are going to be in the future. Be-

cause their plans may be 5, 10, 15, or 20 years

in the future. When the City is attempting to

develop plans from the standpoint of open space,

arterials, utitilies, etc. if there is a large
area of 160 acres just as undeveloped, it is

going to be very difficult to rationalize that

in the future whether it is an acceptable use

or not. He felt that in the general develop-
ment plan there may be planning areas within

that plan that would be just left for open areas;

not to be developed at all and they should be

so stated.

Asked how parks and golf courses are presented
on the development plan? Rupp stated they
would be within a planning area that might

identify residential as the principle use or

they may show 20 acres of public land dedica-

tion for public park, public school,

fire station, etc. It could come in with resi-

dential, commercial or industrial zoning.

Councilman Leary moved, Councilwoman Morris

seconded that the following be added to his

original motion the wording " Open Space"
under section 17. 72. 120 be changed to read

Open Areas"; also the word shall be changed
to ~~y include agricultural, etc.

Discussion by council relative to number of

acres for animal husbandry in respect to ad-

joining residential zones- to be dealt with

in the agreement.

Question called for. All in favor. Motion

carried unanimously.



ADOPTION

RESOLUTION # 27 - LA PETITE

FINAL PLAT & P. U. D. &

SPECIAL REVIEW USE

ADOPTION

Director Rupp

Dennis Rosengarten, Applicant

Councilwoman Morris

rances Rock

8/ 16/ 83 Page - 14-

Mayor Meier closed the public hearing on Ord-

inance # 806.

Councilman Cummings moved, Councilman Ferrera

seconded that Ordinance # 806 - Planned Community
Zone District be adopted as amended. Roll

call vote:

Morris

Cummings
Fauson

Meier

Leary
Ferrera

Motion carried

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

unanimously.

Councilmembers had a copy of the resolution;

Attorney Rautenstraus read it in its entirety.
Councilmembers were also provided with infor-

mation from Director Rupp and recommendation

of Planning Commission for approval. La Petite

provided Council with copies of their Child

Care Survey in Boulder County.

Councilman Leary moved, Mayor Meier seconded

that Resolution # 27 - La Petite Final Plat

and P. U. D. and Special Review Use be adopted.

Advised he had added to the report those items

that dealt with the Special Review Use, taken

from the Code, i. e. location of the site,

access, the intensity of use, environmental

qualities and the department had no particular
objection to the proposal.

Mr. Rosengarten stated that if Council had any

questions he invited to the meeting, Ray Shelton

one of the owners of the property, Frances

Rock, the Colorado Director, and Ben LaFrance,

National Director of Operations. He stated

at the last Council meeting he attended several

questions were brought up regarding traffic,

safety, and the aspect of need as stated.

Commented that she felt the information pro-

vided did cover the questions of traffic im-

pact and safety; however wished to know how

the need was determined, i. e. 50, 100, or

200 children.

Stated she was pleased with Council' s concerns

relative to the quality of the City. La Petite

shared the concern of quality for their center.

In regard to need, felt that choice was very

important also. Since both parents work now
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Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: Please reject Portercare Adventist Health Systems’s application to amend Louisville 

Municipal Code Section 17.72.190

From: tamar krantz <tamarkrantz@gmail.com>  

Sent: Saturday, May 3, 2025 1:23 PM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Cc: Steve Brauneis <stevebrauneis@hotmail.com> 

Subject: Please reject Portercare Adventist Health Systems’s application to amend Louisville Municipal Code Section 

17.72.190 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

 

Please reject Portercare Adventist Health Systems’s application to amend Louisville Municipal Code Section 
17.72.190.  If the applicant is seeking lot coverage and setbacks for their properties within the Avista GDP and the 
RTR (conocophillips) GDP, they should submit a PUD with their desired changes. Since this change is not 
associated with a PUD, it is not clear what their intentions are.  

 

In  your meeting packet, staff present this code change as a part of the anticipated development code rewrite that 
will come after the comprehensive plan. This should not be initiated with a quasi-judicial application.  The packet 
includes the work plan item that allows for city council discussion and direction on targeted code amendments. Has 
there been any discussion and direction regarding yard and bulk requirements for GDPs? Residents should have 
the opportunity to discuss this with commissioners and their city council representatives. 

 

If the applicant’s  intention is indeed to change the lot coverage and setback requirements for their properties, this 
packet doesn’t include enough particulars. For example, Table 1, GDP Yard and Bulk Comparison gives a general 
indication of how this may affect the Conocophillips GDP. The GDP requires a 50 foot setback for buildings over 
30,000 square feet. It seems to me that this code change would reduce that to 20 to 25. It would be useful to 
understand how this compares to existing setbacks for large commercial buildings so that commissioners can 
visualize this change.  

 

Please address these code changes outside of the context of Avista’s application. You should have the opportunity 
to analyze the impact of this change to all GDPs, not just a sampling. You should also have a complete analysis of 
the changes and impacts for all existing GDPs. Finally, I believe that there could be a more straightforward way to 
re-write this code for future GDPs– if any are anticipated.  

 

Thanks for considering this. 

 

Tamar Krantz 

Louisville 
 

==CAUTION: EXTERNAL EMAIL== 

This email originated from outside the City of Louisville's email environment. Do not click links or open 

attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. Please contact IT if you believe 

this email is suspicious. 



 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 7 

SERIES 2025 

 
 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING 

LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 17.72.190 REGARDING YARD AND 

BULK REQUIREMENTS FOR GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS 

 

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 
of Louisville Home Rule Charter (the “City Charter”);   

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the current standards in Louisville 

Municipal Code Sec. 17.72.190 are not consistent with the purpose of the Planned 
Community Zone District (PCZD) and associated General Development Plans (GDPs) to 
promote contemporary land planning principles and coordinated community design; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission desires to provide more flexibility as part of 

the GDP approval process to establish yard and bulk standards that are consistent with 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the City’s desired character for PCZD districts; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered the proposal at a duly 

noticed public hearing on May 8, 2025, where evidence and testimony were entered into 
the record. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City 
of Louisville, Colorado does hereby recommend approval of an ordinance amending Title 
17 of the Louisville Municipal Code to regarding yard and bulk requirements for GDPs. 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8th day of May, 2025. 
 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chair 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
Cullen Choi, Secretary 

 Planning Commission 
 



 

 
City of Louisville 

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

MayPlanning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

May 8, 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 
     Cullen Choi, Secretary 

David Bangs 
Jennifer Hunt 
Jonathan Mihaly 
Jeff Moline 

 
 Commission Members Absent: Debra Baskett, Vice Chair 

 
Staff Members Present:  Rob Zuccaro, Director of Community 

Development 
Jeff Hirt, Planning Manager 

 Matt Post, Senior Planner 
 Emily Cline-Gibson, Planner II 

      Ben Jackson, Planning Clerk 
 

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

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

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS – NEW BUSINESS 

a. General Development Plan (GDP) Yard and Bulk Requirements Code 
Amendment – Resolution 6, Series 2025 recommending to the City Council approval 
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of an ordinance amending Louisville Municipal Code Section 17.72.190 regarding 
Yard and Bulk Requirements for General Development Plans. 

Staff Presentation: 
Zuccaro introduced the presentation on proposed changes to the yard and bulk 
requirements. He noted that it was proposed by a property owner, but that it would still 
apply to the whole city. He explained that the change was intended to provide clarity when 
amending or approving a general development plan.  
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommended approval of Resolution 6, Series 2025. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff:  
Hunt asked to clarify the implications of the change. She asked whether this simply 
allowed applicants to define changes to the standards at the GDP stage rather than 
requiring waivers at the PUD stage. 
Zuccaro said that the change provided additional flexibility, and would make it so that 
changes to the standards could be made at either the GDP stage or as waivers to the 
PUD stage as was currently the case. 
Hunt asked whether staff would still work with applicants to determine appropriate zoning 
for the development. 
Zuccaro said yes, applicants would still be required to work with staff if the proposed yard 
and bulk standards were significantly different from the normal standards, and to explain 
why this would be necessary. 
Hunt asked whether the changes would give developers more certainty over their final 
designs. 
Zuccaro said that this change would give developers more assurance that they would be 
able to proceed with their desired designs. 
Hunt asked whether staff would still look at the other uses to set the yard and bulk 
requirements if the applicant opted not to do it during the GDP process. 
Zuccaro said yes, and that they left this language in the ordinance as there were some 
GDPs that did not have yard and bulk standards. 
Bangs asked whether developers would need to seek waivers from the yard and bulk 
requirements if the Commission did not approve the proposed code amendment. 
Zuccaro said yes. 
Bangs asked to clarify what comparable zone districts meant. 
Zuccaro said that it was generally up to staff to determine which zoning type the proposed 
development would be most comparable to, though there was a general lack of clarity 
around this. 
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Zuccaro added that the proposals from applicants also had to be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan or another adopted policy of the City, and consistent with the 
desired character of the district. 
Bangs asked why the change was necessary given the current waiver process seemed 
to work. 
Zuccaro said that it was not always possible to guide applicants on what would be 
appropriate and passable waivers, making the process more complicated than it needed 
to be. 
Bangs asked whether the code amendment would make it harder for the Commission to 
object to changes to the yard and bulk standards. 
Zuccaro said that it would provide more predictability for the Commission and City 
Council. 
Hunt asked whether the Planning Commission would still get a say on changes to the 
yard and bulk standards in the GDP process. 
Zuccaro said that the Commission would still get a say on this when they consider a GDP 
or GDP amendment. He added that staff would analyze all proposals and provide 
recommendations to Commissioners. 
Bangs asked how much definition of the standards would be in the Comprehensive Plan. 
Zuccaro said that the Plan would not include any specific details. 
Bangs asked about the downsides and risks of the proposal. 
Zuccaro said that the main downside would be making a decision on the yard and bulk 
standards without seeing the final design, and that Commissioners would not have as 
specific information. 
Brauneis noted that applicants could still apply for waivers beyond what would be 
approved in the GDP. 
Choi asked to clarify whether the amendment would only apply to areas of 30 acres or 
larger that had a single owner. 
Zuccaro said yes, and noted that it would only apply to properties zoned PCZD. 
Choi asked how many of these properties existed in the city. 
Zuccaro said he believed there were no more than 6. 
Choi asked whether the property could then be sub-divided and sold off. 
Zuccaro said that the 30 acre requirement only applied at the time of the establishment 
of the original GDP, and that future property owners could amend the GDP for their 
individual parcels. 
Choi asked about the language regarding potential legal challenges in the amendment. 
Zuccaro said that changes to the yard and bulk standards during the GDP process could 
be subject to legal action relating to their general conformance with the code. 
Moline asked when a GDP was required. 
Zuccaro said that a GDP was required when an applicant requested the PCZD zone 
district. He added that this was likely to mainly apply to GDP amendments given the 
limited scope for the creation of new PCZD zoned areas. 
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Brauneis asked when the last time an outside party requested a code amendment was. 
Zuccaro said that it was pretty rare, and that he did not recall any in the last decade. 
 
Applicant Presentation: 
Mark Smith, resident, representing Advent Health Avista, He noted that Advent Health 
had purchased a 40 acre site in the Red Tail Ridge development, and were planning its 
future development. He said that they were in favor of the change as it would provide 
greater predictability and certainty in their planning and design process. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 
Brauneis asked about the applicant’s reasoning for their proposed major code change. 
Smith said that they felt that the change would give them the clarity needed to make the 
project viable. 
Bangs asked about how this would improve their design process over the existing PUD 
waiver process. 
Valerie Wilkins, non-resident, of the development team, said that they can get through 
more comprehensive design planning earlier, and that they hope to simplify and speed 
up this process.  
Bangs asked whether the yard and bulk requirements were clear for this development. 
Zuccaro said that they were not clear on the GDP, particularly with regards to desired 
heights. 
Bangs asked how long it would be before the applicant came before the Commission 
with their proposed designs. 
Zuccaro said that they were currently discussing this with the applicant. 
Wilkins said that they were going through the concept design, and intended to have a 
PUD ready by the end of the year. 
 
Public Comment:  
Tamar Krantz, resident, pooled with Cindy Bodell, resident, asked what changes Advent 
Health from the existing yard and bulk standards. She was concerned that it would just 
be a means to alter the existing GDP. She also objected to the unusual manner in which 
this proposal was brought before the Planning Commission.  
 
Applicant Closing Statement: 
Wilkins said that they were not planning any changes to setbacks for their future GDP 
amendment, and that this was just an example brought up in conversation. 
 
Additional Commissioner Questions of Staff: 
Mihaly asked how this would affect the GDP amendment process. 
Zuccaro said that it would not affect existing GDPs or the GDP amendment process. 
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Hunt asked to clarify that the references to general conformance would only apply to 
GDPs that did not specify yard and bulk requirements. 
Zuccaro confirmed this. 
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
Hunt said that she was in support, and that she liked the idea of providing more certainty 
to developers. 
Moline said that he in support, and that the added clarity would be a benefit to the code 
and a benefit to the community. 
Choi said that he was in support, and thought it would help ease the development 
process. 
Mihaly said that his initial concerns were allayed by the presentations, and that he thought 
it would help make the city more business friendly. He was in support. 
Bangs said that while he did not feel the existing PUD waiver process was broken such 
that it warranted major changes, he was supportive of the amendment as it would help 
improve the efficiency of the development process. He was in support. 
Brauneis said that he was in support, and said that this would be beneficial for both 
developers and the city. 
 
Motion to approve Resolution 6, Series 2025, was moved by Hunt and seconded by 
Moline. The motion was adopted by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 

b. Advent Health PUD Amendment (Signage) - Resolution 7, Series 2025, 
recommending approval of a request for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
Amendment to replace existing freestanding signs and add a new wall sign on the 
hospital campus. 

Staff Presentation: 
Cline-Gibson introduced the presentation for the PUD amendment. She noted the 
location of the property, and where the changes to the existing signage were proposed. 
There had been previous changes to signage in 1997 and 2002 in accordance with 
periodic hospital rebranding. She also covered proposed waivers for the freestanding and 
wall signs. Staff found that the application met all of the criteria in the sign code. Staff also 
found that the requested waivers were appropriate. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommended approval of Resolution 7, Series 2025. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff:  
Choi asked whether all of the signs were proposed to be internally illuminated. 
Cline-Gibson said yes. 
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Choi asked whether there would be a change in lumen output from the new signs. 
Cline-Gibson said that there would not be any change. 
Moline asked about the requirement for architectural base and border in the new code. 
Cline-Gibson said that this was a requirement for freestanding signs, but was largely 
targeted at entrance signs rather than the wayfinding signs proposed here, hence the 
waiver. 
Bangs asked about the current height of the sign facing US-36. 
Cline-Gibson said she was not sure, but would check. 
Brauneis wondered about the need and value of the sign facing the golf course and open 
space. 
Cline-Gibson deferred to the applicant, but suggested that it was meant to be viewed 
from US-36. 
 
Applicant Presentation: 
Mark Smith, resident, CEO of Advent Health Avista, spoke to the importance of clear and 
visible signage for the hospital campus. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 
Brauneis asked about the need for the sign facing the golf course. 
Smith said that their desire was for the sign to be visible from US-36, as it is otherwise 
difficult to see the building from the freeway. 
Brauneis asked whether the sign adjacent to US-36 would accomplish this. 
Smith said that they would prefer to have both. 
Hunt asked to confirm that the wall sign would directed towards eastbound US-36 traffic. 
Smith said yes. 
Moline asked whether there was an existing wall sign. 
Brauneis said no. 
 
Public Comment:  
None were heard. 
 
Applicant Closing Statement: 
Smith thanked the Commission for their time. 
 
Staff Closing Statement: 
None was heard. 
 
Additional Commissioner Questions of Staff: 
Bangs asked whether there was any other illuminate signage in Louisville that faced US-
36. 
Cline-Gibson said not as far as she could recall. 
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Mihaly asked how the wall sign would look if it conformed to the sign code. 
Cline-Gibson said that it would be somewhat smaller. 
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
Hunt said she thought the requests were reasonable, and was in support. 
Bangs agreed. 
Moline said he was in support. 
Mihaly said that he was supportive, and thought that the waivers were minor enough to 
be reasonable. 
Choi said that he was in support. 
Brauneis said that he still had some concerns about the wall sign, but was ultimately in 
support. 
 
Motion to approve Resolution 7, Series 2025, was moved by Mihaly and seconded by 
Bangs. The motion was adopted by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 

c. Parking Minimums Code Amendment - Resolution 8, Series 2025 recommending 
to the City Council approval of an ordinance amending Title 17 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code (LMC) concerning parking minimums for multifamily and adaptive 
reuse development to comply with HB24-1304. 

Staff Presentation: 
Post introduced the presentation for the ordinance. He said that the change was required 
to bring the City into compliance with a new state law that prohibited minimum parking 
requirements in some circumstances. He outlined the parts of the city were parking 
minimums would no longer be permitted, and how the new policy would be implemented. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommended approval of Resolution 8, Series 2025. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff:  
Hunt asked whether the City can still apply its EV charging and accessibility requirements 
if developers choose to provide parking spaces. 
Post said yes. 
Brauneis asked whether the 228 bus met the definition of frequent transit. 
Post said no because it only ran every 60 minutes instead of the 30 minute standard set 
by the legislation. 
Brauneis asked whether a private shuttle that met the requirements could be considered 
a transit service. 
Post said that this was considered by DOLA and could factor into the transit service area. 
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Bangs asked about the number of units that could be added with a reduced number of 
parking spaces. 
Post said that he would expect the bill to produce greater density, though he noted that 
the City’s density limits still applied. 
 
Public Comment:  
None were heard. 
 
Staff Closing Statement: 
None was heard. 
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
Hunt said that she was in favor. 
Bangs said that he was in favor. 
Moline said that he was in support. 
Mihaly said that he was in support. 
Choi said that he was in support. 
Brauneis said that he was in support, and said that he would encourage staff and City 
Council to consider abolishing parking minimums in other areas of the city. 
 
Motion to approve Resolution 8, Series 2025, was moved by Moline and seconded by 
Bangs. The motion was adopted by a vote of 6 to 0. 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
None were heard. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
None were heard. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn was moved by Mihaly, and adopted by voice vote. 
The Commission adjourned at 8:35pm. 



City Council Review
July 8, 2025 

2nd Reading and Public Hearing 

ORDINANCE 1896, SERIES 2025
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL 

CODE SECTION 17.72.190 REGARDING YARD AND BULK 
REQUIREMENTS FOR GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

Presented by: Rob Zuccaro, Community Development Director

Proposal
• Request by Portercare Adventist Health Systems

(owner of two properties zoned PCZD)

• Allow Planned Community Zoned District (PCZD)
properties to establish custom yard and bulk
standards (height, setbacks, lot coverage)
standards on General Development Plans

• Current regulations restrict GDP yard and bulk
standards to be in “general conformance” with
comparable zone districts



Proposal

PCZD Zoning Background
• Code adopted in 1983

• Set standards for PCZD and GDPs

• Yard and bulk “General Conformance”
standard not defined and inconsistently applied

• Relies on Planned Unit Development (PUD)
waiver process to vary yard and bulk



Analysis 
• Purpose of PCZD is to encourage “the use of

contemporary land planning principles and
coordinated community design.”

• GDPs are to establish: “The type or character of
development…”

• Yard and bulk standards required to be provided on
GDPs as part of defining type and character of
development

• “General conformance” standard could be seen as in
conflict with purpose of PCZD and GDPs

Analysis 
• Code amendment allows the City to adopt more

comprehensive development standards on a GDP to
establish the intended character of the district.

 Planning Commission and Council do not need to adopt
yard and bulk standards inconsistent with the
comparable zoning unless applicant provides
adequate design standards on the GDP

 Planning Commission and Council will also have design
review at the PUD stage of the process

• Provides a more predictable process for property
owners to plan developments



City Council Work Plan
• Near-term, targeted, priority development code

updates to improve the City’s development
review process and create a more business
friendly approach to development review.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Planning Commission 

Held public hearing on May 8, 2025 and voted 
unanimously to recommend approval as drafted. 

Staff

Staff recommends approval as drafted.
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