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DATE:   January 15, 2015 
ITEM:  4 
STAFF:  Steve Tuck 
FILE NO.: CPC MP 14-00059  
PROJECT:  Rawles Open Space Neighborhood Master Plan 
 
 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Mr. Tuck gives a presentation of application.  Neighborhood group submitted master plan for 
this area that is zoned R/HS (Estate, Single Family with Hillside Overlay).  The master plan is legislative 
and is an advisory document.  This master plan establishes land use of single family and recognizes the 
rural character of Mesa Road.  
 
Carl Schueler, Comprehensive Planning Manager, provides expansion on his comments (as 
provided in the staff report) as a reviewer of this project.  
 
Brent Schubloom, System Extension Manager with Colorado Springs Utilities (CSU)  added to 
staff’s presentation.   Brent gives some explanation to the city’s line extension policy as it 
applies to wastewater, the way the policy is set forth in city code and utility tariffs.  
Generallyfor new development the property owner/developer is required to extend the waste 
water system infrastructure and connect all the new homes.  The city code and city tariffs 
identify that any extension of the waste water facilities is the property owner/developers cost 
and expense.  Furthermore, a connection is required if a property is within 400 feet or less of a 
waste water main.  Many of the properties in this area are much further than 400 feet from a 
waste water main.   
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler inquired regarding the policy on water.  Mr. Schubloom stated that 
water would need to be extended as well.  Commissioner Shonkwiler stated if someone had an 
existing 1000 square foot house and wanted to expand it to double in size, what would the 
utilities policy be as far as expanding the septic system, if waste water was not available?   Mr. 
Schubloom stated that is something that El Paso County Environmental Health Department 
would handle. Commissioner Shonkwiler also inquired if someone had a new residence, say 
they had a vacant lot and build a new home with a septic system.  Mr. Shubloom stated that 
situation does occur occasionally if you’re outside the 400 foot boundary they could apply for a 
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permit and utilities would then review it and if it meets the various conditions, then it would be 
approved.   
 
Commissioner Markewich stated that with this master plan, the residents within the 
boundaries know what they are getting into in terms of in the future not having this waste 
water connection.  He also inquired if there is any detrimental effect to any of the surrounding 
area’s whether East, South or West, would anyone be damaged in the future by not having the 
ability to connect to a waste water system through this area?  Mr. Shubloom replied not to his 
knowledge. 
 
Commissioner Donley asked how far on the scale of the map (included in Exhibit A) is 400 feet, 
how many lots are included in that?  Mr. Shubloom replied he is not able to determine how 
many lots would be included, without a scale.  Commissioner Donley asked if a lot was within 
that 400 foot radius, has an ISDS (septic system) and it were to fail, would the city require them 
to connect to the sewer system?  Mr. Schubloom responded, if they were within that 400 foot 
radius.  Commissioner Donley stated, again this master plan doesn’t say that we’re over riding 
the rules on sewer extension, the master plan can’t replace those rules.  Mr. Schubloom 
confirms that is correct.  He also points out the area’s for which changes need to be made to 
the master plan since they conflict with the city code and city tariffs: 
 

In the draft master plan delete:   
• Section V, Paragraph C 1:  the last sentence of the paragraph reads:  “Should 

sewer extension be mandated by the City for an exceptional reason, it should be 
at City cost, so as to avoid the necessity of high densities to offset significant 
cost.”  Colorado Springs Utilities recommends that sentence needs to be 
removed. 

•  Section IV, Paragraph 10:  the last sentence of the paragraph reads:  “Properties 
with existing septic systems should not be required to connect to the city sewer 
system and lose the cost of their investment.”  Colorado Springs Utilities 
recommends that sentence needs to be removed. 
 

Commissioner Donley stated that septic systems, ISDS systems fail over time, regardless, it’s 
almost a given that they fail, so incrementally the prospect is that systems will fail, sewer lines 
will be extended, additional systems up stream will be extended further and so in the longest 
term, were going to end up with a sewer line that goes all the way up Mesa Road.  Mr. 
Schubloom stated, ideally, that is correct. 
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Mr. Tuck concludes staff’s presentation, with recommending approval of the master plan with 
three technical changes: 

1. Note density change of 0-1 dwelling units per acre instead of 0-1.99. 
2. Delete the language that was recommend by Brent from Colorado Springs Utilities, for 

Section V, Paragraph C 1, delete the last sentence. 
3. Delete the language that was recommend by Brent from Colorado Springs Utilities, for 

Section IV, Paragraph 10, delete the last sentence. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Bruce Warren, resident at 1560 West Mesa Road, stated that the code requires any 
developments to be harmonious and compatible with surrounding properties, and it 
encourages master planning so that neighborhoods can identify and protect significant 
features.  The neighborhood group hopes to help set guidance and give clarity with this master 
plan to anyone in the neighborhood or any future owners. 
 
James Kin, resident at 1530 Mesa Road, stated they want to preserve the neighborhood and its 
beauty of the open space.  He also stated that this process he has provided in the Timeline 
(Exhibit A) had been inclusive and included neighborhood meetings, questionnaires and a 
committee.   
 
Commissioner Walkowski asked in regards to the technical modifications that list the density at 
0-1.99 he asked if they were in agreement with that.  Mr. Kin stated no that they agreed with 
Mr. Tuck’s recommendation of 0-1.0 dwelling units per acre.  
 
Commissioner Markewich asked if the neighborhood group had the number of that were in 
favor of the master plan.  Mr. Kin responded that Ms. Stith would be able to answer that 
question. 
 
CITIZENS IN FAVOR 
Ms. Stith handed out a packet of the neighborhood support (Exhibit B) that showed 28 in 
support of the 32 residents and that concluded her comments. 
 
 
CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION  
None  
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QUESTIONS: 
Commissioner Donley asked where in the master plan recommendations was the density 
statement for the 0-1 units.  Mr. Warren stated that it was not in the document but would be 
added.  Commissioner Donley asked why the statement and drawing in regards to Mesa Road 
and its character were not included.  Mr. Warren stated that they included the description as 
Mesa Road, as it exists.  
 
Mr. Tuck answered Commissioner Donley’s questions:  The density range was required by the 
city code for a master plan, but the applicant did not include it.  The questions on Mesa Road 
specifications are listed on page 27 of the Staff Report, item number 7.   
 
Commissioner Donley asked if the master plan is enforceable on subdivision activities.  Mr. Tuck 
stated yes and this master plan is to be used in the evaluation of zone changes, plats and other 
development applications, but it is only advisory, as there is more discretion with a master plan.  
Commissioner Donley asked hypothetically if someone comes in and wants divide 4 acres, and 
want to subdivide into 8 lots, since it’s allowed under zoning, but inconsistent with the master 
plan, so he asked whether or not it would come before the Planning Commission as a 
subdivision request being that it is inconsistent with the master plan.  Mr. Tuck responded that 
with the kind of difference, twice the density recommended by the master plan that would be a 
significant change  so it could end up before the planning commission.  
 
Commissioner Smith stated that this route is one of two ways he can commute from his home 
to downtown and he does enjoy the drive through the area.  He understands that the Traffic 
Department has “okayed” the street [Mesa Road] as it is, but the area north of this area has a 
possibility of more development, perhaps apartments or other high density things that would 
travel this street so he wondered if there was a time when it could come before the planning 
commission whether this street does need to be changed from its rural appearance to 
something that is more of a minor arterial. Mr. Tuck responded that that could absolutely 
happen in the future but this document [the master plan] would help to guide that decision, 
but it could be that the growth in the surrounding area is such that this needs to be your typical 
minor arterial cross section, any of that is possible.  We amend master plans regularly, we 
modify zoning regularly, so this doesn’t preclude that from ever happening in the future but it 
does provide another tool to help us evaluate that possible project.  There would be a public 
process, there could be an amendment to this master plan that the city would have to take on 
and further, convince the neighbors and others that this made sense.  Mr. Kin added that this 
would allow us to engage with Traffic Department to come up with ideas to allow for greater 
traffic, but also maintain a rural character and that is the kind of relationship that they want to 
maintain to have with the city. 
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Commissioner Markewich asked Mr. Tuck to clarify the technical modifications that CSU has 
asked to be removed.  The sections marked for modification in the master plan are:   

• Section V-subsection C, Item number 1, remove last sentence of the paragraph that 
states “Should sewer extension be mandated by the City for an exceptional reason, it 
should be at City cost, so as to avoid the necessity of high densities to offset the 
significant cost.” 

• Section IV-item number 10, remove last sentence of the paragraph that states 
“Properties with existing septic systems should not be required to connect the city 
sewer system and lose the cost of their investment.” 

 

Commissioner Shonkwiler asked some policy questions in regards to Utilities.  When an area is 
annexed into the city is the Utility department engaged in that process and able to say that the 
area that is being annexed in to the city and CSU will be able to provide utilities?  Primarily 
Shonkwiler is inquiring about water and sewer; he asked if there is an obligation or an 
assumption that if a property is in the city limits and is zoned and so forth if there is any 
obligation on the part of the utility to provide those utilities and upfront some of the cost?  He 
asked what the distinction is between infill projects versus something that is coming into the 
city from way out.  He asked if there was any distinction in the ordinances that Mr. Schubloom 
earlier referred to.  Mr. Schubloom responded that it does address the issues  in the enclave 
areas but really what they broadly set forth is the cost obligation and that obligation is the 
responsibility of the property owner and the premise for that is not to spread the cost across a 
larger rate base.   

Commissioner Shonkwiler asked what happens when there is an existing master plan that has 
an overlay area into the area that the said master plan is also proposed for, what happens, is 
one eliminated?  Mr. Tuck stated that both are still in effect, just one has more specifics on the 
density.  This new master plan is in a sense a refinement.  Commissioner Shonkwiler asked what 
obligation we have to people that purchase property in an area that is master planned to and 
for them to be able to count on that master plan for their area.  Mr. Tuck answered that all 
existing property owners were notified numerous times and are able to be a part of this open 
process.  The master plan is also on file with the city planning department and a potential 
property owner can come in and learn about the neighborhood before they buy property. 
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DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
Commissioner Markewich stated that he feels that this is a better solution than that which was 
previously submitted and the neighborhood involvement was admirable.  Based on city code 
7.5.401 that discusses master plans and that this plan also consistent with our 2001 
Comprehensive Plan, he will be in support of the master plan with the proposed items being 
removed in regards to utilities.  He also stated that he wanted the neighborhood group to know 
that this document is somewhat of a blue print in the sense that it can be changed should a 
significant public need arise. 
 
Commissioner Walkowski stated that the neighborhood did a great job with this and the master 
plan meets the criteria so he will be in support.   
 
Commissioner Donley stated that he wished that the plan was clearer with regards to density.  
He also stated that most master plans have an implementation stage which would be a rezone.  
He was delighted and will be in support of the plan. 
 
Commissioner Henninger stated that this master plan is an advisory document that overlaps 
another advisory document.  He also understands that the group wants to preserve the area as 
it has been, but the group has a big challenge ahead of them with the development to the north 
of you as that will be the larger impact of any development along this stretch.  He advised that 
they keep an open mind in regards to the type of road as the need of safe and proper roads 
might override anything that is in this master plan.  He stated that he will probably approve this 
however the relevancy will be in question as time goes by.   
 
Commissioner Smith stated that he is in support of the master plan. 
 
Commissioner Phillips stated he was in support of the applicant. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Walkowski with assistance of 
technical specifications to approve Item 4, file number CPC MP 14-00059, the Rawles Open 
Space Master Plan based on the findings that the master plan meets the review criteria as set 
forth in the City Code Section 7.5.408 subject to compliance with the following technical 
modifications to the master plans: 

1. Revise Section IV.2 on page 7 of the master plan recommendation to specify a  density  
range of 0-1.0 dwelling units per acre. 

2. Revise Section 4, item 10 of the master plan to delete the last sentence of that 
paragraph. 
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3. Revise Section 5, item C-1 of the master plan to delete the last sentence of that 
paragraph 

Motion carried 7-1 (Commissioner Shonkwiler opposed) 

 
 
 
 
 
 January 15, 2015          
 Date of Decision   Planning Commission Chair 
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