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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes - Final-revised February 20, 2020

1. Call to Order

Present: 8- Vice Chair Scott Hente, Commissioner Jim Raughton, Commissioner James
McMurray, Chair Reggie Graham , Commissioner Alison Eubanks, Commissioner
John Almy, Commissioner Marty Rickett and Commissioner Natalie Wilson
Absent: 1- Commissioner Rhonda McDonald

2. Approval of the Minutes

2A. CPC20-029 Minutes for the December 19, 2019 City Planning Commission Meeting

Presenter:
Reggie Graham, Chair

Motion by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Commissioner Almy, to approve
the December 19, 2019 City Planning Commission Minutes.

Aye: 8- Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Commissioner McMurray, Chair
Graham, Commissioner Eubanks, Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and
Commissioner Wilson

Absent: 1- Commissioner McDonald

2B. CPC 20-074 Minutes for the January 16, 2020 City Planning Commission Meeting

Presenter:
Reggie Graham, Chair

Motion by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Commissioner Almy, to approve
the January 20, 20209 City Planning Commission Minutes.

Aye: 7 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner
Eubanks, Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner Wilson

Absent: 1- Commissioner McDonald

Recused: 1- Commissioner McMurray

3. Communications

Peter Wysocki - Director of Planning and Community Development

4. CONSENT CALENDAR

Motion by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Vice Chair Hente, that all matters
on the Consent Calendar be passed, adopted, and approved by unanimous
consent of the members present. The motion passed by a vote of 8:0:1:0

Aye: 8- Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Commissioner McMurray, Chair
Graham, Commissioner Eubanks, Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and
Commissioner Wilson

Absent: 1- Commissioner McDonald
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These items will be acted upon as a whole, unless a specific item is called for
discussion by a Commissioner/Board Member or a citizen wishing to address the
Commission or Board. (Any items called up for separate consideration shall be acted
upon following the Consent Vote.)

Cygnet Heights

4A. CPCZC Ordinance No. 20-16 amending the zoning map of the City of
19-00106 Colorado Springs pertaining to 25.8-acres located southwest of
Fountain Boulevard and Aviation Way, from PBC/cr/AO and
PIP-2/cr/AO (Planned Business Center and Planned Industrial Park
with conditions of record and airport overlay to PIP-2/cr/AO (Planned
Industrial Park with conditions of record and airport overlay).

(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Lonna Thelen, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
Development
Peter Wysocki, Director, Planning and Community Development
A motion was made by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Vice Chair Hente,

to refer this Ordinance to the City Council for the 3/10/2020 regular meeting.
The motion passed unanimously on the Consent Calendar.

4B. CPCCP The Cygnet Heights Concept Plan for an office, warehouse and light
06-00085-A1 industrial development located southwest of Fountain Boulevard and
MJ19 Aviation Way.

(Quasi-Judicial)
Related File: CPC ZC 19-00196, CPC CP 06-00085-A1MJ19

Presenter:
Lonna Thelen, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
Development
Peter Wysocki, Director, Planning and Community Development
A motion was made by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Vice Chair Hente,

to refer this Planning Case to the City Council for the 3/10/2020 regular
meeting. The motion passed unanimously on the Consent Calendar.

JL Ranch

4C. CPC MPA A resolution approving a major amendment to the JL Ranch Master
99-00208-A1 Plan changing 14.6 acres from commercial to multi-family residential
MJ19 located southwest of Pine Oaks Road and Highway 115.
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(Legislative)

Presenter:
Lonna Thelen, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
Development
Peter Wysocki, Director, Planning and Community Development

A motion was made by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Vice Chair Hente,
to refer this Resolution to the City Council for approval on the 3/24/2020
regular meeting. The motion passed unanimously on the Consent Calendar.

Living Hope Church

4.D. CPCUV A use variance development plan for a daycare center at Living Hope
20-00025 Church in the R2 zone district at 640 Manitou Boulevard.

(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Rachel Teixeira, Planner Il, Planning & Community Development
A motion was made by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Vice Chair Hente,

to approve this Planning Case on the Consent Calendar. The motion carried
unanimously.

Approval of the Consent Agenda

Motion by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Vice Chair Hente, that all
matters on the Consent Calendar be passed, adopted, and approved by
unanimous consent of the members present. The motion passed by a vote of
8:0:1:0

5. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None

6. NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR

Greenways at Sand Creek

6.A. CPCPUZ Ordinance No. 20-22 amending the zoning map of the City of
19-00118 Colorado Springs pertaining to 170.6 acres located east of Tutt
Boulevard and extending north and south of North Carefree Circle
from A/PK/AQO/SS (Agricultural and Public Parks with Airport and
Streamside Overlay) to PUD/AO/SS (Planned Unit Development with
Airport and Streamside Overlay).

(Quasi-judicial)

Related Files: CPC PUZ 19-00118, CPC ZC 19-00119, and CPC
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PUP 19-00120

Presenter:
Daniel Sexton, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
Development
Peter Wysocki, Director Planning and Community Development

Commissioner Rickett recused himself from this item as he has a business
relationship with one of the owners and the developer.

Staff presentation:

Daniel Sexton, City Planning, handed out a PowerPoint presentation to the
commissioners with the scope and intent of this project. Mr. Sexton spoke
about the scope and intent of this proposal, project focused issues (i.e.
stormwater, flooding, traffic, etc.), and the concerns and issues raised by the
public during the internal review and at neighborhood meetings.

Applicant Presentation:

Doug Stimple, on behalf of the applicant, spoke about the scope and intent of
this project. PowerPoint handouts were provided to the commissioners as well
as some to share in the audience.

Kyle Campbell, civil engineer on the project, Classic Consulting Engineers and
Surveyors, went over the drainage on the overall project.

Questions:
Commissioner McMurray asked for confirmation if the initial Parkland Credit that
was given was about 66-acres.

Mr. Sexton said he was not sure what the exact math was when that happened
originally in 1999 or what allowances that were given. Mr. Sexton said with this
project, they did not dive into the PLDO requirement because the final densities
are unknown or what the math or amount of acreage would be for making the
city whole with respect to the ordinance.

Mr. Stimple was able to confirm that it was 66-acres that was given in Parkland
Credit.

Commissioner Hente said he understood about the 4.1 million due to the city for
park land, but wanted Mr. Stimple to explain about the land swap.

Mr. Stimple explained the 4.1 million is the penalty for removing the golf course
and has nothing to do with acreage.

Mr. Stimple explained there was 23.5 acres owned by the city, and another 23.5
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acres owned by the golf course. The properties were appraised and the prices
were virtually identical, and an agreement was made to swap ownership of
them. The 4.1 million is still owed to the city, and then PLDO will kick in based
on the development of the project separate and apart from the 4.1 million.

Mr. Hente thanked Mr. Stimple for explaining the swap because he thought
somehow the swap negated the 4.1 million. Commissioner Hente mentioned in
the city’s presentation in 2018 under the private park land dedication, the city
released the enforcement authority. Commissioner Hente asked for that to be
put into context of what Mr. Stimple was saying about the 4.1 million still being
due to the city.

Ben Bolinger, City Attorney, explained the city had a park credit agreement that
was granted to the original developer and the ratio was somewhere around a
third acreage. There was a separate agreement, a covenant, that was between
the two developers the city was not a party to that agreement.

Commissioner Wilson wanted clarification on the Tutt Sports Complex and that
it would no longer be a sports complex.

Mr. Stimple said it would not be a sports complex but would actually be
developed into apartments, townhomes, and a higher density single-family.

Commissioner Raughton asked Mr. Campbell if he was influenced or engaged
in conversation about low impact development associated with the fields where
we are minimizing concrete channels and piping, utilizing open spaces and
allowing the joint use of detention ponds so they are designed so they can also
be used as parks.

Mr. Campbell said they had but have not gotten to that level of detail yet, but
there are a lot of opportunities to do some unique treatments where this
property interfaces with city property. The conversations are ongoing and Mr.
Campbell said they would continue to work with stormwater enterprise on trying
to incorporate as many elements as possible with low impact development.

Supporters:
Clark (unknown last), resident of Flying Horse Road in Springs Ranch
e Hopes property values increase with this development
e Asked whether the developer was going to be reimbursed for any
deeded acreage east of the creek, which is the property they would be
giving the City of Colorado Springs?
¢ Is there a financial gain to the developer with that transaction?
¢ Said the land swap was a good trade for the neighborhood because he
would much rather walk a dog behind the baseball stadium than where
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the current Tutt Sports complex is

e Hopeful that the that the new revenue and population density will
increase economic development along the Powers corridor

¢ What will be the median and mean price for the houses sold in the
complex and how that would bring up the property values in the Springs
Ranch neighborhood?

o Appreciated the effort to make a T-1 trail connect Sand Creek Trail and
the Rock Island Trail, make the Sand Creek Trail extend past the
baseball stadium and connect to the Rock Island Trail

Mr. Sexton responded it depended on how the developer approached PLDO
and their compliance with meeting the expectations for the new residential units
whether they get the credit for that acreage or whether there would be additional
compensation back to the city in terms of a dollar amount for any shortfall in that
acreage dedication. In terms of benefit to the developer would be more of a
subjective market perspective in the sense of what their price points are going
to be for homes adjacent to those units.

Chair Graham explained the housing prices were not a part of the criteria that
the commission looks at and said if the developer wanted to speak to that, they
can, but they would not be required to speak on that.

Opponents:
Aaron Schick
o Traffic study is inaccurate because not all of the units that have been
built are even finished, nor most of the units in the surrounding area,
where a part of the golf course was already sold off, have been built yet
e Wants a delay for accurate data
o Wildlife goes through this area and that’s going to be greatly reduced
o Drainage problem where the sixth whole of Springs Ranch golf course
was not addressed
e Schools in District 49 are overcrowded and have below average test
scores
e This would be over a 10% increase to the zip code alone

Lou Morales (representing Save Springs Ranch, a coalition of HOAs) Neighbors
who ceded time to Mr. Morales are as follows:
e John Hawker

¢ Jennifer Rutchow

e Jim Weber
e EdWall
e Will Heldt
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Warren Santino

Marco Morales

Henry Whitman

Carolyn Whitman

Susan Gallagher

Rita Steinhauer

Fran Weber
Yancey Day

Janice Santino

Karen Samuels

Randolph Samuels

Lou Morales: Springs Ranch resident for 22 years, small business owner for 17
years in Colorado Springs. Mr. Morales provided 18-slides (paper copies) to the
commissioners.

e Not going to address the technical stuff because the facts and

figures are technically accurate

e Slide3

o

Not opposed to managed, positive, and responsible growth in
the City of Colorado Springs

Golf course and open space is within the Springs Ranch
master plan

Golf course owner never restricted residents access to the
golf course

Residents spend more time on the golf course than some of
the golfers (Frisbee, dogs, etc...)

The golf course is basically proxy open spaces that have
been provided by the golf course

Golf course has been a buffer zone between the Springs
Ranch neighborhood and the commercial multi residential
properties along Tutt Boulevard

Per PlanCOS, the combination of common desired elements
and unique attributes is vital to vibrancy, beauty, and safety

e Slide 4 - City Resolution 160-99

O

Declaration of Restrictions for the golf course at Springs
Ranch agreement
Park Land Dedication Ordinance (PLDO) required parkland
credit granted
Owed the city 79 to 112 acres of parkland
Proviso that the golf course remain open
SaveSpringsRanch (SSR) coalition formed by 8 Springs
Ranch Community HOAs to oppose the rezoning

= Goal: Preserve the public health, safety, welfare and
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aesthetics of the neighborhood by keeping the open
space “guaranteed” to the neighborhood by
Resolution 160-99
= Amendments to the Master Plan requires due
process, as done for Amendments 1 & 2
= Signing and approval of the third amendment without
community involvement is a breach of faith with the
citizens
e Slide7
o PlanCOS interpretation
= We are considered an established suburban
neighborhood
= Our neighborhoods have matured to the point where
they are not actively being developed
= Neighborhoods have a high value in maintaining
privacy of their homes and safe streets for their
families
o Infil
= Infill does not mean only mean putting buildings on
open land
= Parks and open space are also considered infill
= Infill's intent is to revitalize stagnant and unsightly
areas
= This neighborhood is not stagnant or unsightly
= Infill if for underutilized locations, the golf course is not
underutilized
e SSR sent letter to the Mayor, City Council, and several other city
departments with concerns
o Departments hid behind the quasi-judicial designation even
before a land use permit was submitted
o No responses nor support from local representatives or
leaders or any of the departments
o In Mr. Sexton’s report, it should have shown that existing
residents had issues and discussed it more in the narrative
than just referring to attachments
o Forced to wait until Classic Homes took the initiative to do
public and community meetings
o Gathered a petition of 1300 signatures
e Concerns
o Some of Classic Homes will be bumped up next to existing
homes with only a minor five-foot setback buffer
o Stormwater management and drainage during construction
and post construction
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o Mentioned severe flooding in Flying Horse Ranch last year
and Springs Ranch is more prone to flooding

o Requesting CSU diligently and frequently monitor this project
because of what has happened around the rest of the city to
prevent a major catastrophe, not only during construction or
during the development but post construction

o Not going to be sufficient to properly develop with the
acquired properties because of its total size, the terrain, the
history of severe flooding

o City does not have enough funding to maintain the 51 acres
being given to the City

o Needs a clear stewardship plan regarding the future of the
new acquisition

o There is no wildlife or habitat protection plan for the project.
Need for a wildlife impact assessment

o 600 to 1000 homes will have an environmental impact on
wildlife

o Traffic impact assessment is inadequate

o Requested a comprehensive traffic assessment that
considers the new development going in, as well as the
many other proposed commercial and residential projects
occurring in the area

o Traffic engineering will be putting in roundabouts which
citizens are not keen on

o SSR does not endorse the rezoning of Springs Ranch golf
course

o However, because of the cooperation and commitments
made by Classic Homes and their design to benefit the
existing resident and as long as they continue to cooperate
with the residents, the SSR will no longer oppose the project

o Asked commissioner to relay to City Council the concerns
and to address those concerns

Questions of Staff:

Commissioner Raughton asked Mr. Sexton if the two amendments that allowed
the sale of some of the golf course for development required a major
amendment to the master plan?

Mr. Sexton said the two amendments did not require a major master plan
amendment because the 85% developed threshold had already been met.

Rebuttal:
Mr. Sexton addressed the traffic concerns and preliminary drainage report and
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explained they were fully reviewed and deemed in conformance with the City’s
drainage criteria manual and the City’s traffic criteria manual.

With respect to schools and overcrowding, District 49 will be seeking additional
funds as opposed to land dedication, which is an option stipulated by code.

Mr. Sexton explained that the City’s position has been that if a development
meets the threshold of 85%, it would not require the City to ask the applicant to
provide a major master plan amendment. This has exceeded the 85%
threshold.

Mr. Sexton said the subsequent development plans and final plats will allow
greater dialogue with Classic Homes and the community on how this
development takes shape. Mr. Sexton acknowledged that the submitted
concept plan by Classic Homes had much more detail than would typically be
submitted by this type of application, which helped address some of the public’s
concerns as well as address staff’s inquiries and clarification to appropriately
address criteria.

Mr. Stimple explained that all the 3rd amendment says is whatever exists today,
if there will be no more golf course, then this is what will need to paid. The
previous amendments had to do with removing parts of the golf course or
adding to the golf course, which required the public process. Today is the
public process for this one. Mr. Stimple also agreed with Mr. Morales that it was
always contemplated that the golf course would go away.

Mr. Stimple said if they had been required to do a master plan amendment, the
rest of this process would have been identical. They would have showed the
original Springs Ranch master plan and then would have showed it without the
golf course. Not having a master plan amendment did not mean there was no
public input. This project has had very significant public input.

DISCUSSION AND DECISION OF PLANNING COMMISSION:

Commissioner Raughton responded to Mr. Morales’, who presented a very
thorough presentation, but said that neighborhood comments are very relevant
to the Planning Commission, and the input can/does influence the decisions.
Commissioner Raughton reiterated to the engineers and developer that this
was an opportunity for low impact development to be implemented in terms of
minimizing concrete channels and pipes, having joint use facilities that allow
more open space and still manage flood control.

Commissioner Almy expressed his appreciation that both sides of the argument
articulated their points of view very clearly. He also applauded the dialogue
between the community and the developers and how it seems to be ongoing,
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active, and responsive. Commissioner Almy encouraged that going forward as
the plans get more detailed. Conceptually, Commissioner Aimy agreed that the
master plan had changed a lot for the community, but also thinks that this
process was more or less arguing and discussing all the changes and how this
neighborhood is going to evolve in the future. Commissioner Almy said he was
in support of this request primarily because the golf course appears to be going
under. The fact that the property would be disused was a real risk. The fact
that someone has come forward with a reasonable plan to try and make this a
viable area rather than fall into disuse is good, and that is why Commissioner
Almy is supportive of this application.

Commissioner McMurray echoed the appreciation to the applicant and the
public for the way the process has unfolded. He also appreciated the level of
detail on the concept plan, as often, the Planning Commission sees concept
plans that are much less well developed making it challenging to evaluate.
Commissioner McMurray said after reviewing several master plans in the past
number of months, he believed the master plans represent a generational social
compact between the city, the public, and the residents that will live in that
master plan. He said he was interested in the Park Land Dedication in terms of
the number because he wanted to make sure the public benefit that was agreed
upon as part of that master plan in respect to open space was preserved.
Looking at the concept plan and doing some quick calculations, it appeared that
about 70 acres of open space would be preserved and or improved for public
benefit. Commissioner McMurray said from that standpoint, he was satisfied
that the initial social compact represented in the master plan would be
preserved. Commissioner McMurray said he would be voting in favor of this
project with one consideration. He strongly encouraged all parties moving
forward to consider the potential benefit of having an additional access point
across the creek to access the central park area to enable pedestrian access
for the existing neighborhoods.

Commissioner Hente expressed his appreciation for Mr. Morales’ very
respectful presentation because many times he has seen these things become
antagonistic between the developer and the neighborhood. Commissioner
Hente pointed out the last slide where Mr. Morales asked the commission to be
good faith advocates for the neighbors in Spring Ranch when this project goes
to City Council. Commissioner Hente said that was exactly what the
commission does, which is to advise City Council. As Mr. Stimple stated, this
is the first step of many projects and many public processes that they will need
to go through before even starting to build a house.

Commissioner Hente guaranteed that the commission will continue to look out
for the benefits of all parties, as well as advise City Council through the
commissions’ actions to what is the right or wrong measures. Commissioner
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Hente said he would be supporting this project and assured Mr. Morales that the
concerns were heard loud and clear, and Mr. Stimple heard those concerns as
well. Commissioner Hente said the developer has responded to many of the
concerns, more so than other developers would and that speaks to their
credibility to carry through and get it done.

Chair Graham said he was very empathetic to the to the individuals that live in
Springs Ranch, but things change and the golf course has not done well. The
applicant has done an incredible job of trying to meet the neighbors in the
middle, heard the concerns, and tried to address them. Going forward, Chair
Graham encouraged the applicant to continue looking at the traffic and drainage
concerns in order to address them. He said the applicant has done an
incredible job trying to make this a really good project.

Motion by Vice Chair Hente, seconded by Commissioner Eubanks, to
recommend approval to City Council the zone change for 170 acres from
Agricultural and Public Parks with an Airport and Streamside Overlays
(A/PK/AO/SS) to Planned Unit Development with Airport and Streamside
Overlays (PUD/AO/SS), based upon the findings that the request meets the
review criteria for establishing a PUD zone, as set forth in City Code Section
7.3.603, and the review criteria for a zone change, as set forth in City Code
Section 7.5.603. The land use, density/intensity and maximum building height
controls for the Planned Unit Development zone district are as follows for
each subarea

Project Subarea Land Use Types Density/Intensity Max.
Building Heights

Residential Medium (RM) Residential Uses 3-5.5du/ac 25 feet
Residential High (RH) Residential Uses 6-12 du/ac 35 feet

Residential High with Streamside Overlay (RHSS) Residential Uses 6-12
du/ac 35 feet

Residential Very High (RVH) Residential & Commercial Uses 18-25 du/ac
and commercial use limited to 20% of subarea 50 feet

Community Commercial (CC) Commercial Uses 20,000 max. building square

footage 45 feet

The motion passed by a vote of 7:0:1:1

Aye: 7 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Commissioner McMurray, Chair
Graham, Commissioner Eubanks, Commissioner Almy and Commissioner
Wilson

Absent: 1- Commissioner McDonald

Recused: 1- Commissioner Rickett

6.B. CPCZC Ordinance No. 20-23 amending the zoning map of the City of
19-00119 Colorado Springs pertaining to 23.5 acres located east of Tutt
Boulevard and extending north of North Carefree Circle from
A/PK/AQ/SS (Agricultural and Public Parks with Airport and
Streamside Overlay) to PK/AO/SS (Public Parks with Airport and
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Streamside Overlay).
(Quasi-judicial)

Related Files: CPC PUZ 19-00118, CPC ZC 19-00119, and CPC
PUP 19-00120

Presenter:
Daniel Sexton, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
Development
Peter Wysocki, Director Planning and Community Development

See Item 6.A. (CPC PUZ 19-00118)

Motion by Vice Chair Hente, seconded by Commissioner Eubanks, to
recommend approval to City Council the zone change for 23.5 acres from
Agricultural and Public Parks with an Airport and Streamside Overlays
(A/PK/AOI/SS) to Public Parks with Airport and Streamside Overlays
(PK/AO/SS), based upon the findings that the request meets the review
criteria for a zone change, as set forth in City Code Section 7.5.603. The
motion passed by a vote of 7:0:1:1

Aye: 7 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Commissioner McMurray, Chair
Graham, Commissioner Eubanks, Commissioner Almy and Commissioner
Wilson

Absent: 1- Commissioner McDonald

Recused: 1- Commissioner Rickett

6.C. CPCPUP A PUD concept plan for the Greenways at Sand Creek project
19-00120 illustrating residential, commercial, and civic uses and ancillary public
improvements.

(Quasi-judicial)

Related Files: CPC PUZ 19-00118, CPC ZC 19-00119, and CPC
PUP 19-00120

Presenter:
Daniel Sexton, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
Development
Peter Wysocki, Director Planning and Community Development

See Item 6.A. (CPC PUZ 19-00118)

Motion by Vice Chair Hente, seconded by Commissioner Eubanks, to
recommend approval to City Council the concept plan for the Greenways at
Sand Creek project, based upon the findings that the request meets the
review criteria for establishing a PUD concept plan, as set forth in City Code
Section 7.3.605, and the review criteria for establishing a concept plan, as set
forth in City Code Section 7.5.501(E). The motion passed by a vote of 7:0:1:1
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Aye: 7 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Commissioner McMurray, Chair
Graham, Commissioner Eubanks, Commissioner Almy and Commissioner
Wilson

Absent: 1- Commissioner McDonald

Recused: 1- Commissioner Rickett

Pikes Peak Heights

6.D. CPC MP A resolution for a major amendment to The Towne East Master Plan
85-217-A7MJ changing the land use classification of 23.9 acres from Research and
18 Development to Residential 3.5-7.99 dwelling units per acre, located

on Pikes Peak Avenue, east of Academy Boulevard.
(Legislative)

Related Files: CPC MP 85-217-A7MJ18, CPC PUZ 18-00089,
CPC PUD 18-00091

Presenter:
Lonna Thelen, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
Development
Peter Wysocki, Director, Planning and Community Development

Staff presentation:

Ms. Thelen gave a presentation describing the intent and scope of the
project.

Applicant Presentation:
Mike DeGrant with Shuck Communities and Chris Lieber with NES gave a
presentation describing the scope and intent of the project.

Questions:

Commissioner Rickett asked if the storm pipe was new or existing. Mr.
Lieber stated it was a new pipe.

Supporters:

Edward Rivera stated his major concern is access through Canyon Wren.
It's a small street. The access, volume and speed of traffic is a large
concern for the Millers Crossing HOA. On pro side he likes how they’ll
extend the trails; the solar panel pilot project program is also good and the
homeless camps will be cleaned up and eliminated which will not cause
home values to depreciate. The stormwater improvement is also good
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along that area of Sand Creek.

Opponents:

Randel Byles owns Pikes Peak Travel and RV Dealer located at Platte Ave
and Wooten Rd. He felt the applicant has done a lot of good work and the
project is also good. His big concern is the traffic at Platte Avenue and
Wooten Rd. Even with the signal during the morning rush hour traffic is
lined up to almost to Powers. It can take 3-4 signal changes to get through
the light. There accidents there at rush hour. The traffic is not from people
living in the area, but it's it the commuters living east of the city. If he could
say approve the entire project without the extension of Wooten Rd he would
sign on and so would Randy Cloud because they’ve had conversation
about this.

Tim Kennedy asked how the dust from the contaminated soil will be
mitigated. When storms happen Canyon Wren turns into a river and if the
containment area overflows it will come down Canyon Wren. He'’s also
concerned about traffic to Airport. Right now the neighborhood is used as
a cut through from Frost Lane to Airport Road. They had speed bumps in
the neighborhood making people slow down, but the city had them remove
them. It's not safe for safe for kids. When this goes in the two main ways to
get in will be Canyon Wren and Pikes Peak. Canyon Wren isn’t designed
like Pikes Peak, it's not as wide. If you open up Wooten traffic will zip form
Platte down to Airport through their neighborhood. He’s all for the cleanup.
He’s also worried about all the heavy equipment getting in and out of the
site.

Eric Eaton agrees with applicant on one point. The site needs rezoned but
it should be zoned as entirely open space. It could have been a landfill at
one time but now it's a prairie. There’s lots of animal life, natural plants as
well as birds and insects. This site is already used recreationally. There
are no other existing open spaces in southeast Colorado Springs that are
easily accessible. This could be an open space that unites the community.
He’s in favor of affordable housing but not at this location. They're a diverse
community with different ethnicities and possibly economically challenged
but thinks they deserve the same amenities of open space as other
neighborhoods. He agrees the site needs work but thinks it's worth
investing in rehabilitation to help forward the designation for it to be a
prairie. He wants an open space that benefits all.
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Rebuttal:

Chris Lieber addressed concerns about Canyon Wren as well as cut
through traffic and whether Wooten is opened or closed. They're keeping
in mind the North/South streets or the extension of Wooten will be built to a
residential standard. There’s parking available on both sides of the street.
The idea is to utilize that change in use and the narrowing of the street to
make that section as unattractive to cut through as possible.

Regarding access at Platte and Wooten they’'ve talked with City Traffic
about this. One of the complications with this intersection isn’t the extension
of Wooten. It has to do with the frontage road running just south of Platte.
Which make stacking difficult and turning movements. But that’s beyond the
scope of this project. Their traffic engineer looked at it and evaluated it to
understand what the impacts are and it is the current existing challenges
not the new traffic.

Regarding the dust, the Materials Management Plan has a whole chapter
how to address this. They are required to keep the dust down. One of the
ways is with water trucks. If the wind picks up they have to stop if they are
not able to handle the dust in a specific way.

Regarding the stormwater at Canyon Wren, one of the key pieces is there
is an existing stormwater issue and this project will resolve that. This issue
is more than what is on this particular piece of property. The area to the
south will become a public stormwater pond. The reason for this full
spectrum pond is it addresses the stormwater on this site but also on some
of the adjacent off-sites.

From an open space perspective, this is very important and they tried to
find some balance with the site. They looked at having connectivity and
enjoying some open space. It may not be as much as Mr. Eaton would like
to see but they are taking a significant step in a permanent way.

DISCUSSION AND DECISION OF PLANNING COMMISSION:
Commissioner Rickett asked about the Wooten access piece. He read
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the Materials Management Plan and thought they did a very good job
explaining how they have to treat this. For any citizen concerned about that
he recommends you read the Materials Management Plan on what they
have to do, what’s required by the state and how they have to mitigate
issues. It's a very detailed comprehensive plan.

Todd Frisbee with City Traffic addressed concerns about Wooten Rd and
Platte Avenue. He stated Chris Lieber was correct about this intersection.
One of the challenges is the frontage road on the east side. Itis a known
fact that traffic backs up on Platte. One of the things the City is looking at is
a corridor study for Platte Ave to address traffic from downtown to Powers
Blvd. This will include looking at this intersection.

Commissioner Rickett asked about those living off Canyon Wren, would
there be a way to add speed bumps feasibly down the road? Mr. Frisbee
stated, as a general rule they don’t do speed bumps because they’re not
as effective as they once were. The fire department is not a fan of them.
The have a neighborhood traffic management program if there’s a
speeding or cut through problem and residents can contact them.
Motion by Vice Chair Hente, seconded by Commissioner Eubanks, to
recommend approval to City Council the master plan amendment to change
23.9-acres of research and development residential, based upon the findings
that the master plan amendment request complies with the criteria for

granting of master plan amendment as set forth in City Code Section 7.5.408.
The motion passed by a vote of 7:0:2:0

Aye: 7 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner
Eubanks, Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner
Wilson

Absent: 2- Commissioner McMurray and Commissioner McDonald

6.E. CPCPUZ Ordinance No. 20-18 amending the zoning map of the City of
18-00089 Colorado Springs pertaining to 42.9-acres located on Pikes Peak
Avenue, east of Academy Boulevard, from PIP-2, M-1 and R1-6 DF
to PUD (35 feet maximum height, 3.5-7.99 dwelling units per acre,
single-family attached and detached units).

(Quasi-judicial)

Related Files: CPC MP 85-217-A7MJ18, CPC PUZ 18-00089,
CPC PUD 18-00091

Presenter:
Lonna Thelen, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
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Development
Peter Wysocki, Director, Planning and Community Development

See Item 6.D. (CPC MP 85-217-A7MJ18)

Motion by Vice Chair Hente, seconded by Commissioner Rickett, to
recommend approval to City Council the rezone of 42.9 acres from
R1-6/DF/AO (Single-family residential with design flexibility and airport
overlay) and M-1/PIP-2/AO/APZ1 (Light industrial with airport overlay and
accident potential zone 1) to PUD/AO/APZ1 (Planned Unit Development: 35
feet maximum height, 3.5-7.99 dwelling units per acre, single-family attached
and detached units with airport overlay and accident potential zone 1), based
upon the findings that the change of zoning request complies with the three
(3) criteria for granting of zone changes as set forth in City Code Section
7.5.603(B), as well as the criteria for establishment of a PUD zone district as
set for in City Code Section 7.3.603. The motion passed by a vote of 7:0:2:0

Aye: 7 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner
Eubanks, Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner
Wilson

Absent: 2- Commissioner McMurray and Commissioner McDonald

6.F. CPCPUD The Pikes Peak Heights Development Plan for a development of a
18-00091 42 .9-acre site for 74 single-family attached and 120 single-family
detached units located on Pikes Peak Avenue, east of Academy
Boulevard.

(Quasi-judicial)

Related Files: CPC MP 85-217-A7MJ18, CPC PUZ 18-00089,
CPC PUD 18-00091

Presenter:
Lonna Thelen, Principal Planner, Planning and Community
Development
Peter Wysocki, Director, Planning and Community Development

See Item 6.D. (CPC MP 85-217-A7MJ18)

Motion by Vice Chair Hente, seconded by Commissioner Rickett, to
recommend approval to the City Council the development plan for 120
single-family detached and 74 single-family attached units based upon the
findings proposal meets the review criteria for development plans as set forth
in City Code Section 7.5.502(E) and criteria for PUD development plans set
forth in City Code Section 7.3.606 subject to the following technical
modifications:

1. Receive approval of the MDDP by City Stormwater Engineering.

2. Rename the 30-ft easement to "Public Drainage Easement”

3. Show the proposed public EDB maintenance access road a minimum of
15-ft wide.

4. Ensure Tract J is large enough to encompass the entire EDB and
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associated appurtenances.

5. Finalize developer built scope of trail construction on the plans to show the
beginning and ending point.

6. Include a note that states "The ownership of Karr Road and additional

easements was granted with Reception number 205200433 to the of Debarbet,
LLC."

The motion passed by a vote of 7:0:2:0

Aye: 7 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner
Eubanks, Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner
Wilson

Absent: 2- Commissioner McMurray and Commissioner McDonald

6.G. CPCDP A Certificate of Designation for a long-term non-hazardous landfill
19-00085 located at the terminus of Pikes Peak Avenue, east of Academy
Boulevard.

(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Lonna Thelen, Principal Planner, Planning & Community
Development

See Item 6.D. (CPC MP 85-217-A7MJ18)

Motion by Vice Chair Hente, seconded by Commissioner Rickett, to approve a
Certificate of Designation for a long-term landfill consolidation for the Pikes
Peak Heights property located at the terminus of Pikes Peak Avenue, east of
Academy Boulevard, based on the finding that the Certificate of Designation
request complies with the review criteria for a Certificate of Designation set
forth in City Code Section 6.3.106.

The motion passed by a vote of 7:0:2:0

Aye: 7 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner
Eubanks, Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner
Wilson

Absent: 2- Commissioner McMurray and Commissioner McDonald

Appeal for 100 S Marland

6.H. CPCAP An appeal of a hillside site plan allowing a garage addition 12-feet
20-00021 3-inches from the southern side yard property boundary, located west
of Marland Road, south of the Broadmoor Golf Course at 100 South
Marland Road.

(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Kerri Schott, Planner |, Planning & Community Development

Staff presentation:
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Kerri Schott, City Planning, presented a PowerPoint with the scope and intent of
this project.

Appellant Presentation:
Bruce Wright, representing Fairway Estates Homeowners Association

April 1998 approval for a previous addition to this property required completion
and finalization of a play for the property as a condition to any improvements.
This requirement was never satisfied. No further improvements should be
allowed until this plat requirement has been satisfied.

Violates Hillside Overlay Zone (City Code 7.3.504(H)(2))

e Terrain disturbance has not been minimized

e Existing scrub oak and pine trees have not been preserved significantly
and adversely impacting the appearance of the streetscape and
character of the neighborhood

e Visual impacts upon offsite areas have not been reasonably mitigated
and existing vegetation has not been preserved to soften the structural
mass of the proposed building in a highly visible area

There are multiple alternative sites on this parcel which would have little or no
impact on adjoining properties due to the existing vegetation and topography.

Applicant Presentation:
Christine Riggs, Architect for the project, presented a PowerPoint with the
scope and intent of this project.

Ms. Riggs showed in detail what vegetation would be removed and what would
be left and new vegetation planted.

Theresa Lux, Owner of the Property, gave a history of the property and what the
project entailed by bumping the garage out at the rear.

Questions:

Commissioner Rickett asked if the applicant was going to demolish the existing
garage? Ms. Schott confirmed that were going to demo the garage but utilize
the existing foundation.

Chair Graham asked what the height of the newly planted trees would be that
will be? Ms. Riggs said they would meet the City standard for replacing
landscaping. Ms. Lonna Thelen said it would be the caliper of the tree and not
the height, and the trees would not be full grown when they go in for initial
planting.
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Chair Graham asked why evergreens were being removed with replacement of
deciduous trees. Ms. Riggs explained they went off the fire wise list of
recommendations from the fire department. Many pine trees are not
considered fire wise to go near structures and the fire department actually
recommended clearing considerably more vegetation around the home to meet
those hillside guidelines.

Commissioner Eubanks asked for clarifications on which trees would stay, and
the applicant was able to show which ones were staying.

Supporters of the Appeal:

Skeet Dodder,
e General Contractor who completed the garage in 1998
e Spoke of what was done in 1998
¢ No other comments

Ted Rubley, representing three homeowners within the Fairway Estates

e Opposed to garage being built within 10 feet from neighbor’s landline

e 1998 agreement included the property be subdivided and garage built 35
-feet from property line

e Ms. Lux asked for the garage to expand 10 feet from Mr. Rubley’s
property line which encroaches into the 35-foot non-disturb area as
described in the 1998 plan

e The condition in 1998 required the property to be platted, which would
have solidified the 35-foot rear yard setback, and if that had been done,
this project would not be heard today

e Mr. Rubley gave the dimensions of the proposed garage and said the
three Aspen and three lilac trees that were to be planted would not cover
the garage

e Said the slides provided by the applicant were incorrect and that their
slides are the true depiction

Janet Champion Schlom
e The proposed garage wall will be right at the end of Ms. Schlom’s
driveway and is supportive of the appeal

Nan Rubley
e Isin support of the appeal
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Opponents:
None

Questions of Staff:

Rebuttal:
Mr. Wright:
e Mr. Wright said the evergreens that will be removed are the ones they
have to because the garage is going to be built where they are located
e The evergreens that are to remain won'’t survive because the dig will be
too close to the root system and will damage them

Clay Turner/Terry Lux
o Clarified that the setback is 12-feet 3-inches from the property line, not
10-feet
e Said the appellant’s drawings were incorrect and that their drawings
were from CAD drawings from the architect.
e Ms. Lux said she was willing to work with neighbors and plant whatever
trees they desired

Commissioner Raughton asked how high the stem wall (or foundation wall)
extends above the ground. Ms. Riggs said on the south side, it's about an
eight-inch difference from the grade to the top of the demo.

Commissioner Raughton asked Ms. Riggs if they considered extending north
instead of south. Ms. Riggs said they had considered that but it would block
part of the entry into the home.

Commissioner Raughton asked if the appellant’s rendering of the wall at 18-feet
7-inches was correct or if it was the 16-feet and some inches. Ms. Riggs
stated it was 16-feet nine-inches to the grade.

Commissioner Rickett asked for more information on the approved plans from
1998 and the platting?

Ms. Meggan Herington, Assistant Director of Planning and Community
Development, said she did not know what happened in 1998, or why at that
time, Planning would have required platting. Platting would not show a line of
disturbance, it would not show setbacks, but it would show building platting
related and property related information. With that said, the owners own one
parcel number, but a parcel number is very different than a piece of property.
The piece of property the applicant is building on is in the same configuration,
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untouched as it was when the original home was built.

Later on down the line, the property owner purchased property off of the
Broadmoor golf course and just added that into their legal description. If they
had been building on the piece of land they added in after the fact, Planning
would have said yes, you need to plat. Being that they meet our setbacks, lot
coverage, and all of the zoning requirements on the piece of property that was
the original configuration from the construction of the home, we would consider
that a lot of record. Because they do not need that extra property in any way,
shape or form to meet zoning requirements, we now do not think platting should
be a requirement.

Ms. Schott added with any hillside submittal, the limit of disturbance is a
boundary 10 to 15 feet from the perimeter of the built structure, basically
outlining where the construction is occurring and it won’t go beyond. That is not
a recorded boundary with planning and it changes with each new submittal.

Ms. Schott explained as far as setbacks go, the house is facing north to the golf
course; however, Marlin road is considered the front. That is where the
driveway access is, so that's the front setback. Therefore, the opposite of the
front, the western boundary is the rear and then that makes the north and south
the side setbacks.

Commissioner Almy clarified that the front of the house was not the front
setback, but that Marland Road would be considered the front. Commissioner
Almy said the scaling depictions submitted by the appellant were not believable
and tended to lean towards the architect’s depictions.

Commissioner Rickett added that the limit is actually 30 feet, so the applicant
could have made the garage much taller than what they submitted today and
still be within City Code. Commissioner Rickett commented the applicant for
keeping it at the same elevation.

DISCUSSION AND DECISION OF PLANNING COMMISSION:
None

Motion by Commissioner Eubanks, seconded by Commissioner Rickett, to
Deny the appeal and uphold the administrative approval of the hillside site
plan, based on the finding that the appellant has not substantiated that the
appeal satisfies the review criteria outlined in City Code Section 7.5.906.A.4,
and that the hillside site plan meets the review criteria for the hillside overlay
in City Code Section 7.3.504.D.3 and the R Estate development standards as
outlined in City Code Section 7.3.104.A.

The motion passed by a vote of 6:0:3:0

Aye: 6- Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner Eubanks,
Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner Wilson
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Absent: 3 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner McMurray and Commissioner McDonald

Code Amendments

6.1. CPC CA Ordinance No. 20-27 amending Chapter 7 (Planning, Development
20-00019 and Building) of City Code establishing standards for Wireless
Communication Facilities (WCF), including Small Cell Facilities

(Legislative)

Presenter:

Morgan Hester, Principal Planner

Peter Wysocki, Director of Planning and Community Development
Staff presentation:
Joshua Pace, Senior Contracting Specialist with Office of Sustainability,
explained the changes in the code for Wireless Cell Facilities (WCF), Small
Cell Facilities, the background, FCC and State requirements.

Morgan Hester, City Planning, presented a PowerPoint with the scope and
intent of these code amendments.

The code amendments will address:
CPC CA 20-00019 (CMRS to WCF -Wireless Communication Facilities and
Small Cell Regulations)
o Updated definitions and references to include more current technology
¢ Modifications requirements
e Application Process
¢ Inventory mapping
o Design Standards
o Setbacks
o Affidavits

CPC CA 20-00020 (Eligible Facilities Requests)
e Modifications to non-small cell facility sites
e Define “Substantial Change”
e Establish submittal requirements in the review process
o Establishes shot clocks

CPC CA 20-00023
¢ Clean up all land use tables and all references to CMRS

Questions:
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Commissioner Rickett mentioned with the alternative structure, the height could
be either 40-feet or 5-feet taller than any existing utility or traffic pole within 600
feet and asked if that was either/or.? Ms. Hester said they could pick either/or.

Commissioner Rickett said it was interesting on the tower itself that no tower
shall exceed 15-feet in height above the maximum structure height within the
applicable zoning district. Commissioner Rickett asked what the definition was
for maximum structure height? Is that an existing structure? Is that the
allowable height within that zone?

Ms. Hester clarified that it was the maximum height of the district.
Commissioner Rickett asked then if there is a 45-foot maximum height, the
tower could go 15 feet higher than that? Ms. Hester said that was correct.

Commissioner Rickett said he was concerned with that because further on, it
allows you to add to those as well, so you can start out with 15-feet above the
allowable, and then add either 10 or 20 feet for a next section of 10. It will just
continue to grow.

Ben Bolinger, City Attorney, pointed out the definition of alternative towers
structures that were part of the reason why the height is four feet higher than
surrounding utility infrastructures, as that part of the definition of a small cell
facility that we are required to allow. Mr. Bolinger said it doesn’t matter what we
set our height, we could set our height at 50-feet, we’'d have to allow them
70-feet. At 100-feet, we’d have to allow them 120. That’s what the FCC
created.

Commissioner Rickett said his point was if we are already setting the height
15-feet higher than what'’s allowed in that zoning district, that tower is going to
continue to grow with new service.

Attorney Bolinger explained that you get eligible facility requests once. If the
max height is 100-feet, then they only get to go to 120-feet. You can’t go to
140-feet.

Commissioner Raughton asked if screening, architectural integration and
landscaping around the towers was considered. Ms. Hester said we have what
is in the code currently, but there isn’t much that touches on it. In the new
ordinance, we have provided more regulations, but at the same time there more
flexibility. Commissioner Raughton asked if we were encouraging clock towers,
steeples, landscaping on those that are freestanding? Ms. Hester said the
ordinance has stronger definitions for stealth and camouflage towers.

Commissioner Rickett asked if the zoning heights apply to right-of-ways? Ms.
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Hester explained that WCF’s would most likely be located on private property
and small cell is most likely going to be in right-of-ways. There are height
requirements in the design standards for the small cell facilities.

Mr. Bolinger clarified that under this ordinance, only small cells are allowed in
the right-of-way. The height is 40 feet, but we have to allow up to four feet tall
than the surrounding things.

Commissioner Raughton asked about language to be added to the online
standards.

Ms. Meggan Herington, Assistant Director of Planning & Community
Development, explained that stealth was defined with the WCF. The WCF

code talks about when we are going to ask for stealth and what stealth is.

There is also language in there about fencing and about landscaping specifically
in the code and then we reference out to the design standards. Ms. Herington
asked Ms. Hester to point on in the ordinances where that language was
located.

Ms. Hester referenced the ordinance and showed where the language could be
found and commented that the design standards that have been established are
specific to small cell facilities and would not apply to a tower.

Supporters:
N/A
Opponents:
N/A

DISCUSSION AND DECISION OF PLANNING COMMISSION:

Motion by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Commissioner Eubanks, to
recommend to the City Council adoption of an ordinance amending Part 3
(Land Use Types and Classifications) of Article 2 (Basic Provisions, Definitions,
and Land Use Types and Classifications) and repealing and reordaining Part

6 (Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) Regulations) of Article 4 (Site
Development Standards) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and Building)

of the Code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, pertaining to
Wireless Communication Facilities.

The motion passed by a vote of 6:0:3:0

Aye: 6- Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner Eubanks,
Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner Wilson

Absent: 3 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner McMurray and Commissioner McDonald

6.J. CPC CA Ordinance No. 20-28 amending Chapter 7 (Planning, Development
20-00020 and Building) of City Code establishing standards specific to
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modifications of macro cellular communication sites on private
property.

(Legislative)

Presenter:
Morgan Hester, Principal Planner
Peter Wysocki, Director of Planning and Community Development

See Item 6.1. (CPC CA 20-00019)

Motion by Commissioner Eubanks, seconded by Commissioner Rickett, to
recommend to the City Council adoption of an ordinance creating Part 7
(Eligible Facilities Requests) of Article 4 (Site Development Standards) of
Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and Building) of the Code of the City of
Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, pertaining to Eligible Facilities
Requests.

The motion passed by a vote of 6:0:3:0

Aye: 6- Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner Eubanks,
Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner Wilson

Absent: 3 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner McMurray and Commissioner McDonald

6.K. CPCCA Ordinance No. 20-29 amending Chapter 7 (Planning, Development
20-00023 and Building) of City Code revising all references to include Small
Cell Facilities and Wireless Communication Facilities (WCF) from
Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS)

(Legislative)

Presenter:
Morgan Hester, Principal Planner
Peter Wysocki, Director of Planning and Community Development

See Item 6.1. (CPC CA 20-00019)

Motion by Commissioner Rickett, seconded by Commissioner Eubanks, to
recommend to the City Council adoption of an ordinance amending Article 3
(Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and
Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended,
pertaining to Wireless Communication Facilities and Eligible Facilities
Requests.

The motion passed by a vote of 6:0:3:0

Aye: 6- Commissioner Raughton, Chair Graham, Commissioner Eubanks,
Commissioner Almy, Commissioner Rickett and Commissioner Wilson

Absent: 3 - Vice Chair Hente, Commissioner McMurray and Commissioner McDonald

7. Adjourn
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