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Braille, taped material, or special transportation, should contact the City Clerk’s Office at 303 335-4536 or 
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Planning Commission 

Agenda 
November 13, 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 (Sept 25, Oct 9)  
5. Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda 
6. New Business 

a. Louisville Center for the Arts Sign (CONTINUED FROM 10/9/25)– 

Resolution 16, Series 2025 with a recommendation to City Council for a 

PUD amendment to allow a new sign for the Louisville Center for the Arts 

located at 801 Grant Ave.  

b. Redtail Ridge Wastewater Lift Station – Resolution 17, Series 2025 with 

a recommendation to City Council for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 

 

mailto:planning@louisvilleco.gov
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request to allow construction of a 1,031 square foot lift station to address 

wastewater for the future Redtail Ridge development.  

c. Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment – Resolution 18, Series 2025 with a 

recommendation to City Council for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 

Amendment request for an Outdoor Eating and Drinking Establishment and 

Mobile Food Court at 500-544 Front Street.  

7. Planning Commission Comments  

8. Staff Comments 

9. Select Items Tentatively Scheduled for Future Meetings 

a. December 11 (and potential special meeting in December) 

i. Comprehensive Plan update, including sharing of draft plan before 

community engagement 

ii. Nonfunctional turf zoning code amendment to comply with SB 24-

005  

iii. EV charging zoning code amendment to address HB 24-1173 

iv. Redtail Ridge GDP amendment and PUD for new light industrial 

building  

10. Adjourn   

https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb24-005
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb24-005
https://energyoffice.colorado.gov/ev-charging-permitting
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
September 25, 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 
Jonathan Mihaly 
Jeff Moline 

 
Commission Members Absent: Debra Baskett, Vice Chair 

Jennifer Hunt 
 
Staff Members Present:  Jeff Hirt, Planning Manager 

Emily Cline-Gibson, Planner II 
Rob Zuccaro, Community Development 
Director 

 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
Motion to approve the agenda was moved by Moline, 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. Avista Adventist Hospital GDP, Amendment No. 2 – Resolution 12, Series 2025 
presented together with ConocoPhillips Campus GDP, Amendment No. 1 –
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Resolution 12, Series 2025 recommending to the City Council approval of both the 
Avista Adventist Hospital General Development Plan, Amendment No. 2 and the 
ConocoPhillips Campus GDP, Amendment No. 1. 

 

Staff Presentation: 
 
Zuccaro introduced the presentation for the GDP Amendments. He presented two linked 
applications from Portercare Adventist Health Systems involving amendments to the 
Avista Adventist Hospital and Redtail Ridge general development plans. The proposal 
shifts unused development capacity from the existing Avista campus to Redtail Ridge, 
where a new hospital campus is planned. Specifically, the Avista development cap would 
be reduced from 750,000 square feet to 398,694 square feet, while the Redtail Ridge cap 
would be increased to accommodate future construction. The amendments also include 
establishing building height, massing, and architectural standards for the new hospital 
campus and dedicating a 7.5-acre parcel on the north side of the current hospital site. 
 
Pause for Commissioner Questions: 
 
Moline asked for clarification to confirm whether the stated number corresponds to the 
square footage already built. 
Zuccaro explained that the number reflects the existing development, which includes the 
main hospital, Centennial Peaks Hospital, and medical office buildings. He noted that if 
approved, the applicant could demolish and rebuild under the new maximum cap, but the 
total development could not exceed that cap. 
Bangs pointed out that a table on page four of the staff report shows the existing square 
footage as slightly different (349,977 sq ft) and noted that the proposed GDP change still 
results in a higher square footage than what currently exists, suggesting there may be a 
net change that needs clarification. 
Zuccaro noted that there may be a typo in the presentation, but would need to refer to 
staff report, but that the GDP represents the new cap. 
 
Staff Presentation continues: 
 
Zuccaro explained that the applicant is requesting an additional 364,400 sq. ft. of 
development capacity within the ConocoPhillips/Red Tail Ridge GDP, limited to their 
parcel. This would raise the overall cap from 2.5 million to 2.9 million sq. ft., though after 
swapping capacity with the Avista campus, the net increase is only about 13,000 sq. ft. 
The intent is to ensure adequate utilities and limit traffic impacts, which were key concerns 
in earlier approvals. 
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He outlined zoning and design standards for the hospital parcel: height limits for 3–5 story 
zones (with the hospital at five stories), step-backs above 45 feet, footprint reductions for 
taller levels, and rooftop enclosure setbacks. These measures are intended to minimize 
visual impact and promote architectural variety. 
 
He described a 7.5-acre open space dedication north of the Avista campus, which 
combined with an earlier dedication, would total 17.5 acres. While the applicant has 
already satisfied public land requirements, this addition would expand the City’s open 
space. The Open Space Advisory Board recommended approval, though noted the 
applicant’s request that the land remain natural space without trails, with future 
management discussions suggested. 
 
Pause for Commissioner Questions: 
 
Moline asked if there had been a staff open space recommendation as part of the prior 
night’s discussion. 
Zuccaro confirmed that City open space staff had reviewed the proposal, supported 
incorporating the parcel into open space, and noted the Open Space Advisory Board had 
already identified it as a high-priority area in 2023. 
Brauneis asked what specifically made the property a priority citywide. 
Zuccaro explained that the entire parcel was designated high priority because of its value 
as a buffer contiguous to existing open space and factors like vegetation. He added that 
this site was one of several (about six to eight) identified across the city in 2023 for 
potential acquisition. 
 
Staff Presentation continues: 
 
Zuccaro reviewed proposed setback changes for the Avista campus GDP, reducing 
requirements to 5 feet for parking/drive aisles and 20 feet for buildings, while maintaining 
large buffers to the Cole Creek neighborhood. Staff supports the change, emphasizing 
that the campus will still provide significant separation and protection. 
 
He explained that the GDP functions as customized zoning and must meet municipal 
code standards for coordinated design. Staff found the proposal consistent with these 
principles, citing clear massing standards, compatibility with nearby Broomfield buildings 
(4–5 stories), adequate utilities, limited traffic impacts, and expanded buffers/setbacks. 
The proposal also aligns with the Comprehensive Plan, which allows taller buildings when 
clustered and buffered, a condition achieved through major open space dedications in 
both Louisville and Broomfield. He noted Broomfield is finalizing a conservation easement 
on adjacent land, further strengthening buffers. Historical approvals for the site had 
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permitted heights up to 95 feet, making the current request consistent with prior 
expectations. 
 
Zuccaro reported that traffic impacts were analyzed with primary access planned off Rock 
Crest Drive. Red Tail Ridge is building supporting infrastructure, but additional 
refinements will occur at the PUD stage, with a development agreement to assign costs 
to the hospital. On utilities, staff confirmed that existing water and wastewater 
infrastructure, including the Red Tail Ridge lift station, can handle the additional demand 
without new facilities. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommended approval of both Avista Adventist Hospital GDP, Amendment No. 
2 – Resolution 12, Series 2025 and ConocoPhillips Campus GDP, Amendment No. 1 
–Resolution 12, Series 2025. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff: 
 
Bangs asked whether transportation improvements at the PUD stage would include 
public transit as well as cars. 
Zuccaro clarified that the traffic study focuses on vehicles but Redtail Ridge includes 
multimodal planning such as trails, sidewalks, and a microtransit shuttle. He added that 
while there is no RTD service, the City plans to meet with RTD about future options. 
 
Moline raised a concern about the “density swap,” asking how to ensure it couldn’t later 
be reversed or changed by subsequent amendments. 
Zuccaro explained that while this approval would set zoning and caps, future city councils 
could change them through ordinance or GDP amendment, though that is not the current 
intent. He noted that utility capacity and planning would also be reassessed if future 
changes were proposed. 
 
Choi asked whether the Avista open space dedication would be permanent. 
Zuccaro confirmed the land would transfer to City ownership, be zoned as open space, 
and could not be rezoned without a citywide vote. 
 
Brauneis asked about the unusual nature of the “swap,” noting the City lacks a formal 
transfer of development rights program. 
Zuccaro explained this was not a formal TDR program but rather a negotiated approach 
to address community concerns about traffic and infrastructure. 
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Bangs confirmed the GDP changes apply only to the 40-acre hospital parcel and asked 
whether the hospital intends to build to full density immediately. 
Zuccaro said the applicant could best address phasing plans. 
 
Bangs also asked if open space trail restrictions could change in the future. 
Zuccaro responded that trail access could be reconsidered through future amendments 
if ownership or use changed. 
 
Choi sought clarification on whether reducing Avista’s development cap while dedicating 
seven acres of open space would increase the development ratio on the remaining parcel. 
Zuccaro confirmed the ratio would increase, though Avista’s GDP is governed by a 
square-footage cap rather than a floor area ratio. He said the specific ratio could be 
calculated. 
 
Moline asked whether there are existing or planned trails in the open space area. 
Zuccaro said there are social trails and past golf course access routes, and that trail 
connections to US 36 were studied in 2018 with several possible alignments, some of 
which may cross the dedicated acreage. 
 
Brauneis questioned the value of restricting trails in open space and suggested the city 
might prefer to hold the property unencumbered. 
Zuccaro explained that some city open space parcels are designated as “no activity,” 
and while trails would not be planned, public access would not be prohibited. He added it 
is better to secure the land now and leave room for future discussions. 
 
Mihaly asked whether the amendment would negatively affect traffic planning for Campus 
Drive, noting the packet suggests it may even improve outcomes. 
Zuccaro deferred to the applicant’s traffic engineer to address the analysis but 
acknowledged that the redistribution of density could be the reason for improved traffic 
projections. 
 
Applicant Presentation: 
 
Mark Smith (CEO, AdventHealth Avista Hospital) 

• Introduced AdventHealth, noting it operates 55 hospitals in nine states with over 
100,000 employees. 

• Explained that AdventHealth recently purchased 40 acres in Redtail Ridge to 
construct a replacement hospital for Avista, which has served Louisville since 
1990. 
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• Cited the Marshall Fire evacuation challenges and the need for better access, 
expansion capacity, and modern facilities as reasons for relocation. 

• Emphasized that the GDP approval is an early step, with a detailed PUD 
submission to come in November, covering site access, plans, and compliance 
with city requirements. 

• Thanked staff for collaboration and framed the project as necessary to meet the 
community’s evolving health needs. 

Valerie Wilkins (Adams Management, Program Manager & Owner’s Rep) 

• Introduced her role managing the Avista campus project on behalf of 
AdventHealth. 

 Afsaneh Makooi 
 (Smith Group, Design Team Project Manager) 

• Explained rationale for five-story hospital height, noting operational efficiency, 
patient adjacencies, and wayfinding visibility. 

• Outlined design standards: step-backs above 45 feet (15 ft), limitations on upper-
story square footage (50% of base footprint), architectural roof screening, and 
additional step-backs above 95 feet. 

• Provided examples of comparable five-story hospitals in Colorado (Good 
Samaritan, UC Highlands Ranch, St. Anthony North, UC Health Medical Center of 
the Rockies). 

• Noted hospitals require greater floor-to-floor heights due to structural, medical gas, 
ventilation, and infection-prevention systems. 

• Highlighted contextual fit: across Northwest Parkway are existing four- and five-
story multifamily and office buildings. 

Wilkins (on Phasing & Trails) 

• Shared that Phase 1 will include the hospital and one medical office building. 
• Future phases may add a second office building and a bed tower expansion. 
• Addressed trail concerns: AdventHealth opposes trail development on the parcel 

while it functions as a secure medical campus (safety, liability, parking impacts). 
• Stated willingness to revisit trail discussions if land use changes in the future. 

Curtis Rowe (Kimley-Horn, Traffic Engineer) 

• Addressed traffic concerns, specifically Campus Drive. 
• Confirmed that the planned roadway network, including Campus Drive, will 

adequately accommodate hospital and Redtail Ridge traffic at full buildout. 
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• Concluded that no additional roadway improvements are required to support the 
hospital project. 

Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 
 
Bangs asked if the traffic study assumed use of the proposed micro-shuttle service or 
was based solely on personal vehicles. 
Rowe explained that the study used national Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
standards, which are vehicle-centric and provide a conservative baseline. He noted that 
Colorado’s strong multimodal options would likely reduce actual vehicle trips compared 
to the national averages. 
 
Bangs followed up on whether bikeways and pathways were factored in. 
Rowe confirmed they were not directly factored in, but they would reduce traffic if used, 
meaning the study was intentionally conservative. 
 
Choi asked whether the traffic projections included the entire Redtail Ridge buildout as 
well as full development of the Avista parcel. 
Rowe confirmed that the analysis accounted for both: full Redtail Ridge and the hospital 
parcel at maximum buildout, including office buildings and the bed tower expansion. 
 
Choi asked about the actual heights of adjacent Broomfield residential buildings shown 
in the applicant’s contextual slides. 
Makooi explained that five-story residential buildings are about 60 feet tall plus 10–12 
feet of rooftop mechanical screening, for a total of roughly 70 feet. In comparison, the 
hospital would be up to 105 feet with its mechanical penthouse. 
 
Choi questioned whether the additional 350,000 square feet in the development cap was 
driven by programmatic needs or simply maximizing allowable space. 
Wilkins said it was based on master planning to meet projected community healthcare 
needs, particularly bed capacity and medical office space, not just maximizing square 
footage. 
 
Choi asked about the difference in bed count between the current Avista and the 
proposed hospital. 
Wilkins explained the current Avista has 90 beds, while the proposed design in schematic 
planning is 373,000 square feet with 150 beds, close to the existing development cap. 
 
Public Comment: 
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Cindy Bedell (Louisville resident) asked for clarification about Centennial Peaks Hospital, 
noting she thought she heard it was a separate entity from AdventHealth. She wanted to 
know whether Centennial Peaks would remain in its current location or be affected by the 
proposed changes. 
Smith (AdventHealth CEO) responded to public comment, confirming that Centennial 
Peaks Hospital operates under a long-term land lease exceeding 50 years and will not be 
affected by the new hospital plans. 
 
Brauneis asked how the applicant would feel about a condition requiring reconsideration 
of trails on the donated open space. 
Smith said AdventHealth is open to continuing conversations, though they remain 
cautious about trails in close proximity to medical facilities. 
 
Moline asked about future plans for the current Avista campus once the hospital 
relocates. 
Smith said the future use is still under evaluation, with no final decisions, though inpatient 
services would move to Redtail Ridge. 
 
Bangs asked what assumptions were made in the traffic study regarding the existing 
Avista site once operations move. 
Rowe (Traffic Engineer) explained the study assumed continued medical use at the site; 
if it became another use, such as high-density residential, traffic impacts would differ. 
 
Zuccaro provided the floor area ratio (FAR) calculation after the open space dedication. 
With the cap of 398,894 square feet, the FAR is approximately 14%, and with the open 
space dedication, it increases slightly to 16%. 
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
 
Moline supported the proposal, praising staff and the applicant for balancing hospital 
retention, open space dedication, and traffic/utility concerns, and found the massing and 
height standards thoughtful. 

Mihaly agreed, noting his height concerns were eased by design standards and the site’s 
low location; he supported the redistribution of development capacity and highlighted the 
long-term benefit of added open space. 

Bangs concurred, cautioning against confusion around the “land swap” terminology, 
urging diligence in monitoring the future of the Avista campus, and emphasizing 
multimodal access. 
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Choi voiced support, acknowledging initial concerns about the Avista parcel’s 
development ratio but accepting staff’s FAR calculations; he praised the applicant’s 
efficient, vertical design approach. 

Brauneis also supported the project, recognizing its visibility but valuing the placement 
of taller buildings at the low point, the step-backs, and the balance of traffic, utilities, and 
open space; he suggested further discussion on trail access. 

The commission agreed not to impose a binding trail condition but to echo the Open 
Space Advisory Board’s recommendation for continued talks with the applicant. Choi 
moved, with Brauneis seconding, to forward this recommendation to City Council, and 
the motion passed unanimously. 

Motion to approve Avista Adventist Hospital GDP, Amendment No. 2 – Resolution 12, 
Series 2025 was moved by Moline and seconded by Brauneis. The motion was adopted 
by a vote of 4 to 0. 
 
Motion to approve ConocoPhillips Campus GDP, Amendment No. 1 –Resolution 12, 
Series 2025 was moved by Choi and seconded by Brauneis. The motion was adopted 
by a vote of 4 to 0. 
 

b. 811 Walnut Rezoning – Resolution 14, Series 2025 recommending to the City 
Council approval of a rezoning from Residential Medium (R-M) to Community 
Commercial (C-C) for 811 Walnut. 

Staff Presentation: 
 
Emily Cline-Gibson presented Resolution 14, Series 2025, a request to rezone 811 
Walnut Street from Residential Medium Density (RM) to Commercial Community (CC). 
The property, originally platted in 1880 and built out in 1954 for telephone operations, has 
housed various commercial uses but today only retains a valid professional office SRU, 
with other past approvals expired. Rezoning would align the site with its long-standing 
commercial function, extend the adjacent CC district, and allow 23 new uses (10 by right, 
13 by SRU with public hearings). No exterior changes are proposed, and future 
redevelopment would require a PUD. Staff recommended a follow-up text amendment to 
bring the property into the Downtown Design Handbook area. Concluding that the request 
meets rezoning criterion #2 (area change in the public interest), staff found the property’s 
small scale limits redevelopment, the rezoning would reasonably extend downtown, and 
the proposal supports the 2013 Comprehensive Plan goals of revitalization, job creation, 
and local revenue growth. 
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Staff Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommended approval of 811 Walnut Rezoning – Resolution 14, Series 2025. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff: 

Choi asked whether staff had verified if the property at 811 Walnut Street was outside 
the required distance buffer for natural medicine healing centers, which were recently 
added as a permitted use. 
Cline-Gibson responded that staff had not specifically verified that distance for this site 
but confirmed that if an application for such a use were submitted, staff would conduct 
the verification at that time. (see verification below that property would not currently be 
eligible for such a use with the buffer requirements from certain land uses).  

Applicant Presentation: 

JD Green, property owner of 811 Walnut Street, requested rezoning from Residential 
Medium Density (RM) to Commercial Community (CC). He explained that the change 
would align zoning with the building’s long-standing commercial use and support small, 
locally owned retail consistent with Old Town Louisville’s walkable character. 

George Colbert, co-owner of Colbert Hat Co., presented his family-owned custom hat 
business specializing in cowboy hats, fedoras, and trucker hats with personalized fittings 
and styling. He described the shop as a low-impact, appointment-driven model (about 
80% by appointment) that generates limited traffic while attracting destination customers 
who spend time and money in downtown. Colbert emphasized the company’s community 
engagement through successful pop-ups, local sponsorships, and event partnerships, 
noting the business would complement existing retailers, contribute to local jobs and tax 
revenue, and that 811 Walnut Street’s size, layout, and parking make it an ideal first 
storefront, with the potential to open by the holiday season. 

Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 

Moline asked if the applicant anticipated any exterior changes to the building. 
Colbert replied that only minimal changes were considered, such as small signage or 
window frosting. Any formal signage proposal would be brought back for approval. 

Bangs asked whether the business would use outdoor space. 
Colbert said no, apart from possibly placing chairs outside for waiting customers. He 
added that the business had just launched a website, so there might be limited product 
shipping, though mostly localized. 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 

September 25, 2025 
Page 11 of 12 

 

   
 

Green noted the building already accommodates UPS deliveries through the back door, 
similar to its current use. 

Brauneis asked about ADA access, noise impacts, and overlay requirements. 
Zuccaro clarified there was ADA access at the back and occasional outdoor seating 
would not trigger a Special Review Use (SRU) so long as it wasn’t tied to sales or displays. 
Noise would be governed by the city’s “unreasonable noise” standard. 

Cline-Gibson explained that while the property is currently outside downtown Louisville’s 
defined overlay, staff recommends initiating a text amendment to include it, ensuring 
consistency with downtown design standards. 
Zuccaro added that the property would fall within the “transition area,” requiring 
architectural standards to ensure compatibility with adjacent residential uses. 
Green voiced support, noting he owns another Main Street property already subject to 
such standards. 

Choi asked whether including the site in the downtown overlay would be a condition of 
approval. 
Zuccaro said staff did not propose it as a condition but intends to pursue the amendment 
with the property owner’s support. 

Public Comment: 

None were heard. 

Commissioner Discussion: 

Choi said the decision was straightforward, noting the property has been non-conforming 
for 75 years. He supported rezoning to bring it “into the fold” and appreciated staff’s plan 
to adjust the downtown overlay language to ensure integration with design standards if 
exterior modifications occur. 

Mihaly agreed with Choi and voiced support for the small business but raised concern 
about natural medicine healing centers being allowed adjacent to a residential 
neighborhood. After Cline-Gibson clarified that the property lies within a 1,000-foot buffer 
and therefore such a use would not be permitted, Mihaly said that addressed his concern 
and he was supportive. 

Bangs expressed general support, seeing the rezoning as consistent with decades of 
prior commercial use and hoping it will be a success. 

Moline also supported the rezoning. 
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Brauneis closed by stating he too supported the request for the reasons cited by his 
fellow commissioners. 

Motion to approve 811 Walnut Rezoning – Resolution 14, Series 2025 was moved by 
Moline, seconded by Choi, and adopted by a vote of 4 to 0. 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
 
Choi and Mihaly both noted they will be absent for the October 9th meeting. 
 
Choi inquired about a second October meeting besides the October 9th meeting. 
Hirt responded no. 
 
Choi asked if there exists standard language around when there is a conflict. 
Brauneis responded that he could work with staff on that. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
None were heard. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Motion to adjourn was moved by Moline, seconded by Bangs, and adopted by voice 
vote. 
The Commission adjourned at 8:46 PM. 
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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 
David Bangs 
Jennifer Hunt 
Jeff Moline 

 
Commission Members Absent: Cullen Choi, Secretary  

Jonathan Mihaly 
 

 
Staff Members Present:  Jeff Hirt, Planning Manager 

Emily Cline-Gibson, Planner II 
      Rob Zuccaro, Community Development  

Director 
      Matt Post, Senior Planner 
      Cameron Fowlkes, City Engineer, Public  

Works 
 

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

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

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS – NEW BUSINESS 
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a. Coal Creek Village Mixed Use Development – Resolution 15, Series 2025 with a 

recommendation to City Council for a rezoning, subdivision, and Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) request for the 10.7-acre vacant property located near the 
southwest corner of South Boulder Road and Highway 42. 

Staff Presentation: 
Post introduced the presentation for the Coal Creek Village Mixed Use Development 
– Resolution 15, Series 2025. The plan would rezone the site from CCMU and RM to 
MUR, enabling 188 housing units and 13,500 square feet of commercial space within five 
blocks of townhomes, mixed-use, and multifamily buildings. A revised traffic study—
requested after 2024 hearings—found that the planned Front Street connection is 
essential to reduce unsafe U-turns and maintain circulation, projecting 1,839 daily trips. 
Staff supports six design waivers to allow compact, walkable development and confirms 
the project aligns with the Comprehensive Plan, Highway 42 Revitalization Plan, and 
Housing Plan. Twelve percent of units will be affordable, and the design includes 316 
parking spaces, sidewalks, open space, and public right-of-way dedication. City Engineer 
Fowlkes emphasized that the Front Street connection is recommended for safety, 
emergency access, and balanced traffic distribution, concluding that the proposal meets 
transportation and policy goals. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommended approval of Coal Creek Village Mixed Use Development – 
Resolution 15, Series 2025. 
 
Applicant Presentation: 
Applicant representative Sam Coutts of Ripley Design presented updates to the Coal 
Creek Village proposal on behalf of Markel Homes, emphasizing refinements made since 
2024 to enhance connectivity, aesthetics, and neighborhood livability. The updated site 
plan includes two parks, a central plaza between mixed-use buildings, drought-tolerant 
landscaping, and cohesive architecture across housing types. Coutts highlighted a 
revised 2025 traffic study that analyzed “with” and “without” Front Street connection 
scenarios, confirming the connection improves safety, circulation, and pedestrian 
conditions while keeping traffic under 1,000 vehicles per day. In response to 
neighborhood feedback, the applicant introduced a compromise design: a raised, shared-
use crossing that maintains emergency access but discourages cut-through traffic. The 
plan also includes off-site improvements such as turn-lane extensions and enhanced 
crosswalks. Overall, Coutts said the project supports the city’s Housing Plan by providing 
diverse, attainable housing and advancing walkable mixed-use redevelopment along the 
Highway 42 corridor. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff:  
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Moline confirmed that staff would still recommend the Front Street connection even 
without rezoning. 
Fowlkes affirmed and explained the connection is needed under existing zoning for 
safety and circulation. 
 
Moline asked about timing for the Future 42 corridor improvements. 
Fowlkes said Future 42 is unfunded, in long-range planning, and likely five to twenty 
years away. 
 
Bangs asked if the SRU for ground-floor residential would increase apartment count. 
Post said no, the SRU only changes layout, not total units. 
 
Moline requested clarification on the alleyway behind Little Italy. 
Post explained staff will ask the applicant to improve the alley and coordinate with 
property owners. 
 
Moline confirmed the alley is outside the application area. 
Post affirmed and clarified it is within city right-of-way south of the site and notes the 
applicant hasn’t yet been informed about the alley-improvement request. 
 
Bangs asked whether the alley is accessed from the east. 
Fowlkes replied it is accessed from the west via Highway 42, with no connection to Front 
Street. 
 
Bangs raised drainage concerns voiced by the public. 
Fowlkes explained drainage flows to the detention pond and across Highway 42, not 
toward Little Italy. 
 
Moline clarified a drainageway crosses the site and under Highway 42. 
Fowlkes confirmed and noted overflow from the Goodhue Ditch goes the same way. 
 
Brauneis asked why roads aren’t wider and about level-of-service standards. 
Fowlkes said intersection limits, not site design, cause failures and Future 42 will address 
them. 
 
Brauneis confirmed Future 42 will have two lanes each direction and multimodal 
upgrades. 
Fowlkes confirmed. 
 
Applicant Presentation: 
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Applicant Sam Coutts of Ripley Design presented updates to the Coal Creek Village plan 
for Markel Homes, highlighting refinements made with staff and neighbors to improve 
connectivity, design, and livability. He described two parks, a pedestrian plaza, drought-
tolerant landscaping, and cohesive architecture across housing types. Coutts reviewed 
the updated 2025 traffic study, which found the Front Street connection improves safety 
and circulation while staying below 1,000 daily vehicles. To address resident concerns, 
the team proposed a raised, shared-use crossing that allows local and emergency access 
but discourages cut-through traffic, emphasizing the project’s alignment with city housing 
and walkability goals. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 
Moline asked where diverted traffic would go if drivers avoided the raised crossing. 
Coutts responded that most westbound drivers would continue east to Highway 42 before 
turning north or using a right-then-right route, while residents would still use the raised 
connection. 
 
Moline asked whether the raised section would be public or private. 
Coutts explained it would be a private drive with a public-access and emergency-access 
easement. 
 
Bangs asked if flashing pedestrian beacons were still planned. 
McDowell-Schrader replied that beacons were considered but not warranted, and staff 
preferred raised crossings, bump-outs, and signage. 
Fowlkes confirmed that RRFBs would not be installed unless warranted and said the 
crosswalk would be raised and signed. 
 
Hunt asked whether the raised design would slow traffic and deter navigation apps from 
routing drivers through. 
Coutts agreed and said terminating and renaming the street would prevent mapping apps 
from identifying it as a through route, reducing cut-through traffic. 
 
Public Comment:  

David Finamore opposed the Front Street connection, saying traffic already cuts through 
his neighborhood and additional volume would endanger children walking to Coal Creek 
Elementary. He urged the Commission to find another solution or keep the road closed. 

Juliana Massaro (Attorney for Snarf Sandwiches) spoke on behalf of Snarf’s Sandwiches, 
which operates nearby, expressing concern about access changes, potential congestion, 
and how construction or rerouting could impact local business operations and deliveries. 



Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
October 9, 2025 

Page 5 of 10 
 
Annabelle Maas opposed the street connection and said neighborhood safety and quality 
of life would be reduced by increased cut-through traffic. She stressed that once opened, 
the road could not easily be closed again. 

Andy Maas echoed concerns about the Front Street link and argued that the area’s 
infrastructure could not safely accommodate additional traffic. He urged the City to block 
the connection or limit it to emergency access only. 

Conrad Zemen said the project was too dense and out of scale with surrounding homes. 
He cited worries about noise, drainage, and light pollution, asking for lower building 
heights and reduced unit counts. 

Robert Kulicowski said parking overflow was already an issue nearby and would worsen 
with the new development. He requested stricter parking requirements and on-street 
management to protect residents. 

Linda Cateora urged the Commission to consider wildlife and environmental impacts, 
emphasizing that bright lighting along Coal Creek would disturb owls and foxes that live 
in the corridor. 

Anita Menendez said the developer had responded to some neighborhood feedback but 
the project remained too tall and dense, especially next to smaller homes. She requested 
upper-story step-backs or height reductions along the residential edge. 

Mark Zemen spoke against the project’s height and massing, saying five-story buildings 
were incompatible with nearby one- and two-story homes. He urged the developer to step 
upper floors back or reduce building height near the neighborhood edge. 

Rita Zamora raised concerns about parking overflow during community events and 
requested that the city require on-site guest parking or residential parking permits to 
protect nearby streets from congestion. 

Jody Ash discussed the impact of bright parking-lot lighting on local wildlife and supported 
requiring full cutoff, dark-sky-compliant fixtures to preserve the natural character of the 
Coal Creek corridor. 

Colby said the project looked nice but argued that narrower sidewalks and higher traffic 
would reduce pedestrian safety, worsen congestion, and threaten neighborhood pets and 
wildlife. 

Caitlin Sagrillo described existing speeding issues on Front Street and urged the city to 
install traffic-calming features—like speed humps and raised crossings—before 
construction begins, not after problems arise. 
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Mark G. warned that drivers from Broomfield would cut through the Del apartment lot and 
narrow private alleys to reach the new development, creating safety and congestion 
issues for residents. 

Jean Morgan urged the city to pause approval until a comprehensive traffic-management 
plan is completed, saying individual projects like this one contribute cumulatively to 
worsening congestion. 

Cindy Bedell said the project would push cut-through traffic onto neighborhood streets, 
creating safety hazards and parking conflicts, and asked the Commission to reconsider 
the street connection. 

Andre Armijo focused on drainage, noting that stormwater already pools near Canon 
Circle and asking the city to guarantee proper detention-pond maintenance and protection 
for nearby yards. 

Michael McClure said repeated neighborhood input had led to few visible changes and 
urged commissioners to take residents’ safety and traffic concerns more seriously in their 
decision. 

Jet Sandoval (pooled time with Joyce Goglio) reminded the Commission of Louisville’s 
small-town character, warning that large, high-density projects erode that identity and 
requesting that Coal Creek Village be scaled back or denied. 

Sonam Pejuhesh, a Canon Street resident and child therapist, warned that the Front 
Street connection would endanger children and disrupt Little Italy’s quiet, family-oriented 
character, urging growth that prioritizes neighborhood safety. 

Laurel Danuff (pooled time with Jack Sagrillo) supported adding housing but said 12 
percent affordability was inadequate if rezoning increases density; she urged a higher on-
site affordable-unit percentage. 

Lauren Foster (pooled time with Daniel Alejandre) raised safety concerns at the Canon 
Circle intersection, said turning left onto South Boulder Road is already difficult, and 
warned that added traffic would make it unsafe without a signal or protected turn. 

Commissioner Questions of Applicant: 

Bangs asked about Snarf’s Sandwiches’ concern over business access. 
Markel said they worked with Snarf’s and city staff to shift the curb cut at Canon to 
preserve full turning access, which would be added as a project condition. 
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Brauneis asked about staff’s proposed conditions. 
Markel said the project aimed for a “win-win-win” outcome by redesigning the Front 
Street connection as a private drive that breaks up the right-of-way to deter cut-through 
traffic. He explained that two-thirds of prior traffic counts were from cut-through drivers, 
which the new design would largely eliminate, reducing projected volumes. Further 
stated that landscaping, curves, and a less direct route would further discourage both 
navigation apps and habitual cut-through drivers. 

Moline asked about the northwest property owner surrounded by the project. 
Markel said they’d worked with that owner for several years, offering access, parking 
spaces, landscaping, and sidewalk connections but felt repeated requests had become 
unreasonable despite their efforts to accommodate him. 

Brauneis asked why Markel Homes didn’t pursue a single-family neighborhood similar 
to North End. 
Markel said city plans require higher density and that the project intentionally includes 
diverse housing—micro homes, townhomes, multifamily, and affordable units—to 
address regional housing affordability gaps. He said smaller units naturally improve 
attainability and align with city housing goals.  

Bangs asked whether the traffic study distinguished resident versus cut-through traffic. 
Markel confirmed it did, explaining that charts in the report identified internal (residential 
and retail) traffic separately from external cut-through traffic, which accounted for 
roughly 60 percent of existing volumes and would be reduced by the private drive 
design. 

Commissioner Questions of Staff: 

Brauneis asked staff to respond to the applicant’s statement that the city’s housing and 
comprehensive plans reflect an active city push for higher density and diverse housing 
types. 
Post explained that multiple adopted plans—the Housing Plan, Comprehensive Plan, 
South Boulder Road Small Area Plan, Highway 42 Revitalization Plan, Mixed-Use 
Overlay, and Mixed-Use Design Standards—all call for added density and connectivity 
in this corridor. Affirmed the applicant’s interpretation was accurate and that staff 
administers policies adopted by prior councils and commissions that intentionally 
support such density and connections in this location. 

Brauneis confirmed that the Front Street connection comes down to the u-turns. 
Post added that the Front Street connection addresses safety issues like dangerous U-
turns on South Boulder Road and that the city’s policy framework consistently promotes 
connected street networks in mixed-use districts. 
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Bangs asked whether the Front Street link could be limited to emergency access only, 
rather than open to general traffic. 
Post responded that emergency-only access would conflict with adopted city policies 
favoring full vehicular and multimodal connectivity; said that approach might fit denser, 
transit-heavy urban areas but not Louisville’s current context. 
Zuccaro emphasized that limiting the connection would worsen safety by forcing 
westbound drivers to make hazardous u-turns and reiterated that the connection 
supports both policy goals and practical circulation needs. Noted that these policies also 
advance transit-oriented development near the future commuter rail station planned for 
2029, aligning with regional transit goals. 

Bangs reflected that the Commission must weigh adopted policies against on-the-
ground neighborhood realities and deferred further discussion to deliberation. 
Zuccaro Clarified that the Planning Commission is free to disagree with staff’s 
recommendation; staff’s duty is to implement adopted policies while seeking balance 
between growth goals and neighborhood concerns. 

Hunt asked if there were active plans to improve the Highway 42 and South Boulder 
Road intersection alongside the transit-oriented redevelopment. 
Zuccaro confirmed the city and CDOT have adopted the Highway 42 Vision Plan and 
begun design work for intersection and capacity upgrades, though construction likely 
remains five to ten years away. 
Fowlkes added that funding is not yet secured but the city is pursuing DRCOG master 
planning and funding processes to advance multimodal and intersection improvements 
along the corridor. 

Commissioner Discussion: 
Hunt thanked residents for their engagement and acknowledged their valid concerns and 
said the Front Street connection appears necessary under both current zoning and city 
plans. She noted that rejecting the project would effectively prevent any development on 
the property, which would conflict with the city’s adopted comprehensive and housing 
plans. She concluded that, despite concerns, the proposal aligns with established policies 
and should move forward. 
  
Moline said the project presented difficult trade-offs—supporting affordable housing 
goals but potentially harming nearby neighborhoods. He expressed concern that allowing 
the Front Street connection would have a detrimental impact on adjacent residents and 
questioned approving the project before intersection and traffic issues are addressed. He 
suggested exploring alternatives that permit development without opening Front Street to 
through traffic. 
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Baskett said she was convinced by neighbors that allowing the Front Street connection 
would be untenable and expressed support for pursuing a version of the development 
that proceeds without the connection in future plans. 
  
Bangs said he was generally comfortable with the project’s waivers, drainage design, 
parking, rezoning, and overall density, noting it aligns with city housing and 
comprehensive plans. He thanked the applicant for revising the proposal and addressing 
traffic concerns but said he remained conflicted about the Front Street connection. He 
suggested a possible compromise of allowing an emergency-access-only connection, 
though he acknowledged that could later change, and said he was still struggling with 
including the full connection in the recommendation. 
  
Brauneis agreed with colleagues that the project’s requested accommodations were 
reasonable and praised the diverse housing mix as something new for Louisville. 
However, he said the Front Street connection remained the core issue, noting that it would 
permanently alter the adjacent neighborhood and that this concern left him conflicted 
about supporting the proposal. 
 
Commissioners agreed to add a condition to designate the Front Street connection 
emergency access only at the cost of the developer. 
 
Motion to approve Coal Creek Village Mixed Use Development – Resolution 15, Series 
2025 was moved by Moline and seconded by Baskett. The motion was adopted by a 
vote of 5 to 0. 
 

b. Louisville Center for the Arts Sign – Resolution 16, Series 2025 with a 
recommendation to City Council for a PUD amendment to allow a new sign for 
the Louisville Center for the Arts located at 801 Grant Ave. 

Motion to reschedule Louisville Center for the Arts Sign – Resolution 16, Series 2025 
to November 13 was moved by Moline and seconded by Bangs. The motion was adopted 
by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
Moline thanked staff for their work on the Coal Creek Village Mixed Use Development 
issue. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS 

Hirt stated that a special meeting may be called to address the backlog of issues and 
reminded Commissioners of an upcoming joint discussion with City Council. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn was moved by Moline, seconded by Baskett, and adopted by voice 
vote. The Commission adjourned at 10:12 PM 
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SUMMARY: 
The City of Louisville is requesting approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
Amendment to allow for an electronic message center sign on the Louisville Center for 
the Arts property located at 801 Grant Avenue.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
The subject property is zoned Residential Low Density (R-L) and is subject to the 
Memory Square Planned Unit Development (PUD), which establishes development 
patterns on the property. Signage is evaluated against the City of Louisville Sign Code 
(“Sign Code”) and all other site design elements are subject to Title 17 of the Louisville 
Municipal Code (LMC).  
 
The Memory Square PUD was approved by City Council in 2017 and includes a 
historically landmarked building, known as the Louisville Center for the Arts, a 
community pool, and a pool building. The property boundaries include a vacated portion 
of Grant Avenue and the 
eastern property line 
borders Memory Square 
Park. No amendments 
have been made to the 
PUD since its original 
approval. One freestanding 
interpretive sign is located 
on the property, and 
another freestanding sign 
was located near the 
southwestern corner of the 
Center for the Arts building 
but was destroyed in a 
storm in 2024. The 
previous sign was 
approximately 5.5 feet tall 
and 7 feet wide.  
 
The Louisville Center for 
the Arts hosts a variety of 
events throughout the year, 
including concerts, art 
shows, theatre 
productions, classes for adults and children, and meetings. Rental times range from a 
minimum of 2 hours to multiple days. The building is owned by the City and operated by 
the City’s Cultural Services Department. 
 
Ordinance No. 715, Series 1981 established sign regulations for the City of Louisville, 
including sign height and size requirements and total number of signs permitted on a 

Image of the Arts Center and previous sign that was destroyed. 

https://gis.louisvilleco.gov/arcgis/rest/services/Planning/Planning2020/MapServer/6/264/attachments/404
https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/29242/637405193065870000
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.40SPREUS_S17.40.100CRCOAP
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property. Notable amendments to the sign regulations include minor changes in 1992-
1994 and a major code amendment in 2006. In 2019, the City of Louisville repealed all 
previous sign regulations and adopted a city-wide Sign Code through Ordinance No. 
1779, Series 2019. Any new sign proposal must comply with the 2019 adopted Sign 
Code. 
 
PROPOSAL:  
The applicant is proposing to install one freestanding sign on the property. The 
proposed sign is 5 feet tall and approximately 7.7 feet wide. An approximate 1.3-ft. x 6-
ft. bottom panel is proposed to be electronic and display Center for the Arts 
programming information, hours of operation, and potential emergency communications 
as deemed necessary by the City. The display text will be light colored against a dark 
background. The remaining sign area will not be electronic.  
 
The sign will be located near the southeastern corner of the Center for the Arts building 
facing Spruce Street, in a similar location as the previous freestanding sign that was 
destroyed. The sign will be set back approximately 8 feet from the sidewalk and will be 
in an existing landscaped area. Sign posts for the destroyed sign are still located on the 
subject property but will be removed once the proposed sign is installed. 
  

 Rendering of the proposed electronic sign. 
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ANALYSIS: 
Section 2.2 of the Sign Code exempts City and government signage from requiring a 
sign permit, provided all other requirements are met. If the sign is illuminated, however, 
the exemption only extends to illumination for safety purposes. 
 
An electronic message center sign is defined as a sign capable of displaying words, 
symbols, figures, or images that can be electronically or mechanically changed by 
remote or automatic means. Section 3.4 of the Sign Code regulates electronic message 
center signage, and states that electronic message centers that are not used as pricing 
signage for gasoline stations or display signs in commercial and mixed-use areas may 
only be permitted through the Final PUD process. Since the subject property is 

PUD Amendment Site Plan. 
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residentially zoned and located in a residential area, the proposed sign must be 
reviewed as a PUD Amendment. Staff analysis includes review of the electronic 
message center sign criteria followed by requirements for freestanding signs in 
residential areas. 
 
Sign Code Section 3.4 – Electronic Message Centers  
There are seven criteria that all electronic message signage must meet. Staff analysis 
of each criterion is found below: 
 

1. The electronic message area of a freestanding sign shall be integrated into the 
design of the freestanding sign. Such electronic message portions of 
freestanding signs shall not be an add-on feature, but rather must be fully 
integrated into the sign design.  
 

The proposed electronic portion of the sign is integrated into the overall design of the 
sign. This is demonstrated by the electronic and non-electronic portions of the sign 
being attached to the same posts along with matching hardware. The proposed sign is 
designed in a uniform manner as other signage located in City property, including the 
closest sign to the subject property located in Memory Square Park.  
 
Other City signs with multiple panels also typically include a small gap between the top 
and bottom panels, which the proposed sign has incorporated into its design. Staff find 
this criterion is met.  
 

    
 

       Images of other City signs. 
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2. All electronic message centers shall include a malfunction display and the ability 
to automatically shut off if a malfunction occurs.  

 
The software program that will be used to control the electronic sign is called Ignite 
OPx. This software has no subscription fees or data fees for the life of the sign. This 
program comes with automatic shut off and malfunction controls to be used in case of 
sign malfunction. Staff find this criterion is met. 

 
3. Transition method. The electronic message center shall be limited to static 

messages, changed only through either dissolve or fade transitions, which may 
otherwise not have movement, or the appearance or optical illusion of 
movement, of any part of the sign or structure, design, or pictorial segment of the 
sign, including the movement of any illumination or the flashing, scintillating or 
varying of light intensity. 

 
Ignite OPx is equipped with customizable messaging displays that allow the City 
complete control over message transitions, illumination, flashing, and other display 
methods. Only static messaging will be displayed on the sign, and transitions between 
messages will be limited to fade or dissolve effects, with no motion, flashing, or 
animation. Staff find this criterion is met. 
 

4. Transition duration. The transition duration between messages shall not exceed 
one (1) second.  
 

Transition duration between messages will not exceed one second. Staff find this 
criterion is met. 
 

5. Messages shall not transition on a frequent basis. The message hold time shall 
be appropriate for the site, surrounding neighborhood, uses, and roadway.  

 
The frequency of message transitions will be customized to an appropriate hold time 
based on the surrounding neighborhood and traffic conditions. Staff find this criterion 
is met. 
 

6. Lighting from an electronic message center shall not exceed 0.3 footcandles 
between dusk to dawn as measured from the sign’s face. The City may require 
lower light levels if it determines less light is appropriate for the surrounding area. 
The electronic message center shall have automatic dimmer software or solar 
sensors to control brightness for nighttime viewing. The intensity of the light 
source shall not produce glare, the effect of which constitutes a traffic hazard. 

 
Ignite OPx software includes features that allow custom lighting based on time of day 
and the requirements of local zoning standards. The proposed sign will not exceed 0.3 
footcandles from dusk to dawn and will include automatic dimming technology to 
prevent glare. 
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Additionally, Section 3.3 of the Sign Code outlines illumination standards for all signs, 
which includes the following requirement: No illuminated sign visible from and located 
within three hundred (300) feet of any property in a residential zoning district may be 
illuminated between the hours of 11:00 p.m. or one-half hour after the use to which it is 
appurtenant is closed, whichever is later, and 7:00 a.m. 
Staff find this criterion is met. 
 

7.  Existing signage proposed for conversion to the use of an electronic message 
center shall conform to the sign standards in these regulations prior to issuance 
of a sign permit. Nonconforming signs shall not be eligible for conversion to an 
electronic message center. 

 
No existing or nonconforming signage is proposed for the electronic message center. 
The proposed electronic signage will be attached to a new freestanding sign. Staff find 
this criterion is not applicable. 
 
Sign Code Section 4.10.a – Freestanding Signs in Residential Areas 
In addition to the electronic message center requirements outlined above, all 
freestanding signs must meet the requirements of Sec. 4.10.e of the Sign Code prior to 
the issuance of a sign permit. Staff finds the proposed sign meets the residential 
institutional criteria for freestanding signs. 
 

 

 
The total area of the proposed sign, which is measured using the sign face and does 
not include structural supports, is approximately 18 square feet, and the maximum 
height, including posts, does not exceed 8 feet. 
 
Subsection 1 clarifies that a sign may be located at a primary or secondary 
neighborhood entrance or entry drive, on privately owned common area, or a privately 
maintained median. Since no entry drives are located on the property, the sign 
placement is located within a common area on the property. 
 
Subsection 4 requires all freestanding signs be located in a landscaped area that is a 

Freestanding sign requirements from Sec. 4.10.e of the Sign Code. 
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minimum of three times the sign area, which would be a minimum of 54 square feet for 
the proposed sign. The existing landscape area is over 1,000 square feet. 
  
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
Public comments can be found in Attachment 3. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommend approval of Resolution 16, Series 2025, recommending approval of 
the Memory Square Planned Unit Development (PUD) Amendment #1. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution 16 Series 2025 
2. Application Materials 
3. Public Comments 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 16 
SERIES 2025 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF THE MEMORY SQUARE 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT #1  
 

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for a planned unit development amendment to allow the installation of one 
electronic message center sign on the property located at 801 Grant Avenue; and 

 
WHEREAS, the subject property, Lots 5-11, Block 5 and vacated adjacent Grant 

Avenue of the Pleasant Hill Subdivision, is in the Residential Medium Density (RM) Zone 
District; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Louisville Sign Code requires any electronic message 

center signs not located in commercial and mixed-use areas be permitted only if expressly 
authorized in an approved planned unit development; and  

 
WHEREAS, City staff have reviewed the information submitted and found that the 

application complies with the Louisville zoning regulations, sign code 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 November 13, 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 the Memory Square 
Planned Unit Development Amendment #1 to allow the installation of one electronic 
message center sign on the property at 801 Grant Avenue. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of November, 2025. 
 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chair 
Planning Commission 

Attest: _____________________________ 
 Cullen Choi, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
 

























Sharon McMonagle 

500 Spruce St 

Louisville, CO 80027 

 

9/27/2025 

Louisville City Planning Council 

749 Main Street 

Louisville, CO 80027 

 

Re: PUD# 0003-2025: Please Do Not Approve the PUD Amendment for an Electronic Sign at 
the Center for the Arts 

Dear Mayor and Members of the Louisville City Planning Council, 

I am writing not just as concerned residents, but as a neighbor whose daily life would be 
directly and profoundly affected by the proposed electronic sign at the Louisville Center for 
the Arts. My husband and I chose to make our home here because of the peace, charm, 
and character of this part of Louisville. The Center for the Arts has always been a point of 
pride — a historic and beautiful landmark that feels in harmony with the neighborhood. 
Installing a glowing electronic sign would change that forever. Instead of the quiet, 
welcoming view we now cherish, we would be confronted with constant light, distraction, 
and intrusion into the privacy of our home. 

This is not just about aesthetics; it’s about quality of life. It’s about sitting on our porch at 
dusk without a screen flashing in front of us. It’s about sleeping without light seeping into 
our windows. It’s about being able to feel at peace in our own home. The sign would take 
away something that can’t be replaced: the sense of calm and comfort that makes 
Louisville feel like home. 

I understand the City’s desire to promote events and share information, but surely there are 
better ways to do so — ways that do not come at such a high cost to the neighbors who live 
closest. I love this community and want to see it continue to thrive in a way that honors its 
history and its people. 



For these reasons, I must strongly and wholeheartedly oppose this amendment. I urge you, 
please, to protect the character of our neighborhood and the well-being of the families who 
live here by rejecting this proposal. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns and for considering the very real human impact this 
decision would have. 

With gratitude and respect, 

Sharon McMonagle 

500 Spruce St 

Louisville, CO 80027 

 



Regarding the proposed electronic sign for Memory Square Park/Art Center: 

 

As neighbors in close proximity to the location of the proposed sign which will be visible 
from our front porch, our concerns are that if it is bright, on after sunset, contains flashing 
or moving/scrolling text, it might negatively affect the peaceful character of the park and 
neighborhood in the evening. 

 

As pictured in the PUD the concept of cream colored text on a black background may be 
unobjectionable, however, the person entering digital signage information for upcoming 
shows will likely be prompted by the software to make the sign as visible and eye-catching 
as possible with colors and moving text and images. 

 

We are fearful that the photo in the PUD may not correctly depict what the digital portion of 
the sign will look like under actual operation. 

 

As a result we cannot support the sign without clarification of how it will look in use. 

 

With such clarification, however, it’s possible we would support the sign as a way to 
promote the Art Center. 

 

Cameron and Ann Weise 

728 Grant Ave. 

Louisville, CO 80027 

303-919-1551 

 

 

 



Patrick McMonagle  

500 Spruce St  

Louisville, CO 80027  

   

9/27/2025  

Louisville City Council  

749 Main Street  

Louisville, CO 80027  

   

Re: PUD# 0003-2025: Opposition to PUD Amendment for Electronic Sign at the Louisville 
Center for the Arts:   

   

Dear Members of the Louisville Planning Commission,  

   

I am writing to express my deepest concern and strongest opposition to the proposed PUD 
Amendment that would allow the installation of an electronic sign at the Louisville Center 
for the Arts. As one of the three homes that would face the most direct and significant 
impact of this change, I feel compelled to share my perspective.  

   

An electronic sign of this nature would fundamentally alter the character of our beautiful 
neighborhood. The Center for the Arts is valued as a historic, community-oriented space, 
and the addition of an illuminated, digital sign would detract from the aesthetic integrity of 
both the building and the surrounding residential area. For those of us whose homes 
directly face the proposed sign, the effects would include light intrusion, diminished 
privacy, and an overall reduction in quality of life.  

   

We recognize the importance of communication and visibility for city programs and events, 
but we strongly believe there are alternative ways to accomplish these goals without 
imposing such a permanent and intrusive burden on neighboring households. The 



preservation of Louisville’s unique charm and livability should remain a top priority, and 
this proposal stands in direct conflict with that value.  

   

For these reasons, I am vehemently opposed to the amendment and respectfully urge the 
Council to deny it. I ask that you carefully consider the negative impact this would have not 
only on the nearby homes, but also on the broader community character that makes 
Louisville such a special place to live.  

   

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration.  

   

Sincerely,  

   

Pat McMonagle  

500 Spruce St  

Louisville, CO 80027  

   

 



From: Planning 

Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 8:44 AM 

To: Emily Cline-Gibson 

Subject: FW: Arts Center Sign: 

 

 

 

From: Dave Clabots <dave.clabots@gmail.com>  

Sent: Saturday, October 4, 2025 5:00 PM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: Arts Center Sign: 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments 

unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. 

I am against any NEON sign depicting events at the Louisville Arts Center.   

Please consider the following even though it may not line up entirely with the current sign 

code. 

 

1: The arts center building is an historic structure where neon would detract from the 

character of the site. 

2. All events at the center are posted on the City's website. 

3. There are some event organizers that string large banners on the building during an 

ongoing event.  Perhaps this banner practice could be eliminated but I find this 

highly unlikely to happen.  

4: The sign may be a detractor in the old town neighborhood.  

5: Visibility from the sidewalk may be possible but from the street would be a distraction 

to the driver. This is  in a very high pedestrian use area. 

6. Will Parks and Recreation Dept. now request a sign for Memory Square Pool?  

 

I hope you consider all the facts presented here. Last I checked we are in the digital age 

where all public events are posted online. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 

 

Dave Clabots 

725 Lincoln Ave  

Louisville CO 80027 

 

 



From: Planning 

Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 11:15 AM 

To: Emily Cline-Gibson 

Subject: FW: Electronic Sign at 801 Grant Avenue 

 

 

 

From: Pat Finnoff <patfinnoff@gmail.com>  

Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 10:11 AM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Cc: April Jones <ajgraphics@yahoo.com> 

Subject: Electronic Sign at 801 Grant Avenue 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments 

unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. 

PUD-0003-2025  

 

I do object to having an electronic sign at the Louisville Center for the Arts.  There are many 

other very artistic and effective ways to do signage without having light pollution in the 

neighborhood. 

 

My property is at 945 Lincoln, Louisville, CO 80027 

Respectfully submitted.  

 

Pat Finnoff � 

303-885-1873 

patfinnoff@gmail.com 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From: Planning 

Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 3:59 PM 

To: Emily Cline-Gibson 

Subject: FW: 801 Grant - Art Center Signage - Case No. PUD-0003-2025 

 

 

 

From: erik@hapcdesign.com <erik@hapcdesign.com>  

Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 3:45 PM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: 801 Grant - Art Center Signage - Case No. PUD-0003-2025 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments 

unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. 

Louisville Planning Commission, 
 
We live within a half of a block from the Arts Center, and as a planner and architect, I would like 
to voice my opposition to the proposed lighted “electronic message center” being proposed at 
that site.  Lighted electronic signage is not appropriate in a residential neighborhood like this, 
especially in front of one of our great historic structures that has been so carefully restored.  I do 
not believe that the lighted signage would be visible from our house, but we should be 
considerate of our neighbors who will be within line of sight to this signage. 
 
I am confident that our creative city staff and signage designers can envision something that will 
be much more appropriate at this location.  I walk or drive by this site almost daily and special 
event signage, when done well, is very effective there.  I don’t think that the traffic count on 
Spruce is high enough to drive a lot of new patron visits to the Arts Center based on additional 
eye-catching signage.  Other forms of broader outreach (website, central information locations 
such as the Library and Rec. Center, etc.) should be improved if they are not adequate to inform 
the community of Arts Center events.  
 
Thank you for considering our input on this.  
   
-Erik  
     
J. Erik Hartronft, AIA  
   

Hartronft Associates, p.c.  
Architecture - Planning - Interiors  
   
950 Spruce Street, Suite 2C  
Louisville, CO  80027  
p.  303.673.9304  
   
erik@hapcdesign.com  
   



 



From: Planning 

Sent: Tuesday, October 7, 2025 10:27 AM 

To: Emily Cline-Gibson 

Subject: FW: 801 Grant - Art Center Signage 

 

Categories: Projects 

 

 

 

From: Peter Stewart <peter@stewart-architecture.com>  

Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 4:31 PM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: 801 Grant - Art Center Signage 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments 

unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. 

Members of the Planning Commission, 

 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed electronic sign at the Louisville 

Center for the Arts.  I live several blocks away and for the record I am the Architect of 

Record for the center's preservation and rehabilitation a number of years ago.  In my 

opinion this type of sign is not compatible with the historic art center building, the park, 

nor with the context of the surrounding historic residential neighborhood.   

 

I applaud the City's efforts in promoting events and community activities in the park and 

at the arts center but feel this can be accomplished in a more elegant and appropriate 

manner.  Please consider banners or other non-illuminated signs for events.  Examples 

for inspiration: 

 



   

 

   

 
 



 
 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

 
Peter Stewart 

 

stewart 
    A R C H I T E C T U R E  

1132 Jefferson Ave. Louisville, CO. 80027  
tel: 303.665.6668 

peter@stewart-architecture.com 

 



From: Planning 

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2025 9:11 AM 

To: Emily Cline-Gibson 

Subject: FW: Digital Sign at The Art Center 

 

From: Mohamed Ghali <mohamed.ghali@gmail.com>  

Sent: Friday, October 17, 2025 3:50 PM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: Digital Sign at The Art Center 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments 

unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Louisville Planning Team,  
 

My name is Mohamed Ghali and I have lived in Louisville for the past 17 years. I am 
also a board member with the Cultural Advisory Board (CAB). I am writing this email to 
support the idea of having a digital sign at our Arts Center at Memory Square Park.  
 

I strongly believe that a digital sign will enhance communication with our citizens, 
improve engagement, economic development, enhance environment monitoring and 
security in our community. Below are the benefits in more detail: 

1. Enhanced Communication: Digital signs will provide real-time information to 
citizens and visitors, including public transport schedules, traffic updates, 
weather forecasts, and emergency alerts like evacuation instructions or natural 
disaster warnings. They can also display public service announcements and 
safety reminders. This is much needed especially with fire victims of all the burnt 
homes! 

2. Improve Engagement: Digital signs can also promote local community updates, 
cultural events, exhibitions, and festivals, stimulating tourism and increasing 
community involvement. Our board would really appreciate this so that we can 
advertise future events seamlessly.  

3. Economic Development and Revenue Generation: Digital signs provide 
opportunities for advertisers to display relevant and local ads for local 
businesses, which can boost the local downtown economy! 



4. Environmental Monitoring: Digital signs can display data on air quality, noise 
levels, and other environmental indicators, which can be used for urban planning 
and environmental measures.  

5. Increased Safety and Awareness: Digital signs can be integrated with security 
cameras and other sensors to improve urban safety, serving as an alert system 
for emergency situations.  

Please consider the proposed digital sign and its benefits. I strongly believe this will 
enhance our footprint that Louisville is a progressive city for many years to come. 
 

Thank you,  
 

Mohamed 



From: Planning 

Sent: Wednesday, October 29, 2025 8:41 AM 

To: Emily Cline-Gibson 

Subject: FW: Electronic Message Board at Louisville Arts Center 

 

Categories: Projects 

 

 

 

From: Diane Marino - HOHFaculty <diane.marino@adams12.org>  

Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2025 7:58 PM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: Electronic Message Board at Louisville Arts Center 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments 

unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. 

To:  Planning Commission  

 

From:  Diane Marino, 829 Lincoln Ave, Louisville, Co. 80027 

 

Re:  Electronic Message Board,m Louisville Arts Center 

 

A lighted electronic board is not in keeping with the historic Art Center or Memory Square 

Park.  It would be jarring and out of place in this neighborhood.   

A non-electronic board with announcements and perhaps an historically correct light 

would be more appropriate.  (Similar to what was in place for the Center) 

 

What is next?  Electronic boards for the Methodist and Catholic Churches?   

 

Please keep the historic nature of the Arts Center, Park and Neighborhood and deny the 

electronic message board.   

 

Thank you, and  

Sincerely, 

 

Diane Marino 

 

 

This is a staff email account managed by Adams 12 Five Star Schools.  This email and any files 
transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to 
whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the sender. 



From: Lynn Fleming <plfleming@aol.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, November 4, 2025 12:44 PM 

To: Planning; Emily Cline-Gibson 

Cc: Iris Belensky 

Subject: Proposed signage for the Arts Center 

 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments 

unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello.  I'm Lynn Fleming, board secretary for Coal Creek Theater of Louisville.  I want to 
express my enthusiasm for the proposed new sign at the Arts Center, especially with 
the addition of the electronic component.  Lovely and historical as the building is, it 
remains a hidden gem because of its location and its odd address.  (It isn't really on 
Grant Ave.) Anything that can draw attention to the space would be beneficial.   
 
We at Coal Creek Theater really need a means of highlighting our productions and 
letting the community know that we exist (now in our 36th season).  The electric sign 
featuring what's playing at the space would be really helpful for us.  I understand that 
the glow from such a sign would be less than what the Christmas lights generate, and 
those don't seem to interfere with the neighbors.  (I wish we could also use those 
Christmas lights for all of our shows to make the entrance look special and inviting!)   
 
While I think that the plan to make the sign similar to other City properties is a good one, 
I'd like it to also acknowledge that the space is unique and historical.  Even if it strongly 
resembles the other signs, I wonder if the lettering could be somehow different, maybe 
with the type of font or with colors.  I understand that the sign will be closer to the 
building than originally shown, a fact that I applaud.  It needs to clearly designate that 
building, not the park or swimming pool. 
 
Overall, I'm delighted that any action is afoot to bring the community to the Louisville 
Center for the Arts. 
 
Regards, 
 
Lynn Fleming 
CCTL Secretary 
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ITEM: Case No. PUD-0308-2020  
 
PLANNER: Emily Cline-Gibson, Planner II 
 
APPLICANT: Brue Baukol Capital Partners 
 
OWNER: Redtail Ridge Portfolio, LLC 
 
LOCATION: 1020 Rockcress Drive 
  Tract K, Redtail Ridge Filing No. 1 
 
REQUEST: Approval of Resolution 17, Series 2025, 

recommending approval of the Redtail Ridge Lift 
Station Planned Unit Development (PUD) 

 
VICINITY MAP: 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

November 13, 2025 
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SUMMARY: 
The applicant, Brue Baukol Capital Partners, is requesting approval of a final Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) to allow for the construction of a 1,031 square foot facility 
which will serve as the lift station for the Redtail Ridge development. The proposed 
development will include access from future Rockcress Drive with associated 
landscaping, parking, lighting, and required grading and utilities. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The subject property is located in the southeastern corner of the Redtail Ridge 
Subdivision Filing No. 1. Development of this area is governed by the ConocoPhilips 
General Development Plan (GDP), which was established in 2010, and the Commercial 
Development Design Standards and Guidelines (CDDSG), which was adopted by City 
Council in 1997. Northwest Parkway is located to the east and Tape Drive is to the 
north. Directly south of the property is City of Broomfield vacant land. 
 
The Redtail Ridge Filing No. 1 Subdivision was approved by City Council on August 20, 
2024, and established a series of lots and blocks for development, road rights of way, 
utility easements, and private road access easements. As part of the Redtail Ridge 
improvements, Tape Drive, which extends from east to west across the development, 
will be removed and replaced by Rockcress Drive, which will serve as the primary east-
west connector and will be the sole access road to the lift station property. 
 

 

 

Subject property 

Existing Tape Drive 

Future Rockcress Drive 
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Existing and proposed roads in Redtail Ridge 



Planning Commission 
Staff Report  

November 13, 2025 

 3 
 

The proposed lift station will serve the entire Redtail Ridge development. Wastewater 
will be transported from the Redtail Ridge development to the City of Louisville 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, located at 1155 Empire Road, where it will be treated. 
This new station is necessary to meet the infrastructure needs for future development in 
Redtail Ridge. The station will be dedicated to the City of Louisville, and the City will 
maintain responsibility for operation and maintenance of the property. 
 
PROPOSAL:  
Site 
The proposal includes constructing 
a 1,031 square foot building, which 
will be used for pumping sewage 
from the Redtail Ridge 
development to the Louisville 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. The 
building will include two primary 
rooms. The main room will be 
above a wet well and house piping 
and equipment. The wet well and 
associated equipment will be 
accessed from floor hatches 
located in the main room. The 
other room will be an electrical 
room which will house electrical 
equipment used to power the 
station. Also included with the 
proposal are exterior mechanical 
equipment areas, including an 
emergency backup generator 
which will be enclosed and located 
on the southern portion of the lot, 
utility transformers which will be 
located north of the building, and 
air handling and air conditioning 
units. An existing chain link fence 
that runs through the property is 
proposed to be removed. 
 
Access to the property is for City 
operation and maintenance 
workers only, and no public access 
will be provided. A 24-foot access 
easement is dedicated to the 
property and will run from the proposed roundabout at Rockcress Drive to the western 
property boundary, connecting to a southern parking area. An additional 15-foot-wide 
access easement is proposed at the northwestern property boundary. 

Site plan 
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Building 
The proposed single-story building will be located in the center of the lot. The building 
will be closed to the public, with access restricted to operations and maintenance 
workers. Visitation to the site by workers is expected to be once per day. The building is 
proposed to include a combination of metal and stone materials, with a metal gabled 
roof. The north and east elevations will include windows, and the south elevation will 
include a pre-finished coiling door for vehicle access. Two doors on the south elevation 
will include overhead light fixtures for visibility and security. 

Access to the property 

Proposed building materials 
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Mechanical Equipment 
A proposed generator will be in an enclosure measuring 13' x 5' and will be 7-feet tall. 
The enclosure structure is shown in the bottom right image below, however the final 
color will be selected to match the building and surroundings. An electric transformer 
will be located north of the building. Both the generator enclosure and transformer will 
be screened with landscaping that includes shrub, perennials, and ornamental grasses. 
 
An HVAC unit and an air handling unit will be enclosed by stone walls that extend from 
the eastern and western sides of the building. The areas will include locked metal gates 
for controlled access. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Waivers 
The applicant is requesting the following waivers: 

1. Allow prefinished painted metal siding as an exterior material. 
2. Allow light spill outside of the site boundaries. 

Top left: Eastern and western stone wall enclosures; Bottom left: Landscape plan for generator 
enclosure; Top right: landscape plan for transformer; Bottom right: Generator enclosure 
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Staff analysis of each waiver request is found in the below section. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Zoning Analysis 
Compliance with Sec. 17.28.120 
Section 17.28.120.A of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) lists 28 criteria for PUDs 
that must be satisfied or found not applicable to approve a PUD. Analysis and staff’s 
recommended finding of each criterion is provided in the attached Appendix A. The 
proposal has overall been found to comply with all applicable standards of this section. 
 
CDDSG Analysis 
Compliance with the CDDSG 
The CDDSG establishes design criteria and minimum standards for commercial 
development. Analysis of each applicable section is provided below. 
 
CDDSG 1: Site Planning 
The proposed building meets all setbacks and site coverage standards. Vehicle parking 
and building entrance are internal to the site and not visible from adjacent streets. All 
mechanical equipment is appropriately screened. The proposal meets the site 
standards for site grading and drainage in the CDDSG. 
 
CDDSG 2: Vehicular Circulation and Parking 
Access to the site will be provided by a primary access easement on the western side of 
the property, connecting to the roundabout at Rockcress Drive. A secondary access 
easement is located to the north. Both easements are granted by the owners of Lot 3, 
Block 1, and will remain in place once Lot 3, Block 1 is developed. No public parking is 
proposed, but a parking area for service vehicles is proposed south of the building. 
 
CDDSG 3: Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation 
A 14-foot paved concrete trail is proposed on the eastern property boundary. The trail 
will connect to a larger trail system within the Redtail Ridge development. Since the 
proposed building will be used exclusively by service personnel and will not be publicly 
accessible, no additional pedestrian or bicycle amenities are provided on the site. 
 
CDDSG 4: Architectural Design 
The proposed building meets height standards and incorporates design elements 
consistent with the character of the Redtail Ridge development. The façade will include 
painted metal siding, for which a waiver is requested, and synthetic stone. The gabled 
roof and overall massing provide an appropriate scale. The building material, color, and 
texture further contribute to the architectural design.  
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CDDSG 5: Landscape 
Design 
Ornamental and 
evergreen trees, 
shrubs, ornamental 
grasses, and perennials 
are proposed in a 
garden bed located on 
the north side of the 
building, near the 
entrance to the primary 
building. An additional 
landscape area is 
located on the southern 
side of the building, 
surrounding the 
proposed generator 
enclosure. Deciduous, 
ornamental, and 
evergreen trees are 
proposed along the 
paved trail as well. The 
proposed landscape 
plan satisfies planting 
requirements in the 
CDDSG. Additional 
landscaping outside 
property boundaries are 
included in a greater 
development plan for 
Redtail Ridge and are 
not part of this 
proposal. 
 
CDDSG 6: Screen Walls and Fences 
The proposal includes two screen walls made of synthetic stone and extend from the 
building. The wall located on the west elevation will be 5-7-feet tall and will include a 
metal gate to fully enclose the HVAC unit. The wall located on the east elevation will be 
13.2 feet tall and will enclose the air handling unit. This wall will also be made of 
synthetic stone material and will be enclosed with a gate. The CDDSG requires a 
minimum screen wall height of 6 feet and does not specify a maximum. No perimeter 
fencing is proposed. 
 
CDDSG 8: Exterior Site Lighting 
Three wall-mounted LED lights are proposed near the building entrances, along with 
one floodlight on the north façade that will only illuminate in emergency situations. All 

Landscape plan 
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lighting complies with maximum illumination standards outlined in the CDDSG. A 
photometric plan for normal operations and emergency operations are included with the 
proposal. One waiver is requested to allow light spill outside of property boundaries, 
which is further analyzed in the below section. 
 
Waiver Analysis 
Section 17.28.110 of the Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) sets the standards for all 
PUDs to comply with the underlying zoning standards and adopted design guidelines. 
The section also states that 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 LMC Section 17.28.120 are met. Analysis of 
each waiver request is provided below. 
 
Allow prefinished painted metal siding as an exterior material 
Section 4.5.1 of the CDDSG states that painted metal is not an acceptable exterior 
building material. The applicant is requesting a waiver from this standard to allow the 
use of painted metal siding on all sides of the proposed building. The proposed metal 
will be painted a brown color and will provide a complimentary and textural appeal 
alongside the synthetic stone, which is the other proposed building material. 
Additionally, the metal siding will align with the roof, which is proposed to be made of 
metal. 
 
Allow light spill outside of the site boundaries 
Section 8.1 of the CDDSG requires all site lighting and fixtures to be contained within 
the property boundaries. The proposal includes lighting that will spill a maximum of 12 
feet outside of the western property boundary into Lot 1, Block 3. The light spill may 
range from 0.1 to 0.5 footcandles outside of property boundaries. Lighting levels have 
been coordinated with City operation and maintenance staff to ensure safe working 
conditions for normal and emergency activity. The minimum required 10-foot interior 
side yard building setback ensures that the majority of the lighting will not be visible 
from inside adjacent buildings on Lot 1, Block 3. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
No public comments have been received as of the date of this report.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommend approval of Resolution 17, Series 2025, recommending approval of 
the Redtail Ridge Lift Station Planned Unit Development (PUD). 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution 17, Series 2025 
2. Application Materials 
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APPENDIX A: PUD Criteria Analysis  
 

Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 

1. An appropriate relationship to the 
surrounding area; 

Compliant The proposal is appropriate in size 
and scale to 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 proposal includes one primary 
access easement that is 24-feet-
wide, which is adequate for two-
way vehicular access.  

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

Not 
applicable 

The proposal does not include 
housing. 

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; 

Not 
applicable 

The proposal does not include 
dedicated open space, nor is 
existing open space located near 
the property. 

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

Not 
Applicable 

The proposal does not include 
housing. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The proposal does not include 
housing. 

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

Compliant The proposed concrete trail is 
located in an accessible location 
and connects to destination points 
outside of property boundaries. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The proposed building is one story 
and 1,031 square feet in size, 
which is an appropriate size in 
relation to the surrounding area. 

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

Not 
Applicable 

The proposed building, including 
waivers, provides a variety of 
materials and textures.  
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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 proposed landscape plan 
provides landscaping for utility 
screening, trail buffer, and overall 
site beautification. 

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 Aside from the requested waivers, 
the proposal complies with 
applicable design standards and 
guidelines. 

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

Not 
applicable 

No annexation is proposed. 

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 proposed site layout is oriented 
in a way that provides access for 
utilities, fire, and police protection. 

 
 

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 proposal is in accordance with 
the adopted comprehensive plan 
and all adopted 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 subject property is not located 
in a floodplain, nor are there 
existing 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. 

Not 
applicable 

There are no signs of subsidence 
on the subject property. 

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

Not 
applicable 

There are no existing landforms, 
waterways, historical sites, or 
significant vegetation on the subject 
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. 

Not 
applicable 

The proposal includes a single 
building that is less than 50 linear 
feet and will not be open to the 
public. As such, visual relief is not 
included with this proposal. 

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. 

Not 
applicable 

The proposal does not include 
dedicated open space within 
property boundaries. 

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. 

Not 
applicable 

The proposal does not include new 
streets within property boundaries. 

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 proposal includes a paved trail 
that will connect to an overall trail 
system in Redtail Ridge, providing 
adequate pedestrian circulation. 
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9. The project and development should 
attempt to incorporate features which 
reduce the demand for water usage. 

Compliant The proposed landscape plan 
includes native plant species that 
reduce water demand. 

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 The proposed landscape plan 
includes thoughtful layout of a 
variety of trees, shrubs, and 
vegetation that may provide 
additional benefits to the building. 

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 proposal is buffered from 
collector and arterial streets by 
landscaping and building setbacks. 

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 proposed gabled roof is 
oriented in a direction that may 
allow for solar energy in the future. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The proposal does not include 
housing. 

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

Not 
applicable 

The proposal does not include 
housing. 

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 proposal includes architectural 
features that result in a visually 
appealing final product and are 
compatible with the surrounding 
Redtail Ridge development. 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 17 
SERIES 2025 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF THE REDTAIL RIDGE LIFT 

STATION PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT  
 

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Planning Commission an 
application for a planned unit development to construct a lift station on the property 
located at 1020 Rockcress Drive; and 

 
WHEREAS, the subject property, Tract K, Redtail Ridge Filing No. 1, is in the 

Planned Community Commercial (PC) Zone District; and 
 

WHEREAS, City staff have reviewed the information submitted and found that the 
application complies with the Louisville zoning regulations, design standards 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 November 13, 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 the Redtail Ridge Lift 
Station Planned Unit Development to allow the construction of a lift station on the 
property at 1020 Rockcress Drive. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of November, 2025. 
 

 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chair 
Planning Commission 

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

November 13, 2025 
 

 

 

 
VICINTY MAP:  

 
 
SUMMARY:  
The applicants, Louisville Mill Site LLC, 544CR LLC, and RCC LLC, request approval of 
an amendment to the Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) for redevelopment and renovation of the historic Louisville Grain Elevator 
building.  The proposal includes use of the property as an Eating and Drinking 
Establishment and a Special Review Use (SRU) to allow an Outdoor Eating and 
Drinking Establishment and a Mobile Food Court.  The majority of the development 
would take place on Lot 2 and Outlot A of the Louisville Mill Site Subdivision, with 
limited development for parking, drive aisles, and drainage infrastructure occurring on 

ITEM: PUD-000557-2025 – Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment PUD 
1st Amendment and SRU-000558-2025 – Louisville Mill Site 
Redevelopment SRU to Allow an Outdoor Eating and 
Drinking Establishment and Mobile Food Court  

 
STAFF: Rob Zuccaro, AICP, Community Development Director 
 
REQUEST:  

 
Approval of Resolution 18, Series 2025 Recommending to 
the City Council approval of the Louisville Mill Site 
Redevelopment PUD, 1st Amendment and an SRU for an 
Outdoor Eating and Drinking Establishment and Mobile Food 
Court   
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Lot 1 and Lot 3 and in the BNSF right of way. See Attachment No. 2 for application 
materials and supporting documentation.       
 
BACKGROUND:  
The City purchased the Louisville Grain Elevator property in 2012 for $950,000 using 
Historic Preservation Funds (HPF) in order to avoid the demolition of the historic 
building.  The Grain Elevator represents a unique part of Louisville’s agricultural history, 
is among few remaining historic grain elevators, and has been considered a high value 
property for local historic preservation.  The City’s acquisition included the Grain 
Elevator property and the adjoining commercial property at 544 Front Street (previously 
a NAPA auto parts store and currently houses E-Bike of Colorado).   
 
The City then published a request for proposals (RFP) for a public-private partnership to 
redevelop the properties, which included the restoration and activation of the Grain 
Elevator property for commercial use.  The City initially entered into an agreement with 
a redevelopment company (Olde Town Group) for restoration of the Grain Elevator 
property and approved up to $2.1M in HPF grants to assist with development costs.    
 
Issues arose around property boundaries and a building encroachment onto the 
adjoining property to the south (500 Front Street).  Due to a lack of resolution around 
these issues, the project with Olde Town Group was dropped, and instead the City 
entered into an agreement with a different entity, Louisville Mill Site, LLC.  This new 
development partnership included the owner of 500 Front Street and facilitated 
resolution of the outstanding encroachment and property boundary issues.   
 
The agreement with Louisville Mill Site, LLC included selling the property for a 
discounted price of $200,000, a grant from the HPF for $500,000 for initial stabilization 
work on the Grain Elevator, waiver of public land dedication fees or requirements, and 
rebates on application fees associated with the redevelopment of the property.  The 
initial stabilization work was completed in 2016 and the property transferred to Louisville 
Mill Site, LLC.   
 
In 2015, the City approved the following applications related to the Grain Elevator 
property: 

- Designation of the Grain Elevator building as a local landmark, establishment of 
a conservation easement for the building, and approval of a historic preservation 
“Alternation Certificate” for the restoration work on the building and to allow a 
small building addition on the east side of the Grain Elevator.    

- The Louisville Mill Site Subdivision, establishing three lots and an outlot in front 
of the Grain Elevator (see Attachment No. 3).  Lot 1 encompassed the existing 
commercial building on the south side of the development, Lot 2 encompassed 
the Grain Elevator, and Lot 3 encompassed the existing commercial building on 
the north side of the development.  Outlot A is located in front of the Grain 
Elevator.  Outlot A and portions of Lots 2 and 3 include a conservation easement 
(Note No. 8 on plat) that provides “No Build Areas” limiting development in order 
to preserve public view corridors to the Grain Elevator building.   
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- The Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment PUD/SRU, which approved the 
demolition of the NAPA building (Lot 3) to be replaced by a new 19,000 sq. ft. 
three-story commercial building, a three-story addition to the existing commercial 
building on Lot 3, a small building addition on the east side the Grain Elevator 
(Lot 2), and an outdoor gathering area on Outlot A with an alternative plan for 
development as a parking lot (see Attachment No. 4).  The development plans 
also included use of a leased area from BNSF for additional parking in the BNSF 
right of way on the east side of the development.  The SRU authorized an 
“outdoor activity area” on Outlot A and Lot 2 to include food and beverage 
service.  The PUD and SRU approvals have since expired.    

 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Current Louisville Mill Site Subdivision with No Build Area Highlighted 
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Figure 2: Current Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment PUD Site Plan 

Figure 3: Current Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment PUD Building 
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To date, the City and the City’s Urban Renewal Authority have provided $1,470,439 in 
assistance for the redevelopment of the property.  The applicants currently have an 
additional HPF grant request for $1,476,557 that is under review and the City is 
anticipating additional urban renewal grant funding and tax increment financing 
requests.    
 
Table 1: Prior City Financial Contributions 
Sale of Property*  $750,000  
HPF Stabilization Grant  $500,000 
Urban Renewal Public Streetscape Improvements**  $163,526 
Public Land Dedication Waiver  $48,927 
Fee Waivers  $7,986 
TOTAL  $1,470,439 

* $950,000 acquisition cost minus $200,000 sale price 
** Required Infrastructure by Subdivision Improvement Agreement 
 
PROPOSAL:  
The current proposal focuses on the development of Lot 2 and Outlot A to complete 
restoration of the Grain Elevator building and leasing the space to The Grain Yard, LLC, 
which intends to occupy the space as a bar, gathering space, and Mobile Food Court.  
The plans include restoring the porte cochere and boardwalk on the front side of the 
building, including a historic wagon scale, and a small “boxcar” building addition on the 
rear of the Grain Elevator.  The outdoor gathering area would be fenced and include, 
food truck pads, outdoor seating, a relocated historic accessory structure used as a tap 
house, and a small stage in the southwest corner of the lot.   
 
The proposal includes improved drive aisles and parking on the north and south sides of 
the Grain Elevator property in parts of Lot 1 and Lot 3, and parking in the BNSF right of 
way on the east side of the property.  
There would be 24 parking spaces 
developed as part of the site 
improvements.  The applicants have 
submitted a shared parking agreement 
and a Common Area Use, 
Maintenance, and Management 
Agreement covering access, drainage 
and utilities covering all properties 
within the subdivision and the BNSF 
lease area.   
 
Drainage improvements would be 
installed for this first phase of 
development that could be expanded 
with additional development on Lot 1 
and Lot 3.   

Figure 4: Birdseye Rendering of Proposal 
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Figure 5: Proposed Site Plan  

Figure 6: Proposed Grain Elevator and Outdoor Gather Space Elevations 
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The SRU proposal includes requests for approval of an Outdoor Eating and Drinking 
Establishment and a Mobile Food Court in part of Lot 2 and in Outlot A.  There are three 
food truck pads proposed on the north side of the outdoor activity area.  The lighting 
plan includes outdoor string lighting, building mounted lighting for the boardwalk and tap 
house building, stage lighting, and pedestrian level pole-mounted lighting along the 
fencing.  The plans note the following restrictions: 

- Use of the outdoor areas would be limited to 8am and midnight seven days a 
week, and outdoor amplified music limited to 9pm Sunday through Thursday and 
10pm on Friday and Saturday.  

- Outdoor decorative lights and stage lighting would be turned off after business 
hours.  

- Temporary structures, such as tents, would be allowed but limited to 60 days 
total in any 6-month period.  Temporary shade features and table umbrellas 
would be exempt.  

- Each of the Food Truck vendor pads would be equipped with electrical 
connections so that the use of electrical generators are not needed.   

 
ANALYSIS:  
The project is located within the Commercial Core Transition Area of Downtown and the 
property is zoned Commercial Business (CB). Staff analysis includes review of the 
following standards applicable to the development: 

- Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville 
- Parking Standards Designated for Downtown Louisville (LMC Sec. 17.20.025) 
- Waiver Requests to CB Zoning Standards 
- Compliance with the No-Build Area and view corridor conservation easement 

restrictions established through the Louisville Mill Site Subdivision 
- Special Review Use Criteria (LMC Chapter 17.40) and Mobile Food Court 

Criteria (LMC Sec. 17.16.310.D)  
- Planned Unit Development Criteria (LMC Sec. 17.28.120) (Staff analysis 

provided in Appendix) 
 
Design Handbook for Downtown Louisville 
Staff have highlighted the following policies that are applicable to the project, along with 
staff’s analysis in italics.  Staff finds that the project is consistent with applicable 
standards and guidelines outlined in the Design Handbook.  Please reference pg. 4 of 
the Design Handbook for further discussion on how the policies are structured as either 
mandatory or only encouraged.  Policies are broken out by categories of General 
Standards and Guidelines (“G”) applicable to all areas of Downtown, Transition Area 
Standards and Guidelines (“T”), and Historic Standards and Guidelines (“H”). Not all 
policies need to be met for approval or support of a project, but all projects should seek 
to meet all applicable policies when appropriate.   
 
  

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/25109/637401752255170000
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.20OREPALO_S17.20.025PASTDEDOLO
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.40SPREUS
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.16GERE_S17.16.310MOREFOESMOFOVEMOVECAICCRVE
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.16GERE_S17.16.310MOREFOESMOFOVEMOVECAICCRVE
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.28PLUNDE_S17.28.120CRDEPL
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G1. All projects should respect the traditional context of downtown. 
1) In all cases, consideration should be given to the broader context of the block 

and the town at large. 
2) If historic resources exist on the property, then the Design Standards and 

Guidelines for Historic Buildings also shall apply. 
 
The Grain Elevator is not immediately adjacent to other historic buildings and is unique 
in its context and location near the railroad tracks, where it was used for loading 
agricultural products into rail cars for transport.  The surrounding development includes 
new and historic residences and commercial buildings.    
  
G10. Minimize the visual impacts of site and architectural lighting. 

1) Prevent glare onto adjacent properties by using shielded and focused light 
sources that direct light onto the ground. 

2) Un-shielded, high intensity light sources and those which direct light upward will 
not be permitted. 

3) Shield lighting associated with service areas, parking lots and parking structures. 
4) Avoid placing lights in highly visible locations, such as on the upper walls of 

buildings. 
 
All lighting is full cut off to minimize glare except the string lights used for the outdoor 
gathering area and stage lighting.  The proposal includes limiting the times when these 
lights could be turned on to business hours.  The plans also include a photometric 
analysis demonstrating minimal light spill outside of the project boundary.    
 
G11. Provide site lighting that encourages pedestrian activity at night. 

1) Site lighting should be at a pedestrian scale and help define different functional 
areas of the property. 

 
The development includes lighting in the outdoor areas so that the areas are well lit but 
not excessively lit according to the photometric plans submitted.  The lighting is meant 
to support the outdoor activity areas and are mounted on poles around the fenced area 
and include decorative string lights.  There is additional lighting for the tap house 
accessory building, the stage and the boardwalk.        
  
G13. Where appropriate, design a parking area to be accessed from an alley rather 

than the street. 
1) In a residential context, the use of a detached garage, located along the alley, is 

especially encouraged. 
 
The project does include alley access to parking, but primary access will be from Front 
Street.    
 
G14. Screen a parking lot from view from the street. 

1)  Provide buffers between the edge of a parking lot and sidewalk. 
2) Use planted areas, decorative paving, fences, hedges and decorative walls. 
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3) The landscape should be at least 5 feet in width. 
 
The new parking areas on the north and side sides of the Grain Elevator property and 
The plans include minimum 5’ landscape buffers between the sidewalk and the parking 
area.   
 
G15. Locate parking such that it will be subordinate to other site features. 

1) An on-site parking area should be located inside or behind a building, where its 
visual impacts will be minimized. 

2) Minimize the surface area of paving and consider using less impervious material. 
Options to consider are modular pavers in the Core Area and “grasscrete" in the 
Transition Areas. 

 
Due to the existing location of the Grain Elevator building there is limited opportunity to 
provide parking behind the building.  The plans included some parking behind the 
building in an area leased from BNSF.  The new parking areas on the north and side 
sides of the Grain Elevator property and Outlot A are compact gravel rather than 
pavement, providing less impervious materials.    
 
G17. Minimize the visual impacts of trash storage areas. 

1) Trash enclosures should be constructed with similar materials as those of the 
primary structure. 

2) Locate a service area along the rear of a site, accessed by an alley, when 
feasible. 

3) Trash areas, including large waste containers (dumpsters) should also be 
screened from view of major pedestrian routes, using a fence or hedge. For a 
larger storage facility, consider using a shed to enclose it. 

4) Combine service areas with other properties, when feasible. 
 
A fenced and covered trash enclosure is located on the east side of the building south 
of the proposed “box car” building addition and includes metal doors and fencing that 
will be architecturally incorporated into the building.     
 
G20. New construction should appear similar in mass and scale to structures 
found traditionally in the area. 
 
The Grain Elevator building is unique in its mass and scale for the area and will be 
maintained.  Restoration of the porte cochere and boardwalk on the front of the building 
will closely resemble the historic design of the structure.  The “boxcar” addition on the 
east side of the building will be largely screened from view from Front Street.   
 
T1. Maintain the general alignment of building fronts. 

1) Front yard setbacks range from 5 to 25 feet. This range of setbacks should be 
maintained in new construction. 

2) Where similar front setbacks are characteristic, maintain the alignment of building 
facades. 
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3) New construction should be set back to match the general alignment of buildings 
on the street and to maintain the traditional front yard. 

4) Landscaping and fences that help define the yard’s front edge are encouraged. 
 
The Grain Elevator building is situated in its traditional location at the rear of the 
development adjacent to the railroad tracks.  The proposed outdoor activity area 
includes a historic one-story outbuilding to be relocated to the property that is located 
near Front Street, complimenting the residential context of the properties on the west 
side of Front Street.  The proposed stage, fencing, and outdoor gathering areas will help 
define the front edge of the development.     
 
H1. Respect the original design character of the building. 

1) Analyze the building to determine which elements are essential to its character. 
2) Don’t try to make it appear older (or younger) in style than it really is. Instead, the 

genuine heritage of downtown should be expressed. 
 
The existing Grain Elevator would be rehabilitated and the plans include restoring the 
front porte cochere and boardwalk back to the historic form.    
 
H3. Preserve an historic structure in its original location on the site when feasible. 

1) This includes orientation, setbacks, building height and the relationship of the first 
floor to finish grade. 

2) Existing historic landscape features, such as fences, sidewalks and mature 
vegetation, should be preserved, and should be protected during construction. 

 
The Grain Elevator would be maintained in its historic location and maintain its historic 
building height.   
 
H4. Avoid removing or altering any historic material or significant architectural 
features. 

1) Original materials and details that contribute to the historic significance of the 
structure are qualities that should be preserved whenever feasible. 

2) Rehabilitation work should not destroy the distinguishing character of the 
property or its environment. 

3) Retain and preserve original wall and siding material. 
 
The restoration and rehabilitation plans include preserving the majority of original 
materials when feasible.   
 
H5. Avoid adding materials, elements or details which were not part of the original 
building. 

1) For example, details such as decorative millwork or shingles should not be added 
to buildings if they were not an original feature of that structure. 

 
The restoration and rehabilitation plans include preserving the majority of original 
materials when feasible and restoration work on the front porte cochere and boardwalk 
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similar to the original structure.   
 
H6. Maintain existing significant stylistic elements. 

1) The best preservation procedure is to maintain historic features from the outset 
so that intervention is not required. Employ treatments such as rust removal, 
calking, limited paint removal and reapplication of paint. 

2) Protect historic material with maintenance treatments such as rust removal, 
caulking and re-painting. 

3) Repair only those features that are deteriorated. Finally, replace only those 
features that are beyond repair. 

4) Patch, piece-in, splice, consolidate or otherwise upgrade the existing material, 
using recognized preservation methods whenever possible. 

 
The restoration and rehabilitation plans include preserving the majority of original 
materials when feasible and restoration work on the front porte cochere and boardwalk 
similar to the original structure.   
 
H7. Replace only missing portions of original elements when necessary. 

1) Don’t throw out an entire window frame, for example, if only the sill is rotted. 
2) Match the original material when patching with new material. 

 
The plans included restoring the front porte cochere and boardwalk back to the historic 
form using appropriate materials to match historic architecture and form.  
 
H10. Replace missing original features in kind when feasible. 

1) Use the same kind of material as the original when feasible. A substitute material 
may be acceptable if the form and design of the substitute itself conveys the 
visual appearance of the original material. 

2) Replacement of missing architectural elements should be based on accurate 
duplications of original features. In some cases, an entire detail must be 
reconstructed. In the event replacement is necessary, the new mate-rial should 
match the original in design, color, texture and other visual qualities. 

3) Where reconstruction of an element is impossible because of a lack of historical 
evidence, then a new design that relates to the building in general size, scale and 
material may be considered. 

 
The plans included restoring the front porte cochere and boardwalk back to the historic 
form using appropriate materials to match historic architecture and form.  
 
H12. Preserve original siding when feasible. 

1) Avoid removing siding that is in good condition or that can be repaired in place. 
2) If portions of wood siding must be replaced, be sure to match the style and lap 

dimensions of the original. 
3) Maintain protective coatings of paint. If the building was painted historically, it 

should remain painted, including all trim.  
 



 

12 
 

The restoration and rehabilitation plans include preserving the majority of original 
materials when feasible. 
 
H16. Design an addition to be as inconspicuous as possible. 

1) An addition should be visually subordinate to the main building. 
2) Set an addition back from the primary facade in order to allow the original 

proportions, form and overall character of the main building to remain prominent. 
3) Consider setting an addition back from the sides of buildings, as well. 
4) Additions to buildings in visible locations, such as corners, require greater 

sensitivity. 
 
The “box car” addition is located behind the main façade of the Grain Elevator and 
would be visually subordinate to the main building.    
 
Parking Standards Designated for Downtown Louisville 
The zoning code establishes off-street parking standards specific to Downtown 
Louisville recognizing the unique urban design of the Downtown area.  This includes a 
focus on Downtown Louisville having a traditional street grid network with alleys, and 
public parking and shared street parking that fosters pedestrian friendly development 
with a focus on an active streetscape.  This differs significantly from suburban-type 
development patterns that have a higher demand for vehicular parking and incorporate 
all parking within the development parcel.   
 
The Downtown Louisville parking standards also promote new development and 
redevelopment by exempting the first 999 sq. ft. of new floor area from meeting 
minimum parking standards and exempts areas such as uninhabitable areas below 
grade, restrooms, food prep and service areas, and circulation areas such as hallways 
and stairwells.  Any additional building area beyond the first 999 sq. ft. must provide 
parking at a ratio of 1 new space for each 500 sq. ft. of additional new development, 
rounded to the nearest 500 sq. ft.    
 
The proposed development includes 2,937 sq. ft. of new development area with 2,915 
sq. ft. of that area falling under the exemptions.  Therefore, under the parking 
requirements for Downtown Louisville, no additional off-street parking is required for the 
project.  However, the proposal will have a significant outdoor activity area that will add 
to the parking demand, and additional parking can be required through the SRU review 
process, which is discussed further below.  The project provides 24 additional off-street 
parking spaces and has a shared parking agreement with the two adjoining commercial 
properties.  Additionally, on-street parking is available adjacent to the property and the 
public parking lots located south of Lucky Pie and Sweet Cow are near the site.  The 
proposal also includes 8 bicycle parking racks on the north side of the building.  Staff 
finds that the prosed parking plan provides sufficient parking to meet the standards for 
Downtown Louisville and adequately addresses additional parking demand.   
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Waiver Criteria 
The applicant is requesting the following waivers from the CB zoning standards: 

- 8’ front setback for the accessory building in the outdoor gathering area where a 
30’ front setback is required.  

- 9’-4” side setback on the south side for the existing Grain Elevator building where 
a 10’ side setback is required.  

- 1’-4” rear setback for the proposed “box car” addition where 20’ is required.  
- 44% lot coverage on Lot 2 where a 40% maximum is required.  

 
LMC Sec. 17.28.110 states that waivers may be granted through a PUD approval 
process “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.”  
  
Staff finds that the waivers are warranted by the design and amenities incorporated in 
the development plan and that usable and functional open spaces are provided in the 
outdoor activity area.  The setback waivers associated with the Grain Elevator building 
accommodate the preservation of the historic structure and facilitate an appropriate 
design of the “box car” addition behind and subordinate to the historic structure.  The 
front yard setback for the accessory building in Outlot A is appropriate considering the 
design of the Mobile Food Court and outdoor activity area layout.  The lot coverage is 
well below the 40% standard when considering the Lot 2 and Outlot A areas combined.    
 
No-Build Area and View Corridor Conservation Easement 
The No-Build Area and conservation easement established though the Louisville Mill 
Site Subdivision is intended to preserve view corridors to the Grain Elevator for historic 
preservation purposes.  The No-Build Area generally prohibits buildings and other 
improvements within the area.  However, the conservation easement allows 
consideration of some development in the No-Build Area if authorized through a 
resolution approved by City Council.  Considering the stated intent of the conservation 
easement, staff finds that limited development within the No-Build Area could be 
appropriate if such development does not materially impact the public view corridors to 
the Grain Elevator.  The proposed use of the No-Build Area includes parking areas, the 
Mobile Food Court and associated development such as the accessory building, 
fencing, a stage, and decorative lighting.  These improvements will help facilitate 
redevelopment and activation of the property and will have a minimal impact on the 
intended view corridors.   
  

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_CH17.28PLUNDE_S17.28.120CRDEPL
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Special Review Use 
LMC Sec. 17.12.030 allows Outdoor Eating and Drinking Establishments and Mobile 
Food Courts in the CB zone district if approved through an SRU.  SRUs shall be 
reviewed against the criteria listed in LMC Sec. 17.40.100 to determine whether the 
proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area and if any conditions on the use 
may be appropriate.  LMC Sec. 17.16.310.D includes additional criteria for Mobile Food 
Courts. Staff’s analysis of the SRU review criteria is provided below.  
 
General SRU Criteria: 

1. That the proposed use/development is consistent in all respects with the spirit 
and intent of the comprehensive plan and of this chapter, and that it would not be 
contrary to the general welfare and economic prosperity of the city or the 
immediate neighborhood. 

Figure 8: Street Level View of Grain Elevator and Mobile Food Court 

Figure 7: Conservation Easement Note 
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The Comprehensive Plan (Plan) envisions “a healthy and vibrant Downtown” 
(Policy LU-4.2) with a “mix of uses that bring new revenue generation to the 
Downtown area” (Policy ED-5.3). The Comprehensive Plan classifies Downtown 
Louisville as Center type development and describes Center development by the 
following: 

 
Centers are defined by their mixture of uses (retail, commercial, and 
residential), street interconnectivity, and integrated public spaces. A 
center’s physical design is that of a destination or gathering point for 
city-wide activities. Centers are connected to and oriented toward their 
adjacent land uses. Centers typically have the greatest retailing 
opportunities. Centers feature integrated public spaces with a 
recognized public space, or focal point.  

  
The Downtown Louisville Framework Plan includes a goal to “Maintain downtown 
as a vibrant, mixed-use activity center”. The use and activation of this previously 
vacant site will improve economic activity and vibrancy of downtown while also 
improving the streetscape and pedestrian scale development patterns. Staff find 
the proposal meets this criterion.  

 
2. That such use/development will lend economic stability, compatible with the 

character of any surrounding established areas;  
 

The proposed uses will support continued economic activity and investment in 
the area. The building design is consistent with Design Handbook for Downtown 
Louisville policies, including creating an inviting pedestrian scale to Downtown.  
Surrounding development includes a mix of residential and commercial uses, 
which are all compatible with an outdoor dining use in the downtown area.  Staff 
find the proposal meets this criterion.  

 
3. That the use/development is adequate for internal efficiency of the proposal, 

considering the functions of residents, recreation, public access, safety and such 
factors including storm drainage facilities, sewage and water facilities, grades, 
dust control and such other factors directly related to public health and 
convenience;  

 
Public Works has reviewed the drainage plan and is coordinating the utility plans 
for the development and is in support of the proposal. The Fire District has also 
reviewed the plans and has no conflict with the proposal.  Staff finds the 
proposal meets this criterion. 

 
4. That external effects of the proposal are controlled, considering compatibility of 

land use; movement or congestion of traffic; services, including arrangement of 
signs and lighting devices as to prevent the occurrence of nuisances; 
landscaping and other similar features to prevent the littering or accumulation of 
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trash, together with other factors deemed to affect public health, welfare, safety 
and convenience;  

 
The development proposal includes parking exceeding the standards for 
Downtown Louisville, partly to accommodate parking demand for the outdoor 
activity areas. The site is fenced and landscaped, providing a buffer from the 
public way. The applicant also proposes limits on the allowed hours of use for the 
outdoor area, limits on hours when amplified music is allowed and a requirement 
to turn off the outdoor decorative lights after business hours.  These restrictions 
are similar to other restrictions placed on Outdoor Eating and Drinking 
Establishments.  Staff find the proposal meets this criterion.   

 
5. That an adequate amount and proper location of pedestrian walks, malls and 

landscaped spaces to prevent pedestrian use of vehicular ways and parking 
spaces and to separate pedestrian walks, malls and public transportation loading 
places from general vehicular circulation facilities.  

 
The proposal includes 5-foot paved sidewalks connecting to Front Street proving 
adequate access to the site separated from the parking and drive aisles.  The 
trash enclosure access and loading areas are available south of the development 
to provide adequate and separated loading areas from pedestrian ways. 
Adequate vehicular circulation is provided around the development separated 
from the pedestrian ways. Staff find the proposal meets this criterion. 

 
Mobile Food Court Criteria: 
Under the City’s code for Mobile Retail Food Establishments, mobile food vehicles or 
vending carts are allowed to locate in temporary locations on private property or in 
public rights of way and require approval of any brick and mortar restaurant within 150 
feet of the proposed location. The Mobile Food Court designation allows the permanent 
establishment of an area for food trucks and vending carts to operate through the public 
hearing SRU process, even if such area is within 150 feet of a brick and mortar 
restaurant.  Mobile Food Courts must have designated vendor pads equipped with 
electrical connections (generators are prohibited) and minimum setbacks from 
residential areas matching any established minimum setbacks for parking areas 
applicable to the property.  Hours of operation for mobile food vehicles or vending carts 
is limited to 7am to 9pm, but these hours may be reduced or expanded for a Mobile 
Food Court through the SRU process. Additionally, mobile food vehicles and vending 
carts are not allowed to operate amplified music.  However, amplified music may be 
authorized through the SRU process for Mobile Food Courts.     
 
LMC Sec. 17.16.310.D.5. requires that the applicant provide a site plan as part of the 
SRU application with the following information:   

a) The location and orientation of each vendor pad; 
b) The location of all proposed dining areas and areas designated for gathering and 

activities; 
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c) The location of any paving, trash enclosures, landscaping, planters, fencing, or 
any other site requirement by the international building code or Boulder County 
Public Health Department; 

d) The location of permanent electrical and other necessary utility connections; 
e) The circulation of all pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle traffic; 
f) The location of any fixed or movable seating and tables; 
g) The location of permanent and ADA accessible restrooms; 
h) The location of vehicular and bicycle parking. 

 
Staff finds that the proposed operation of the Mobile Food Court is in compliance with 
the SRU standards and specific site plan standards for Mobile Food Courts. The 
minimum parking setback in the Transition area of Downtown is 5’, and the vendor pads 
are setback beyond that minimum.  The proposal includes expansion of hours of 
operation beyond the standard 9pm cutoff for mobile food vehicles and vending carts 
and would allow operation until midnight, with amplified music allowed until 9pm on 
Sundays through Thursdays and 10pm on Fridays and Saturdays.  The Mobile Food 
Court is located adjacent to residential areas, and restrictions on hours of operation and 
ensuring decorative lights are turned off after business hours will help to limit potential 
impacts to those residential areas.    
 
DEVELOPMENT CAP IN WESTERLY PORTION OF DOWNTOWN: 
Section 17.12.060 of the LMC establishes a cap of 475,000 sq. ft. of floor area for the 
Westerly Portion of Downtown, which this property is within the boundaries of. Current 
floor area totals 348,195 sq. ft. and would increase by 2,937 sq. ft. with this proposal for 
a total of 351,132 sq. ft, which is within the maximum floor area allowed.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS:  
See Attachment No. 5 for public comments received prior to publication of this report.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution 18, Series 2025 recommending to the City 
Council approval of the Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment PUD, 1st Amendment and an 
SRU for an Outdoor Eating and Drinking Establishment and Mobile Food Court with the 
following conditions: 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall obtain an Alteration 
Certificate approval from the Louisville Historic Preservation Commission. 

2. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall submit to Public Works civil 
engineering construction plans for review.  

3. Prior the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the PUD plans and 
Drainage Report to address outstanding Public Works comments related to the 
drainage infrastructure.     

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution 18, Series 2025, Recommending to the City Council approval of the 
Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment PUD, 1st Amendment and an SRU for an 
Outdoor Eating and Drinking Establishment and Mobile Food Court 

 

https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.12DIRE_S17.12.060MAFLARWEPODOLO
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2. Application Materials  
3. Louisville Mill Site Subdivision 
4. Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment PUD/SRU 
5. Public Comments 
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APPENDIX: PUD Criteria Analysis  
Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 
1. An appropriate relationship to 
the surrounding area. 

Compliant 

The design is appropriate for the 
area and permitted in the CB zone 
district.  The site and building 
design are compatible with the 
Design Handbook for Downtown 
Louisville. 

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 City’s engineering 
division and Fire District have 
reviewed the proposal and have no 
concerns.   

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

Not 
Applicable No housing is proposed. 

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 project provides functional 
private open space and landscape 
buffers.  

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

Not 
Applicable No housing is proposed. 

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

The proposal provides limits on use 
of the outdoor areas to limit 
potential impacts to neighbors.      

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

Compliant 

The PUD provides pedestrian 
amenities, creates pedestrian scale 
development in Downtown and adds 
bicycle parking.   

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

The application is compatible with 
surrounding development, 
preserves a unique historic building 
in Downtown, and meets Design 
Handbook for Downtown Louisville 
policies for historic buildings.   

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 Design 
Handbook for Downtown Louisville.   
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Criteria 17.28.120 (A) Finding Narrative 
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 the Design 
Handbook for Downtown Louisville. 

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 Annexation is not proposed. 

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 meets their requirements. 

 
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 not located in a 
floodplain, nor are there any 
existing 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
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Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 
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 preserves and activates 
the open area in front of the Grain 
Elevator building, and creatively 
activates use of the historic 
property.   There is no noteworthy 
existing vegetation or topography 
that should be preserved on 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 
Design Handbook for Downtown 
Louisville. 

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 proposal includes private 
outdoor areas that will provide a 
new public amenity for Downtown.    

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 Design 
Handbook for Downtown Louisville, 
ensuring properly designed 
orientation to the adjacent street 
network. 
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Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 
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 
Design Handbook for Downtown 
Louisville and municipal code, 
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 appropriate 
use of water, with minimal 
landscaping and no turf included in 
the proposal.   

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 Street trees were previously 
installed along the road frontage.     

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. 

Not 
applicable 

The PUD is adjacent to a local 
street; it is not located next to 
collector or arterial streets.    

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 main building is an existing 
building and historic in nature.  No 
new substantial buildings are 
proposed.  

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

Not 
applicable No housing is proposed.  

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

Not 
applicable No housing is proposed.  
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Criteria 17.28.120 (B) Finding Narrative 
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 plans do not have significant 
new buildings.  The “box car” 
accessory building will be the 
closest to the adjoining 
neighborhood and is appropriately 
scaled in character.    

 
 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 18 
SERIES 2025 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT AND SPECIAL REVIEW USE TO ALLOW 
CONSTRUCTION OF A 728 SF ADDITION TO AN EXISTING BUILDING TO 

ESTABLISH OUTDOOR DINING AND OUTDOOR COMMERCIAL AMUSEMENT 
USES WITH A BAR AND RESTAURANT LOCATED AT 947 PINE STREET.  

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

application for a final planned unit development amendment for redevelopment and 
preservation of the Grain Elevator property, with improvements planned on Lots 1, 2, and 
3 and Outlot A of the Louisville Mill Site Subdivision; 

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

application to approve a Special Review Use to and Outdoor Eating and Drinking 
Establishment and Mobile Food Court associated with the redevelopment of the Grain 
Elevator property; 

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

the requested waivers, the application complies with the applicable zoning regulations, 
design standards, 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 November 18, 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 the Louisville Mill Site 
Redevelopment PUD, 1st Amendment and an SRU for an Outdoor Eating and Drinking 
Establishment and Mobile Food Court with the following conditions: 

1. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall obtain an Alteration Certificate 
approval from the Louisville Historic Preservation Commission. 

2. Prior to the City Council hearing, the applicant shall submit to Public Works civil 
engineering construction plans for review.  

3. Prior the City Council hearing, the applicant shall revise the PUD plans and 
Drainage Report to address outstanding Public Works comments related to the 
drainage infrastructure.     
 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 18th day of November 2025. 

 
 
 
By: ______________________________ 

Steve Brauneis, Chair 
Planning Commission 

 
Attest: _____________________________ 

Debra Baskett, Secretary 
 Planning Commission 
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Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: Grain Yard PUD Amendment and SRU

 

From: Mona Ferrera <nonar47@gmail.com>  

Sent: Monday, October 27, 2025 7:29 AM 

To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: Grain Yard PUD Amendment and SRU 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you validate the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

Good morning,  

I'm not able to attend the meeting on Thursday November 13, 2025. 

My question is, will there be a parking lot for the Outdoor Eater and Mobile Food Court? 

I live at 600 1/2 Lafarge Avenue, Louisville, CO 80027. 

When there's big events in Louisville there isn't enough parking for all the cars that come in. Usually No 

Parking Signs are ignored or people are parking too close to intersections or alleys. 

Thank you for taking the time to address this issue. 

Respectfully, 

Mona Ferrera 
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Rob Zuccaro

Subject: FW: 540 Front St. Grainyard PUD and SRU

 

From: Patricia Lucey <luceype@gmail.com>  

Sent: Sunday, November 2, 2025 5:58 AM 

To: Rob Zuccaro <rzuccaro@louisvilleco.gov> 

Subject: 540 Front St. Grainyard PUD and SRU 

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] From outside of City of Louisville DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you validate the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

To the Louisville Planning Commission, 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed Grainyard PUD and SRU application. 

I have lived at 527 Front Street for over twenty years, directly across from the E-bike warehouse. From 

my home office overlooking Front Street, I see the Grain Mill, the E-bike buildings, and—over this past 

year—a run-down food truck every day. I drive and walk past this site multiple times each day. 

The site at 540 Front Street has been a blighted property for most of my years here in Louisville. The City 

of Louisville sold the property to private owners with the intent of restoring this historic structure. While 

the initial restoration efforts were promising, unfortunately the building has since fallen back into 

disrepair. 

As a very close neighbor to this site, I have several ongoing concerns. Parking in this area is already 

limited, and additional commercial activity could worsen the shortage. Noise after 8 p.m. would be 

disruptive in what is primarily a residential and mixed-use corridor. I also hope the City will ensure that 

any approvals include clear, enforceable limits on food truck operations and other outdoor uses so that 

the property remains orderly and consistent with the agreements made by the developers. Past projects 

have not always received adequate follow-up or enforcement once approved, and I urge the City to 

maintain active oversight to ensure compliance with all conditions. 

Despite these concerns, I support the overall plans to redevelop the property under the Grainyard PUD 

and SRU. This is a crucial opportunity to finally bring this landmark site back into productive use, 

preserve an important piece of Louisville’s history, and revitalize the Front Street corridor. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Patricia Lucey 

527 Front St., Louisville, CO 
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