
COMMENTS OF THE HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOOD PARTNERSHIP 

TO THE COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGARDING THE PROCESS TO VET THE PROPOSED UDC 

AND REGARDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW AND ADS-O 

 

To:  Chairman Hente and members of the Colorado Spring Planning Commission. 

From:  James Kin, 1530 Mesa Road. 

Date:  October 10, 2022. 

* * * * * * * * * * 

I LIVE ON THE WESTSIDE IN THE MESA ROAD CORRIDOR. 

THE CITIZENS OF COLORADO SPRINGS WANT VIBRANT NEIGHBORHOODS. 

THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOGNIZES THIS AS ONE OF THE SIX CRITICAL THEMES OF OUR 
COMMUNITY PLAN.  

PRESERVATION OF THE CHARACTER OF OUR NEIGHBORHOODS IS CRITICAL TO MAINTAINING THEIR 
VIBRANCY.  THAT IS THE GOAL OF THE HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOOD PARTNERSHIP. 

THE UDC IS A MAJOR PIECE OF OUR REGULATIONS WHICH WILL IMPLEMENT THAT VISION. 

IT IS CRITICAL WE GET THE DEVELOPMENT CODE RIGHT.  

THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT HAS PREPARED A DRAFT UDC. 

THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT POLICY CHANGES PROPOSED EMBETTED IN THE DRAFT NOT DISCUSSED OR 
DEBATED IN THE COMMUNITY. 

WE, NOW AS A COMMUNTIY, NEED TO VET THAT DRAFT. 

HOWEVER, THE VETTING PROCESS IS FLAWED.  

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND BUREAUCRATIC RESPONSES WITH NO OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS AND 
EXCHANGE VIEWS DOES NOT ALLOW MEANINGFUL EXCHANGE OF IDEAS, VETTING OR GOOD 
REGULATIONS.  

FROM THE PROCESS AND THEIR COMMENTS, THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT THINKS THIS IS ITS CODE. 

IT’S NOT.  IT’S THE COMMUNITY’S CODE 

WE, THE COMMUNITY, NEED A MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS AND EXCHANGE OUR VIEWS.  

WE HAVE INVESTED HUNDREDS OF HOURS EXAMINING THE CODE.  WE HAVE SUBMITTED OUR 
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND TO YOU THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION. 



WE NEED TO HEAR WHAT PLANNING COMMISSION THINKS AND DISCUSS WITH YOU WHY THESE 
CHANGES ARE CRITICAL BEFORE YOU MAKE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS TO COUNCIL.  

IF THIS IS OUR ONLY OPPORTUNITY TO GET OUR VIEWS BEFORE YOU, WE NEED TO TAKE THE TIME TO 
GO THOUGH EACH OF OUR CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO THE CODE SO 
CRITICAL TO PRESERVING OUR NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER. 

MY ITEMS ARE THE TWO TOOLS WHICH ARE ESSENTIAL TO THE PRESERVATION, PROTECTION AND 
ENHANCEMENT TO OUR NEIGHBORHOODS’ CHARACTER AND VIBRANCY: 

• Development Plan Review requirements:  7.5.3 and 7.5.516 

  Requirement for a finding of compatibility with surrounding properties 

• Overlay zone:  7.2.507 

 Allowing neighborhoods to establish development standards necessary 
to protect their character in the Area Design Standards-Overlay (ADS-O) 

THREE MINUTES IS NOT SUFFICIENT TIME TO EXPLAIN OUR CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDED 
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE UDC.  SO, I AM PRESENTING THE CONTEXT AND RECOMMENDATIONS AGAIN.  I 
WILL BE AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING WEDNESDAY AND HOPE TO HEAR YOUR VIEWS ON 
THESE TWO TOOLS AND HOW WE PROPOSE TO IMPROVE THEM.  WE NEED TO HAVE A MEETING WITH 
DISCUSSION, NOT JUST THREE MINUE STATEMENTS IN A HEARING. 

FIRST, WHY WE NEED EFFECTIVE TOOLS TO PROTECT, PRESERVE AND ENHANCE OUR NEIGHBORHOODS. 

THERE ARE AREAS WHICH HAVE HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS NOT PROTECTED BY 
ZONING. 

AN EXAMPLE IS WHERE I LIVE, THE MESA ROAD CORRIDOR, ON THE WESTSIDE ALONG MESA ROAD 
BETWEEN CORDERA AND 19TH STREETS.  [See attached Mesa Road Corridor Map]. 

1. The Mesa Road Corridor is a unique residential area on the mesa, which is rural in character and 

zoned RE, with the following characteristics:   

a. Large lots (over 1 acre, average 1.5 acres; 

b. Single-family houses set back 100 feet from Mesa Road; 

c. Set 50 feet from adjoining houses; 

d. Low profile, generally of earth tones, built of fire-resistant materials such as stucco, with 

native landscaping that blends into the environment; 

e. Enhanced by two areas of open space—Rawles Open Space, 7.67 acres; The Commons, 9 

acres; 

f. A nature trail, instead of sidewalks, gutters, or streetlights; and  

g. Creating unobstructed view corridors of Pikes Peak and the Front Range.  

2. These characteristics are not protected by the R-Estate zoning code.   

a. The R-Estate zone is the least dense residential zone in zoning code that 



i. allows lots of 20,000 sf (less than ½ acre),  

ii. set back 25 feet from Mesa Road,  

iii. spaced 15 feet apart  

iv. with heights of 35 feet  

v. requiring sidewalks, gutters, and streetlights.   

 

 

 
WHY WE NEED CLEAR MANDATORY TOOLS IN THE DEVELOPMENT CODE. 

1. Incompatible development:  If developed within the development standards of R-Estate, the 38 

parcels could be developed into three times the historic density or over 120 parcels, with two-

story houses, 25 feet from Mesa Road, and 15 feet apart.  

2. The Planning Department ignores the current requirement that a development plan cannot be 

approved unless it makes a finding that the development plan is compatible with the 

Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood (Sec. 7.5.502). 

a. In 2021, the Planning Department administratively approved an incompatible 

development plan, subdividing an irregular 40,000 sf parcel into 

i. Two 20,000 sf lots  

ii. For two two-story residences 

iii. Set back 25 feet from Mesa Road 

iv. Set 15 feet apart 

v. See Mesa Road Corridor Map. 

b. The Planning Department refused to explain why it did not address the compatibility of 

the 2021 Development Plan or make any findings regarding compatibility in its review 

letter and administrative approval. 

i. See the attached 2021 Correspondence with Planning Department:  exchange 

between James Kin and the Planning Department of February 28, 2021 through 

March 12, 2021. 

1. Peter Wysocki refused to state why that requirement was ignored, only 

stating that the development plan met all the development standards of 

the zoning district. 

 

WHAT IMPROVEMENTS ARE BEING PROPOSED BY THE HNP TO DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW AND ADS-

O AND WHY IT IS IMPOPRTANT. 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW: 



• The reason and context for requiring a finding of compatibility with the surrounding 
properties and neighborhood to preserve its character is not clear.  Zoning does not 
always preserve, protect or enhance the character of an area.  The requirement of 
compatibility needs to be explicit so it cannot be ignored.    The purpose, scope and 
areas of review need to be expanded and there must be a clear requirement of a finding 
of compatibility with the surrounding properties and neighborhood for approval of the 
Development Plan.  These recommended improvements are from the current code.  

o Recommended language for Para C of 7.5.302. 
 7.5.302. C. All combinations of permitted uses and development 

standards in a zoning district may not be appropriate at a particular 
location. It is necessary to require a development plan in order to review 
the specific development standards and impacts, including intensity of 
use and adverse effects on public health, safety, and welfare of the 
proposed land use and site design on the surrounding properties, 
neighborhood, schools, parks, road systems, and existing and planned 
infrastructure. The proposed Development Plan can be evaluated 
against all the circumstances weighing upon this individual case. 
Development Plan review may indicate that the most appropriate 
development is one that is less intensive than the maximum allowed by 
the zone district and [or] that the most appropriate site design is one 
that requires greater than the applicable minimum standards. A 
Development Plan may be denied on that basis. No development plan 
shall be approved unless there are specific findings that the plan 
complies with all the requirements of the zone district in which it is 
located, is consistent with the intent and purpose of this Unified 
Development Code, and is compatible with the land uses and historic 
development standards and patterns of surrounding properties and 
neighborhood. 

 

• The scope and criteria for development plan review do not cover all the conditions 
which need to be addressed to preserve the character of the surrounding properties and 
neighborhood.  The Development Plan Review Criteria needs to be expanded to include 
lot size, density, maximum lot size, height, intensity of use and public safety.  Without 
these specific criteria for review, these matters will be ignored.   

o Recommended language for the criteria for development plan review and 
approval [7.5.516.D.1(c)]. 
 Add a new criterion after c:  

• The development plan is compatible and harmonious with the 
lot size, density, maximum lot coverage, setbacks, height, 
intensity of use, and public safety of the surrounding properties 
and neighborhood. 

 



AREA DESIGN STANDARDS OVERLAY: 

• The context and purpose for the ADS overlay that allows neighborhoods to establish 
regulations necessary to preserve its character are too limited and not clear.  The 
purpose of the ADS Overlay is more than preserving the size and shape of buildings. The 
purpose is to preserve the areas with distinctive characteristics and the intent is to 
preserve, protect, and enhance the area’s character. 
 

o Recommended language for 7.2.507.A 
 The purpose of the Area Design Standards Overlay is to preserve the 

areas with distinctive characteristics that are worthy of conservation 
and enhancement but are not historical or within a Historic Preservation 
Overlay (HP-O) district. The intent of the ADS-O is to preserve, protect, 
and enhance the area’s character and to foster rehabilitation, 
development, and redevelopment in character with the existing 
development, or as recommended in an adopted neighborhood plan. 
 

• Requiring an adopted neighborhood plan of less than 5 years to simply submit an 
application for an ADS-O makes no sense.  The Rawles Neighborhood Master Plan which 
is in the Mesa Road Corridor, was adopted in 2015 based on 80 years of consistent 
development patterns.  It would not qualify to even make an application for adoption of 
an ADS-O.  Who knows whether there will ever be a neighborhood plan produced by the 
Neighborhood Planning Program.  Neighborhoods need to be protected now.  What 
problem is Planning trying to fix with this requirement, except to prevent anyone from 
applying?  Let anyone who can present the characteristics of an area worthy of 
preservation with a consensus of from the area make an application.   

o Eliminate the requirement that there must be a Council adopted neighborhood 
plan of less than 5 years to apply for an overlay.  7.2.507.B.1. 
 

• Another requirement to apply for an ADS-O is that the area has a recognized identity 
and character.  “Recognized” raises the question of how it is to be recognized and by 
whom.  We suggest “identifiable” is a more useful word. 

o Change recognizable to “identifiable identity and character”.  7.2.507.B.2.a. 
 

• Enumerated criteria for standards that can be established in an ADS-O are too limited, 
but need to include lot size/density, maximum lot coverage, intensity of use, and public 
safety. The limited criteria do not allow for sufficient flexibility in the regulations to 
achieve the goal of protecting and enhancing the area’s character. There are uses that 
are not compatible with the established development patterns and need to be 
addressed.  No justification has been offered as to why the criteria of incompatible 
intensity of uses or uses adversely affecting public safety and welfare should not be 
included.  These additional criteria are essential to preserving the character of a 
neighborhood.  If not included, they will be ignored. 

o Recommended language for 7.2.507.C. 
 Add two development standards to the UDC: 



• Requirements for lot size and maximum lot coverage. Lot size 
requires that (1) development and redevelopment be no less 
than, (2) maximum lot coverage be no greater than, and (3) 
improvements be similar to those on adjacent or nearby 
properties, regardless of the lot size and maximum lot coverage 
in the base zone district; 

• Limitations on uses of development or redevelopment that 
adversely affect the area’s character by the intensity of the use 
or uses, public health, safety, and welfare than that permitted in 
the base zone district. 

 

 

THESE ARE RASONABLE CLARIFICATIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS TO THE PROPOSED CODE WHICH 
DESERVE SERIOUS CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION. 

I HOPE YOU FIND THIS INFORMATION HELPFUL.  I LOOK FORWARD TO AN OPPORTUNITY TO HAVE A 
DISCUSSION AND EXCHANGE OF VIEWS BEFORE YOU MAKE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS TO COUNCIL. 

 

James Kin 
1530 Mesa Road 
Colorado Springs,CO 80904 
jwkin.gkh@gmail.com 
C: 719 640-2259 
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Mesa Road Corridor:  Cordera to 19th Street
West of Uinitah
RE Zone:  20,000 sf or less than 
1/2 acre

Cordera Street

Development Plan 
administratively 
approved  in 2021 for
Two  20,000 sf lots 
set back 25 ' from 
Mesa Road
15' apart
with two two story 
residences

80 year historic development patter:
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