
 

 

 

 

CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

THURSDAY, MAY 15, 2014  
 

CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
107 NORTH NEVADA AVENUE 

COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO 80903 
 
 

CHAIR GONZALEZ CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 8:30 A.M. 
THE MEETING ADJOURNED AT 10:05 P.M. 

 
PRESENT:   ABSENT: 
Donley    
Gonzalez 
Ham  
Henninger 
Markewich 
Phillips  
Shonkwiler  
Sparks 
Walkowski 
 
ALSO IN ATTENDANCE: 
Mr. Peter Wysocki, Planning and Development Director 
Mr. Marc Smith, City Senior Attorney/Municipal 
 
RECORD OF DECISION 
Moved by Commissioner Philips, seconded by Commissioner Ham to approve the April 17, 2014 Record 
of Decision (minutes). Motion carried 9-0.  
 
COMMUNICATIONS 

1. Peter Wysocki announced the meeting date change discussed during the Informal meeting. The 
Planning Commission discussed changing the meeting date from Thursday, August 21 to 
Wednesday, August 20 due to downtown area events supporting the Pro Cycling Challenge.  

 
Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to reschedule the regular 
meeting from Thursday, August 21, 2014 to Wednesday, August 20, 2014. Motion carried 9-0.  

 
2. Commissioner Phillips read into the record the Department’s Resolution of Appreciation for 

Chair Edward Gonzalez appreciating his six years of service to the Planning Commission.  
 



 

 

 

 

CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

ITEM NO. PROJECT DESCRIPTION PAGE NO. 

ITEM NO.:  A.1 
CPC ZC 14-00021 
 
ITEM NO.:  A.2 
CPC DP 14-00022 
(Quasi-Judicial) 
 
PARCEL NO.: 
6403418001 
 
PLANNER:   
Steve Tuck 

Request by Charles D. Lippincott III on behalf of Patricia F. Griffin for 
consideration of the following development applications:  
 

1.  A zone change from R-5 (Multi-Family Residential) to C-5/CR 
(Intermediate Business with Conditions of Record).  

2.  A development plan that proposes a change of use for the 
existing, 3,100 square-foot building from medical office to 
retail, general office and personal improvement services.  

 
The subject property consists of 9,115 square feet and is located at 3775 
East La Salle Street. 
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ITEM NO.: B  
CPC CU 14-00029 
(Quasi-Judicial)  
 
PARCEL NO.: 
7323301007 
 
PLANNER:   
Lonna Thelen 

Request by Paulson Architects, PC on behalf of M& J 2150 GG, LLC for a 
conditional use to allow mini warehouses in the PIP-1 zone district. The 
property contains 4.5 acres and is located at 2150 Garden of the Gods 
Road. 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 

NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 

ITEM NO.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION  PAGE NO. 

ITEM NO.:  4.A 
CPC A 13‐00081 
(Legislative) 
 
ITEM NO.:  4.B 
CPC ZC 14‐00039 
(Legislative) 
 
ITEM NO.:  4.C 
CPC PUZ 14‐00042 
(Quasi‐Judicial) 
 
PARCEL NO.: 
6200000631 
 
PLANNER:   
Meggan Herington 

Request by NES, Inc. on behalf of Pulpit Rock Investments, LLC for 
consideration of the following development applications:  
 

A.   The Flying Horse Ranch Addition No. 2 Annexation. The 1.67‐
acre annexation is requested in order to correct a survey error.  

B.   The establishment of an A (Agricultural) zone district for 1.67 
acres. 

C.   A rezoning of 2.15 acres from A (Agricultural) and PUD (Planned 
Unit Development:  Single‐family residential, 2 – 3.5 dwelling 
units per acre, 35‐foot maximum building height) to PUD 
(Planned Unit Development:  Single‐family residential, 2 – 3.5 
dwelling units per acre, 35‐foot maximum building height).  

 
The property is located in the Flying Horse community south Diamond 
Rock Road and 1,000 feet west of Pride Mountain Drive. 
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ITEM NO.:  5.A 
CPC MP 07‐00061‐
A3MN14 
 
ITEM NO.:  5.B 
CPC PUZ 14‐00024 
 
ITEM NO.:  5.C 
CPC PUD 14‐00025 
(Quasi‐Judicial)  
 
PARCEL NO.: 
6200000529 
 
PLANNER:   
Meggan Herington 

Request by JR Engineering on behalf of High Valley Land Company, Inc. 
for consideration of the following development applications: 
 

A.   A minor amendment to the Briargate Master Plan to move the 
11‐acre school site from the current location directly north of 
Pine Creek High School to a location east of Thunder Mountain 
Drive, northeast of Pine Creek High School and directly south of 
the future park.  

B.   A rezoning of 73.54 acres from A (Agricultural) to PUD (Planned 
Unit Development:  Single‐family residential, 1.99 dwelling units 
per acre, 30‐ foot height maximum for all lots shown as estate 
lots on the development plan and 36‐foot maximum height for 
all other lots).  

C.   The North Fork at Briargate PUD Development Plan that 
consists of 141 single family residential lots with open space 
and public roads on 73.54 acres.   

 
The impacted property consists of 84.54 acres and is located north of Old 
Ranch Road, east of Thunder Mountain Avenue and west of Howells 
Road. 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 

ITEM NO.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION  PAGE NO. 

ITEM NO.:  6.A  
CPC MP 04‐00254‐
A3MJ14 
(Legislative) 
 
ITEM NO.:  6.B 
CPC PUZ 14‐00026 
 
ITEM NO.:  6.C  
CPC PUD 14‐00027 
(Quasi‐Judicial)  
 
PARCEL NO.: 
6200000618 
 
PLANNER:   
Meggan Herington 

Request by Classic Consulting on behalf of Allison Valley Development 
Company, LLC for consideration of the following development 
applications: 

A.   A major master plan amendment to the Allison Valley Ranch 
Master Plan to rename the master plan to The Farm, reduce 
and reconfigure residential densities, reconfigure major access 
points, relocate the 15‐acre school site, expand the parks, trails 
and open space, preservation of drainage areas, and illustrate 
areas of the plan previously implemented. 

B.   A rezoning of 26.03 acres from A (Agricultural) and PUD 
(Planned Unit Development: Single‐family residential, 2.07 
dwelling units per acre, 35‐ foot maximum building height) to 
PUD (Planned Unit Development:  Single‐family residential, 2 – 
3.49 dwelling units per acre, 36‐foot maximum building height). 

C.   The Farm Filing No. 1A, 1B, 1C and 2 Development Plan that 
consists of 212 single family lots, parks, open space, trails and 
public roads on 75.65 acres. 

 
The property is located east of Interstate 25, west of Voyager Parkway 
and north of Interquest Parkway. 
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ITEM NO.:  7.A 
CPC CP 08‐00078‐
A1MJ13 
 
ITEM NO.:  7.B 
CPC CU 13‐00116 
(Quasi‐Judicial)  
 
PARCEL NO.: 
6318305002 
 
PLANNER:   
Lonna Thelen 

Request by NES Inc. on behalf of Pueblo Bank and Trust Company for 
consideration of the following development applications:  
 

A.   A concept plan amendment to change uses from 
commercial/office to multi‐family.  

B.   A conditional use to allow multi‐family in the PBC (Planned 
Business Center) zone district.  

 
The proposal is for 141 multi‐family units to be constructed. The units 
are proposed west of the existing gas station and north of Rockrimmon 
Boulevard. The subject property is zoned PBC (Planned Business Center) 
and PUD (Planned Unit Development), consists of 24.08 acres and is 
located northwest of Delmonico and Rockrimmon. 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 

ITEM NO.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION  PAGE NO. 

ITEM NO.: 8.A  
CPC MPA 07‐00308‐
A5MJ14 
(Legislative)  
 
ITEM NO.: 8.B 
CPC ZC 14‐00031 
 
ITEM NO.: 8.C  
CPC ZC 14‐00032 
 
ITEM NO.: 8.D  
CPC ZC 14‐00033 
 
ITEM NO.: 8.E  
CPC ZC 14‐00034 
 
ITEM NO.: 8.F  
CPC CP 14‐00035 
 
ITEM NO.: 8.G  
AR DP 14‐00116 (Quasi‐
Judicial)  
 
PARCEL NO.: 
7335400008 
 
PLANNER:   
Lonna Thelen 

Request by Rockwell Consulting Inc. on behalf of Garden of the Gods LLC 
for consideration of the following development applications: 

A. A major amendment to the master plan to change single family 
to a religious institution, a human service facility, single family 
and multi‐family for Sentinel Ridge Phase 1.  

B. A zone change from PUD/SS/HS (Planned Unit Development with 
Streamside Overlay and Hillside Overlay) to R1‐6/HS/SS (Single‐
Family Residential with Hillside Overlay and Streamside Overlay) 
for Sentinel Ridge Phase 1 consisting of 21.8 acres.  

C. A zone change from PUD/SS/HS (Planned Unit Development with 
Streamside Overlay and Hillside Overlay) to OC/HS (Office 
Complex with Hillside Overlay) for Sentinel Ridge Phase 
1consisting of 7.6 acres.  

D. A zone change from PUD/SS/HS (Planned Unit Development with 
Streamside Overlay and Hillside Overlay) to OC/HS (Office 
Complex with Hillside Overlay) for Sentinel Ridge Phase 1 
consisting of 8.3 acres.  

E. A zone change from PUD/SS/HS (Planned Unit Development with 
Streamside Overlay and Hillside Overlay) to R5/HS (Multi‐Family 
Residential with Hillside Overlay) consisting of 7.7 acres.  

F. A concept plan for a religious institution, a human service facility, 
single family and multi‐family for Sentinel Ridge Phase 1.  

G. A development plan for a Human Service Facility (Skilled 
nursing/assisted living) consisting of 7.7 acres located southwest 
of Fillmore and Grand Vista Circle.   

The overall subject property is located at the southeast corner of 
Fillmore Street and Mesa Road and contains 28 acres. 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 

ITEM NO.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION  PAGE NO. 

ITEM NOS.:  9.A 
CPC MP 07‐00061‐
A2MN13 
 
ITEM NOS.:  9.B 
CPC CP 02‐00245‐
A1MN13 
 
ITEM NOS.:  9.C 
CPC PUZ 13‐00124 
 
ITEM NOS.:  9.D 
CPC PUD 13‐00125 
(Quasi‐Judicial)  
 
PARCEL NO.: 
6222300004 
 
PLANNER:   
Rick O’Connor 

Request by N.E.S. on behalf of Kettle Creek LLC and the John Venezia 
Family Trust for consideration of the following development applications: 

A. A minor amendment to the Briargate Master Plan changing 
approximately 12.7 acres from a Commercial land use 
designation to a Residential Low‐Medium(3.5‐7.99 dwelling 
units/gross acre) designation.  

B. A minor amendment to the Bison Ridge at Kettle Creek Concept 
Plan that would change the approved commercial use/plan to a 
single family use/plan.  

C. A rezoning from PBC (Planned Business Center) to PUD (Planned 
Unit Development‐single family detached, 35‐foot height, 4.4 
dwelling units per acre).   

D. The Bison Ridge at Kettle Creek No. 4 development plan that 
consists of 50 single‐family lots.   

The property consists of 12.7 acres and is located in the northeast corner 
of Old Ranch Road and Chapel Ridge Drive, south of Looking Glass Way, 
approximately 800 feet west of Powers Boulevard. 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2014 
 
ITEM:  A.1, A.2 
 
STAFF:  Steve Tuck 
 
FILE NO.: CPC ZC 14-00021, CPC DP 14-00022 
 
PROJECT:  3775 East LaSalle Street 
 
 
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve Item A.1-File 
No. CPC ZC 14-00021, the zone change from R-5 (Multi-Family Residential) to C-5/CR 
(Intermediate Business with Condition of Record) for 3775 East LaSalle Street, based on the 
finding that the request complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.603.B 
(Establishment or Change of Zone District Boundaries) and is subject to the following Condition 
of Record: 

 
Condition of Record: 
The following uses are not permitted:  medical marijuana facility, sexually oriented 
business, liquor sales, bar, detention facility, cemetery, or restaurant.  

 
Motion carried 9-0.  
 
 
Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve Item A.2-File 
No. CPC DP 14-00022, the development plan for 3775 East LaSalle Street for retail, office and 
personal improvement services, based on the finding that the plan complies with the review 
criteria in City Code Section 7.5.502.E (Development Plan Review Criteria).  Motion carried 9-0.  
 
 
 
           May 15, 2014           
 Date of Decision  Planning Commission Chair 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2014 
 
ITEM:  B 
 
STAFF:  Lonna Thelen 
 
FILE NO.: CPC CU 14-00029 
 
PROJECT:  2150 West Garden of the Gods Road 
 
 
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve Item B-File No. 
CPC CU 14-00029, the conditional use for 2150 West Garden of the Gods Road based upon the 
finding that the conditional use complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.704 
and 7.5.502.E, subject to compliance with the following technical informational modifications: 
 

Technical Modifications to the conditional use development plan:  
1. Label the water main as private on the utility plan page of the development plan.  
2. Include the file number CPC CU 14-00029 on pages 2, 3 and 4.  
3. Label the west access point as emergency access only.  

 
Motion carried 9-0.  
 
 
 
           May 15, 2014           
 Date of Decision  Planning Commission Chair 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 

 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2014 
 
ITEM:  4.A-4.C 
 
STAFF:  Meggan Herington 
 
FILE NO.: CPC A 13-00081, CPC ZC 14-00039, CPC PUZ 14-00042 
 
PROJECT:  Flying Horse Ranch Addition No. 2 
 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Ms. Meggan Herington presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A).  
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Mr. John Maynard of NES, Inc. appeared for questions.  
 
CITIZENS IN FAVOR/OPPOSITION 
None 
 
APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
None 
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Commissioner Walkowski stated that this application is clearing up an error that occurred years 
prior and found the project meets all review criteria.  
 
Commissioner Gonzalez agreed with Commissioner Walkowski’s comments  
 
Moved by Commissioner Walkowski, seconded by Commissioner Shonkwiler, to approve Item 
4.A-File No. CPC A 13-00081, the Flying Horse Ranch Addition No. 2 Annexation, based upon 
the findings that the annexation complies with all of the Conditions for Annexation Criteria as 
set forth in City Code Section 7.6.203. Motion carried 9-0. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Walkowski, seconded by Commissioner Shonkwiler, to approve Item 
4.B-File No. CPC ZC 14-00039, the establishment of the A (Agricultural) zone district, based 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

upon the findings that the zoning request complies with the three (3) criteria for establishing a 
zone district as set forth in City Code Section 7.5.603.B. Motion carried 9-0. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Walkowski, seconded by Commissioner Shonkwiler, to approve Item 
4.C-File No. CPC PUZ 14-00042, the rezoning of 2.21 acres from A (Agricultural) and PUD 
(Planned Unit Development; Single-family Residential, 2-3.5 dwelling units per acre, 35-foot 
maximum building height) to PUD (Planned Unit Development; Single-family residential 2-3.5 
dwelling units per acre, 35-foot maximum building height), based on 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 and the criteria for the establishment and development of a 
PUD zone as set forth in City Code Section 7.3.603.  Motion carried 9-0. 
 
 
 
 
           May 15, 2014           
 Date of Decision  Planning Commission Chair 
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FLYING HORSE RANCH
ADDITION NO. 2

Annexation and Zoning/Rezoning

CPC A 13-00081, CPC ZC 14-00039, CPC PUZ 14-00042
City Planning Commission

May 15, 2014

Meggan Herington, Principal Planner

Vicinity Map

Item:  4.A-4.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Annexation 
and Zoning

Flying Horse #8 Development Plan

Item:  4.A-4.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the 
applications as presented

Questions?

Item:  4.A-4.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 

 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2014 
 
ITEM:  5.A-5.C 
 
STAFF:  Meggan Herington 
 
FILE NO.: CPC MP 07-00061-A3MN14, CPC PUZ 14-00024, CPC PUD 14-00025 
 
PROJECT:  North Fork at Briargate 
 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Ms. Meggan Herington presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A).  
 
Commissioner Walkowski inquired of a letter referenced that outlined the applicant’s 
intentions toward installing a wall. Ms. Herington stated LaPlata provided a letter to the 
Howells Road residents in the early 2000s. Ms. Herington could not find a copy of such letter in 
City records as there were no applications submitted to the City for review and consideration at 
that time and considers it hearsay at this point. Ms. Herington was not opposed to a wall versus 
a split-rail fence, but felt there should be some pedestrian connectivity from the proposed 
homes to Howells Road and the detention pond that could provide some recreational 
opportunities. She stated that her professional opinion is that there is no need to wall off 
neighborhoods; that neighbors should enjoy pedestrian connection and the ability to use the 
trails and open areas to walk to school and for recreation.  
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Ms. Angela Essing with LaPlata Communities, presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit B).  
 
Ms. Essing related previous versions of the project discussed with the neighbors years ago, 
which included a denser residential plan with clusters of homes with green spaces in between. 
Residents at that time opposed smaller lot sizes that would be adjacent their larger lots. After 
that meeting, there was a design option for a wall to buffer the smaller lots.  The plans 
currently submitted represent a superior option to buffer the County residents, which is a one-
for-one ratio of residential lots across from the existing five acre County residential lots along 
Howells Road. The land use is the buffer without the wall or opaque fencing due to the larger 
lots that serve as a better transition to the larger County lots.  The applicant has agreed to a 50-
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RECORD-OF-DECISION 

foot building setback, as requested by the neighbors, along the rear of the larger estate lots 
adjacent Howells Road.  
 
Ms. Essing stated LaPlata is not proposing a fence along the detention pond because County 
drainage infrastructure needs upgraded and they felt that water may be overtop Howells Road 
as it makes its way into the Howells detention pond; thus, the fencing was removed. Flows from 
the new development will be piped underground and collected into the City drainage system. 
The trail system will connect to Cordera trails that will connect to the larger City Parks trail 
system.  
 
Commissioner Henninger inquired of the school site orientation at the end of Forest Creek 
Road. Ms. Essing stated the building orientation is not designed yet, but School District 20 has 
confirmed access. Parents will enter from north of Daydreamer Drive and exit onto Thunder 
Mountain Road.  
 
Commissioner Markewich inquired of internal fencing to residential lots. Ms. Essing stated 
LaPlata requires homeowners to install interior fencing that matches the perimeter. In this 
case, it would be a three-way, split-rail fence.  
 
Commissioner Phillips inquired if any roads are private. Ms. Essing stated no, all are public 
roads. 
 
Commissioner Phillips inquired who is responsible for the ponds. Ms. Essing stated because the 
developer is proposing the Howells pond, the City requires it privately owned and will be 
maintained by the homeowners association (HOA). The Old Ranch Road Pond (ORR Pond) will 
be a public pond. 
 
Commissioner Sparks preferred no fencing along the larger lots.  
 
Commissioner Gonzalez inquired if there is a walking area between Howells Road and the rear 
lot fencing. Ms. Essing stated no, there is not a walking area connecting the lots to Howells 
Road.  
 
Ms. Kathleen Krager, City Transportation Planning, stated there are different types of drivers 
that could conflict between elementary school sites and high school sites. The City has become 
globalized in types of charter and other schools throughout the city, which complicates the 
traffic engineering statistics. Old Ranch Road has 40 minutes of peak times for arrival and 
departure trips; thus, she decided to allow another full movement access point onto Old Ranch 
to serve this proposed residential development and the future elementary school site.  
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Commissioner Walkowski inquired of the reasoning for a one-lane roundabout. Ms. Krager 
stated a one-lane roundabout was proposed due to converting existing two-lane roundabouts 
in the city to one lane. The roundabout on North Carefree within the First and Main shopping 
center will be converted to a one-lane roundabout. 
 
Commissioner Gonzalez if Ms. Krager had concerns with the close proximity of Howells Road or 
Forest Creek to the proposed roundabout. Ms. Krager stated no.  
 
CITIZENS IN FAVOR 
None 
 
CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION 

1. Mr. and Mrs. Rocky and Margo Manning reside on Howells Road and read a letter into 
the record (Exhibit C). Mr. and Mrs. Manning requested LaPlata maintain their previous 
proposal for a masonry wall to buffer the County residents. They compared the 50 foot 
and 60 foot lots represented in the plan as being smaller than existing Pine Creek or 
Cordera residential lot sizes. They preferred the walking path and objected to the 
detention pond referenced as open space.  

2. Mr. Terrance Stokka, Black Forest Land Use Committee, appreciated the larger lots used 
as a transition. He was concerned with overall traffic in the area, specifically for those 
traveling to and from Black Forest. He stated that the Black Forest Land Use Committee 
would like to see Union connected to Milam for another connection to Old Ranch Road.  

3. Ms. Louellen Welsch, resident along Howells Road, appreciated LaPlata’s efforts to 
transition larger lots toward the County residents and the proposed trail system. She 
was concerned that there are too many stop-and-go points with multiple traffic signals 
and intersection. She anticipated school traffic stacking trying to access Old Ranch with 
bottleneck traffic in the roundabout near Forest Creek Road.  She felt Forest Creek 
should be expanded to two lanes.  

4. Ms. Monica Phelan stated she counted 50 cars that completed u-turns onto Howells 
Road to avoid waiting at multiple signal cycles. She felt two roads accessing this 
development is too minimal. 

5. Mr. Kyle Katsos resides on Old Ranch and appreciated LaPlata’s incorporating the 
residents’ concerns into the plan. He was concerned with pedestrian connectivity along 
the detention pond that seems unsafe adjacent Howells Road.  

6. Ms. Teresa Markel questioned the capacity of a single-lane roundabout and was also 
concerned with vehicle stacking and potential of parents dropping off children onto 
Howells Road.  
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APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
Ms. Essing addressed traffic and stated the Briargate Master Plan was established during 1970s 
and 1980s and took into consideration all surrounding areas. The traffic study was based upon 
those planned densities and uses. The proposed roundabout was approved in 2006 and was 
shown on the previously approved adjacent development plan. Forest Creek has a 50-foot 
right-of-way with 34 feet of throughway that accommodates two lanes of traffic and two lanes 
for parking along both sides of the road (easily accommodating two lanes for vehicle travel). 
Thunder Mountain reduces to a two-lane road with a center strip to restrict movement and 
middle turn lane.  
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler referenced LaPlata’s letter regarding native plants and dirt road to 
maintain rural character. Ms. Essing redistributed the letter stating LaPlata was committed to 
those options during 2006. Now LaPlata feels that the current proposed plan is superior in that 
larger estate lots provide a one-to-one match of lots across from County residents rather than 
proposing a masonry wall separating the two developments. She felt adding the masonry wall 
to the HOA’s existing responsibilities (detention pond and pedestrian trail maintenance) would 
create a financial burden.  
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Commissioner Ham stated the contentious items are the previously proposed wall and the 
traffic. He clarified the Planning Commission’s purview and the criteria they must base their 
decision upon. He was not in support of sound walls to separate residential neighborhoods. He 
has a school in his neighborhood and refuses to drive near it during peak hours due to traffic 
congestion in the neighborhood.  He felt there were too many traffic stops along Old Ranch 
Road, but those traffic decisions were made prior to his appointment. During his site visit 
during the middle of the day he found there was still too much traffic.  
 
Commissioner Henninger appreciated LaPlata’s development. He appreciated the development 
and flow, but was concerned that Thunder Mountain would receive too much traffic.  
 
Commissioner Markewich was concerned with the lack of a pedestrian trail along Howells Road.  
 
Commissioner Donley was concerned with relocation of the school site, even though he agreed 
it needed to be relocated away from the adjacent high school. Placing an elementary school at 
the far end of the project reinforces parent drop-off rather than allowing children to walk to 
school. He objected to the master plan amendment.  He supported the Black Forest 
Preservation Plan, but was concerned that the estate lot transition within the City creates large 
expenses for utilities and infrastructure expansion. He preferred the estate lots have access 
onto Howells Road. He opposed the roundabout design. He would’ve preferred to speak with a 
representative from School District 20 to address school site issues.  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Commissioner Phillips agreed with his fellow commissioners’ comments regarding a pedestrian 
trail, but agreed with the developer that it would burden the future HOA.  
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler felt the estate lot design is an excellent compromise. He preferred a 
different location for the school away from the existing high school. He felt a pedestrian trail 
would not create a financial burden on a future HOA if the developer installed the trail. He felt 
the traffic plan creates a dangerous vehicular situation, and was disappointed the traffic study 
had not changed much in 30 years.  
 
Commissioner Walkowski appreciated developer concessions, but struggled with potential 
bottleneck at the end of Thunder Mountain.  The review criteria stress the need to avoid 
overburdening existing traffic patterns and roads. This development may not overburden it, but 
future development may overburden the road network.  
 
Commissioner Sparks agreed with relocation of the school site. She felt plans would not harm 
current health, safety and welfare as well as meeting development plan criteria as long as the 
detention pond fencing and re-grade are accomplished. She favored the larger estate lots that 
transition the County rural lots.  
 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the developer has come up with a great compromise. He felt the 
future development would not impact the rural character driving down Howell Road in future 
years. He felt a masonry wall would restrict interconnectivity. He supported a path around the 
detention area. He preferred a dirt path along Howells Road to delineate the difference 
between County and City sides of the road, yet he was hesitant to require a development 
option that is not required under the development plan criteria. He felt the roundabout’s main 
purpose is to ease any potential stacking issue. The roundabout location would prevent 
residents along Howells Road encountering traffic all day long compared with a roundabout at 
their main access. He supported the school relocation. He felt split rail fence along Howells 
Road should be full length along with split rail between pond and trail to avoid unsafe issues 
during rainstorms.  He supported all three applications because they met the review criteria 
and were in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler recommended the split-rail fence on the north side of the pond to 
discourage children trying to access it during rainstorms. 
 
Commissioner Henninger objected to any additional improvements to drainage ponds other 
than what is required by code and engineering standards. 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve Item No. 5.A-
File No. CPC MP 07-00061-A3MN14, the amendment to the Briargate Master Plan, based upon 
the finding that the amendment meets the review criteria for master plan amendments as set 
forth in City Code Section 7.5.408. Motion carried 8-1 (Commissioner Donley opposed).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve Item No. 5.B-
File No. CPC PUZ 14-00024, the zone change from A (Agricultural) to PUD (Planned Unit 
Development: Detached Single-Family Residential, 1.99 dwelling units per acre and 30-foot 
maximum building height on Estate lots and a 36-foot maximum building height on all other lots 
as shown on the PUD development plan), 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 and the criteria for the establishment and development of a PUD zone 
as set forth in City Code Section 7.3.603. Motion carried 8-1 (Commissioner Ham opposed).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve Item No. 5.C-
File No. CPC PUD 14-00025, the PUD development plan for North Fork at Briargate, based upon 
the findings that the development plan meets the review criteria for PUD development plans as 
set forth in City Code Section 7.3.606, and the development plan review criteria as set forth in 
Section 7.5.502.E, subject to compliance with the following technical modifications:  
 Technical Modifications on PUD development plan:  

1. Update the legal description on the development plan.  
2. Add the notes to the landscape plan that the landscaping in the future roundabout 

must be reviewed by City staff.  
3. Add to the plan a note that Howells pond will be privately owned and maintained.  
4. The developer must provide a safety measure between the trail and the detention 

pond (Howells pond) with either fencing or re-grading.   
 
Moved by Commissioner Shonkwiler, seconded by Commissioner Walkowski, to amend the 
motion for Item No. 5.C by adding a technical modification to extend the split-rail fence on the 
easterly side of the detention pond. Motion failed 4-5 (Commissioners Gonzalez, Markewich, 
Shonkwiler and Walkowski in favor with Commissioners Henninger, Donley, Ham, Phillips, and 
Sparks opposed).   
 
Moved by Commissioner Shonkwiler, seconded by Commissioner Markewich, to amend the 
motion for Item No. 5.C by adding a technical modification to require a gravel trail between the 
split-rail fence along the easterly area of property to be installed by the developer.  Motion 
failed 3-6 (Commissioners Markewich, Gonzalez and Shonkwiler in favor with Commissioners 
Donley, Henninger, Ham, Phillips, Walkowski, and Sparks opposed).  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Original motion back on the table.  
 
Original motion on Item 5.C carried 7-2 (Commissioner Ham and Henninger opposed).  
 
 
           May 15, 2014           
 Date of Decision  Planning Commission Chair 
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North Fork at Briargate 

City File Numbers:  
CPC MP 07-00061-A3MN14 – QUASI-JUDICIAL 

CPC PUZ 14-00024 – QUASI-JUDICIAL  
CPC PUD 14-00025 – QUASI-JUDICIAL 

 
City Planning Commission  

May 15, 2014 
 
Meggan Herington, Principal Planner 
Land Use Review Division 

Vicinity Map 

Master Plan 
Amendment  
11 acres 
 
PUD Zone Change 
Development Plan  
73.54 acres 
 
 

 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Vicinity Map 

Briargate Master Plan Amendment 

 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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PUD Rezone/ 
Development Plan 

 Rezone 73.54 acres from A to PUD 

 PUD – 1.99 DU’s per acre, 36’ and 
30’ heights depending on lot type 

 141 total lots ranging in size from 
5,000 sf to 4.5 acres 

 Detention areas, open space tracts, 
public roads 

 No vehicular access to Howells Road  
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PUD Rezone/Development Plan 

Phase 1 

 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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PUD Rezone/Development Plan 

 Phase 2 

PUD Rezone/Development Plan 

 Estate Lot Detail 

 Reduced building height – 30’ maximum 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Lot Analysis 

Cedar Heights 

Falcon/Columbine estates 

Mesa Road (Broadview Ranch) 

GOG Area (Las Piedras) 

Broadmoor/Broadmoor Bluffs 

Rustic Hills 

Peregrine 

Flying Horse 

 

City Lots 

1.5 to 5 Acres 

Lot Analysis 

Site 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Stakeholder Process/Issues 

 Notification to 147 property owners 

 Neighborhood meetings 

 March 6  

 April 2 

 May 1 

 Neighbor issues include: 

 Oppose moving school site 

 Increased traffic 

 Need for a wall along Howells Road 

 Pedestrian connectivity 

  
 

Stakeholder Process/Issues 

 Original submittal of the master plan amendment 
showed school directly adjacent to Howells 

 Moved 200 feet off of Howells 

 Part of a private lot now serves as a buffer 

 Move based on neighbor input 

 School District 20 in favor of the site 

 Increased traffic 

 Improvements made to Old Ranch with Phase 1  

Round-about at Old Ranch 

Extending left turn lane to Thunder Mountain 

 

 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Stakeholder Process/Issues 

 Need for a wall along Howells Road 

 Staff requested split rail fence along Howells to be 
maintained by HOA 

 Trail connection through detention area connecting 
Howells to the development and future parks 

 Pedestrian connectivity supported by staff 

 

Recommendation 

 Staff recommends approval of the applications as 
presented with technical modifications to the PUD 
Development Plan: 

 

 Technical Modifications: 

Update the legal description on the development plan. 

Add the notes to the landscape plan that the 
landscaping in the future round-about must be 
reviewed by city staff. 

Add to the plan a note that Howells pond will be 
privately owned and maintained. 

 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Questions? 

 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014

- 28 -



North Fork at Briargate–City Files:   

• CPC MP 07-00061-A3MN14 Master Plan 

• CPC PUZ 14-00024 Zone Change 

• CPC PUD 14-00025 Development Plan 

NORTH FORK 

AT 

BRIARGATE 

Angela Essing, Director of Planning, La Plata Communities 
Steve Rossoll, Vice President, JR Engineering 
Jeff Hodsdon, LSC  Transportation Consultants, Inc. 
Ron Bevans, Project Manager, N.E.S. Inc.  

El Paso 
County 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Reasons for Change: 
 Better Traffic Circulation ORR 
 Stacking Distance for Parents 
 School Start Times 
 Better Internal Traffic 
 Park Site 
 Two Adjoining Properties 
 More Cost Effective for School 
 School District prefers site #1 

based on all items above 
 
 
 

Minor 
Amendment 
to Master 
Plan 

Zone Change from A to PUD 
 Single Family 
 1.99 DU/Acre 
 Maximum Building Height of 30’ and 36’ 
 

North 

30’ Max Building Height 

36’ Max Building Height 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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North 

50’ Building Setback 

Development Plan 
141 Single Family Lots 
16 Estate Lots 
125 5750 to 7500 sq. ft. Lots 
 
 

Estate Lots 
 Larger Setback 
 Accessory Structures 
 Up to 6 Garage Doors 
 Minimal Grading 

Neighborhood Comment: 
 Don’t like school site 

next to Howell’s Road 
 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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North 

Neighborhood Comment: 
 Traffic Will Be Congested 
 

El  Paso 
County 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Neighborhood Comment: 
 Some county residents want a concrete wall 

and others do not want any wall or fence. 
 

 
COMMENTS AND 

QUESTIONS? 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Enter Here 

North 

Grass Harvesting 
May 17 to May 23  
from 9 AM to 3 PM 
 
- Check-in and enter at the 
end of Thunder Mountain  
 
- Residents are 
responsible for all labor 
and must provide their 
own tools and 
transportation 
 
- Grasses to be harvested 
from flagged area only 
 
- La Plata does not 
guarantee the life of the 
grass or the success rate 
of transplanted grasses 
 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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 HABITAT 

CONSERVATION 

PLAN FOR THE 

BRIARGATE 

DEVELOPMENT 

2000 

 CRITICAL 

HABITAT FOR 

THE PREBLE’S 

MEADOW 

JUMPING 

MOUSE 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014

- 36 -



 

Items:  5.A-5.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
 

NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 
 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2014 
 
ITEM:  6.A-6.C 
 
STAFF:  Meggan Herington 
 
FILE NO.: CPC MP 04-00254-A3MJ14, CPC PUZ 14-00026, CPC PUD 14-00027 
 
PROJECT:  The Farm 
 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Ms. Meggan Herington presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A).  
 
Commissioner Henninger now excused. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Ms. Angela Essing, La Plata Communities, presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit B). The 
developer is installing an additional five feet of road right-of-way along Ridgeline Drive to 
accommodate the new school site and the school drop off and pickup needed for stacking.  The 
parks redesign was heard by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board and they recommended 
approval of the new parks and trails layout.  
 
CITIZENS IN FAVOR  
Mr. Sam Cameron of Cameron Butcher Company owns land nearby and was happy to hear that 
LaPlata would be the master developer in the area.  
 
CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION 
Ms. Laura Denys was concerned if the road network could accommodate the proposed and 
current traffic capacity near Ridgeline and Voyager.  

 
APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
Ms. Essing stated an approved traffic study was completed and supports all three applications. 
The traffic study is based on the reduced residential density within the project and analyzes the 
capacity along Voyager. Voyager is a 3 lane roadway in this area. There is a signal planned at 
Voyager and Ridgeline which will also help with traffic concerns.  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
STAFF REQUESTED TO SPEAK 
Commissioner Donley inquired of signalization at Ridgeline. Ms. Krager stated the design has 
been approved and the Ridgeline and Voyager intersection may not be signalized until Summer 
of 2014. The signalization is already paid for.  
 
Commissioner Donley inquired of less traffic along Voyager.  Ms. Krager stated the traffic 
volumes on Voyager increased during the I-25 construction, but has now seen it reduced with 
construction coming to completion.  
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Commissioner Donley was concerned about insuring access to the north of the site and 
preferred no driveway access along Ridgeline. He appreciated the open space aspects. 
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler preferred a traffic-calming design along Ridgeline Drive. He would 
prefer density lost on this project to be made up on another portion of the master plan.  
 
Commissioner Markewich would not support the master plan amendment unless the roadway 
system was redesigned. He was concerned with public safety of exiting the neighborhood that 
has limited access during a natural disaster. He was in support of the proposed trails, open 
space and parks.  
 
Commissioner Gonzalez felt the connection issue could be addressed with a note that requires 
staff to coordinate with the developer to restrict road access. He found that the master plan 
criteria and the Comprehensive Plan objectives were met. It is a land owner’s decision whether 
to increase or lower the density on their master plan. He supported all three applications.  
 
Commissioner Sparks found it would be helpful to add a note to address connectivity from 
Voyager through Ridgeline up to Middle Creek Parkway. She felt that connectivity may not be 
shown on the plan because the developer possibly hasn’t designed that northern portion yet. 
She supported the trail connectivity and expansive open space, and appreciated the proposed 
pedestrian circulation and connectivity through the mouse habitat.  
 
Mr. Wysocki suggested wording to address the Ridgeline Drive connectivity to state, “Ridgeline 
Drive shall be connected to Middle Creek Parkway as a roadway utilizing traffic calming devices 
approved by the City with no single-family residential access.”   
 
Moved by Commissioner Donley, seconded by Commissioner Walkowski, to approve Item 6.A-
File No. CPC MP 04-00254-A3MJ14, the major amendment to The Farm master plan, based 
upon the finding that the amendment meets the review criteria for master plan amendments as 
set forth in City Code Section 7.5.408, subject to the following condition:  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Add the following note: Describe a connection between Ridgeline Drive and Middle 
Creek Parkway with no driveway access shown. It is acceptable for that route to be 
indirect as it proceeds through Parcels 7, 8 or 10. 

 
Moved by Commissioner Shonkwiler, seconded by Commissioner Donley, to amend the master 
plan note to include the words, “without reducing overall density in the master plan area.” 
Motion to amend failed 1-7 (Commissioner Shonkwiler in favor; Commissioners Donley, 
Markewich, Ham, Gonzalez, Phillips, Walkowski, and Sparks opposed; and Commissioner 
Henninger excused).  
 
Original motion carried 7-1 (Commissioner Markewich in opposition and Commissioner 
Henninger excused.) 
 
Moved by Commissioner Donley, seconded by Commissioner Walkowski, to approve Item 6.B-
File No. CPC PUZ 14-00026, the zone change of 26.03 acres from A (Agricultural) and PUD 
(Planned Unit Development: Single-family residential, 2.07 dwelling units per acre, 35-foot 
maximum building height) to PUD (Planned Unit Development: Single-family residential, 2-3.49 
dwelling units per acres, 36-foot maximum building height), 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 and the criteria for the establishment of a PUD zone as set 
forth in City Code Section 7.3.603. Motion carried 8-0 (Commissioner Henninger excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Donley, seconded by Commissioner Walkowski, to approve Item 6.C-
File No. CPC PUD 14-00027, The Farm Filing Nos. 1A, 1B, 1C and 2 PUD development plan based 
upon the findings that he PUD development plan meets the review criteria for PUD 
development plans as set forth in City Code Section 7.3.606, and the development plan review 
criteria as set forth in Section 7.5.502.E subject to the following technical modifications:  
 Technical Modifications:  

1. Show the reconfiguration of the LaForet Trail along Voyager Parkway. 
2. Update the coordinated sign plan to show temporary sign phasing and add standard 

notes.  
3. Amend the development plan to show a 36-foot building height maximum.  

Motion carried 8-0 (Commissioner Henninger excused).  
 
 
 
           May 15, 2014           
 Date of Decision  Planning Commission Chair 
 

- 40 -



City Planning Commission 

May 15, 2014 

 

 

Meggan Herington, AICP, Principal Planner  

 

 

THE FARM  
 
 
CITY FILE NUMBERS: 
CPC MP 04-00254-A3MJ14 
CPC PUZ 14-00026 
CPCPUD 14-00027 
 
 

Vicinity Map 

• Major Master Plan Amendment 

• Impacts 129 of 475 acres 

• PUD Zone Change 

• PUD Development Plan  

• 75.65 acres/212 lots 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014

- 41 -



Master Plan Amendment 

•Rename the Allison Valley Master Plan to The Farm 

•Residential density reduction 

•Relocation of  the 15-acre school site 

• Expansion of parks, trails and open space 

• Parkland dedication of 21.83 acres 

• Addition of an “Activity Center” parcel 

• Preservation of drainage areas 

• Show Compassion International and Renaissance Hotel as 
implemented areas 

 

 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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PUD Rezone 

• 26 acres being 
rezoned 

• 23.6 acres from A 
to PUD 2 – 3.49 
DU’s acre 

• 2.4 acres from 
PUD 2.07 DU’s per 
acre to 2 – 3.49 
DU’s acre 

 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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PUD Development Plan 
• 75.65 acres 

• 212 lots 

• 5,000 sf lot minimum 

• Average lot is 10,189 sf 

• Typical SFR setbacks 

• 36’ max bldg. height 

• Trail tract and park area 

Stakeholder Process/Issues 

•Notification to 346 property owners 

•Neighborhood meeting March 4, 2014 

• 30 in attendance 

•Met with residents of Liberty Heights 

•Neighbor concerns include: 

• Increased traffic on Voyager 

• Need for a signal at Voyager and Ridgeline 

•USAFA has drainage questions 

• Overall drainage impacts to Academy property 

 

 

 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Stakeholder Process/Issues 

• Traffic Resolution 
• Signal at Voyager and Ridgeline being designed 

• City will monitor traffic counts on Voyager 

• No other signals planned at this time 

•USAFA Drainage Concerns 
• City Development Review and Stormwater Division  

• Spearheading meeting with Academy 

• Drainage is a global issue, not specific to The Farm 

• Farm drainage and grading and erosion control has been developed to 
the newest City standards. 

Staff Recommendation 

• Staff recommends approval of the applications as 
presented with technical modifications to the PUD 
Development Plan: 

 

• Technical Modifications: 

• Show the reconfiguration of the trail along Voyager Parkway. 

• Update the coordinated sign plan to show temporary sign 
phasing and add standard notes. 

• Amend the development plan to show a 36 foot building height 
maximum. 

  

 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Questions? 
 

 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Angela Essing 

Director of Planning, La Plata Communities 

Gregg Brown 

Principal, DHM Design Corporation 

Kyle Campbell 

Division Manager, Classic Consulting Engineers and 

Surveyors 

Jeff Hodsdon 

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 

 

CPC MP 04-254-A3MJ14 

CPC PUZ 14-26 

CPC PUD 14-27 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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CPC MP 04-254-A3MJ14 

 Residential Density Reduction 

 1868 DU to 1446 DU 

 Increase in park area and trails 

 Less grading 

 Addition of a Community Center  

Middle Creek Parkway Access Remains 

Reconfiguration of  Ridgeline Drive 

 Highlights Open Space and Park Amenity 

 Better Traffic Circulation for School Site 

  

Relocation of School Site 

5’ Staging Area Along Ridgeline Drive For 

Drop-off and Pick-up 

School District is in Support of this Site 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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PARK AREAS  

 4.92 Acre Park 

 14.57 Trail Corridor with 

Seven Areas for Park 

 1.73 Acre Neighborhood 

Park 

 1.68 Acre Trail Corridor 

 2.14 Acre South Trail 

Corridor Loop 

 79 Acres Open Space 

 24.1 Acres Open Space 

 12 Acres Open Space 

 Additional internal trails 

linking homes to school 

and community center 

PARK AMENITIES 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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CPC PUZ 14-26 
Comparison to Adjacent Neighborhood 

 Trail Ridge South at Northgate Filing No. 1 and 
2 and South Valley at Trail Ridge 

 3.34 dwelling units per acre (DU/AC) 

 South Valley at Trail Ridge  

 Gross Density 2.47 DU/AC 

 Talon Hills Apartments 

 Promontory at Northgate 

 Gross Density 11 DU/AC 

 

 

CPC PUD 14-27 
212 Lots  

Typical size lots  
5,750 sq. ft  
7,200 sq. ft  
9,100 sq. ft. 

11, 200 sq.ft. 
13,500 sq. ft. 

 
Average lot size  
10,189 sq. ft. 

 
The Farm Final  
Drainage Report 
 Full Compliance with 

the recommendations 
of the City approved 
Master Development 
Drainage Plan 

 
Internal Trail Corridors  
 School 
 Trail Ridge Nbrhd 
 Bridge to 
 High Density Site 
 Commercial 
 
LaForet Trail Extension 

 

 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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NEIGHBORHOOD AND AGENCY COMMENTS 
• Traffic Along Voyager Parkway 

• Signal at Ridgeline Drive and Voyager Summer 2014 

 

• Air Force Academy Drainage 

• The stormwater conveyance facilities have been designed and approved using the City’s 

updated Drainage Criteria Manual’s (Volume 1 & Volume 2).   

• This includes the Grading and Erosion control plan, which will use criteria from Volume 

2.  Volume 2 incorporates the latest from UDFCD.   

• A copy of all reports have been and will continue to be provided to the USAFA for review and 

comment.   

• Air Force Academy Trail System 

• The Farm Master Plan is providing the required City connections, for the LaForet Trail, at the 

west and east ends of the property. 

• Air Force Academy Note on All Plans 

• NOTICE: This property may be impacted by noise and other similar sensory effects of flight… 

 

Questions and Comments? 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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DRAINAGE 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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URBAN DRAINAGE FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

EXTENDED URBAN RUNOFF VOLUME (EURV) SUMMARY 

RETURN EVENT MAX. WSE 
Q IN  

(CFS) 

ALLOWABLE 

RELEASE (CFS) 

ACTUAL 

RELEASE (CFS) 

ACTUAL VS 

ALLOWABLE 

RELEASE 

MAXIMUM 

STORAGE VOLUME 

(AC-FT) 

2 6668.90    95.81  31 1.7 5.5% 3.517 

5 6670.02  131.68  43 4.98 11.6% 4.735 

10 6670.70  153.95  50 8.65 17.3% 5.532 

25 6671.74  232.40  93 67.63 72.7% 6.838 

50 6672.06  263.32  105 98.28 93.6% 7.257 

100 6672.15  274.37  110 109.5 99.5% 7.388 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPPORT 

Items:  6.A-6.C 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014

- 55 -



 

 

 

 

CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 

 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2014 
 
ITEM:  7.A, 7.B 
 
STAFF:  Lonna Thelen 
 
FILE NO.: CPC CP 08-00078-A1MJ13, CPC CU 13-00116 
 
PROJECT:  Creekside at Rockrimmon 
 
 
Commissioner Sparks disclosed that she worked on this plan over four years ago for a previous 
firm and can listen without bias to the information.  
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Ms. Lonna Thelen presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A).  
 
Ms. Kathleen Krager, Transportation Manager, stated trip generation statistics are atypical in a 
facility that will house a student population. If there is a demand for shuttle bus service for 
UCCS, the developer will provide that.  
 
APPLICATION PRESENTATION 
Mr. John Maynard with NES Inc. presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit B).  
 
CITIZENS IN FAVOR 
Mr. Mike Fenton representing Century Communities property owner to the north, felt this 
proposal will benefit properties that border Rockrimmon Creek because it will address 
stormwater issues and will be a positive impact for the city.  
 
Commissioner Phillips now excused. 
 
CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION 

1. Mr. Buddy Van Doren representing the Golden Hills Rockrimmon homeowners 
association (HOA) presented PowerPoint slides and distributed a petition (Exhibit C).  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Commissioner Ham inquired if the neighborhood would support a multi-family development 
rather than the proposed student housing. Mr. Van Doren stated that would allay some of the 
fears.  
 
Commissioner Sparks asked Mr. Van Doren to identify the area where it has flooded. Mr. Van 
Doren replied it is the intersection of Delmonico and Rockrimmon.  
 

2. Ms. Ardith Lindquist, resident of Rockrimmon, distributed a packet entitled “Student 
Housing Zoning Study: Repot and Recommendations” from Saint Paul Planning 
Commission dated May 2012 (Exhibit D). She was concerned with possible fire hazards 
due to a high density of occupants in each unit, along with the quality of life in her 
neighborhood. 

3. Ms. Gina Milliken, resident of Rockrimmon, was concerned with fire safety and related 
her difficulty evacuating from one of only three Rockrimmon exits during the Waldo 
Canyon fire. She related existing traffic concerns that this development will exacerbate, 
especially at the Delmonico and Rockrimmon intersection.  

4. Ms. Gini Springmeyer, resident of Rockrimmon, was concerned with possible blight and 
traffic.  

5. Mr. Donald Guetig agreed with Mr. Van Doren’s presentation. 
6. Ms. Geraldine Gieck complained that the public hearing poster was not easily seen by all 

drivers because it was posted west of the gas station, and she was also concerned with 
traffic. 

7. Mr. Norbert Necker questioned if enough money will be spent to appropriately develop 
on shifting soils. He related the difficulties with previous development plan proposals.  

8. Ms. Jeanette Van Doren thanked the Planning Commission for listening to them and 
questioned if this is the appropriate use for the site.  

 
APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
Mr. John Maynard stated this site is not in the middle of a single-family neighborhood and 
displayed a map of various existing and proposed residential densities. He referenced 
difficulties that UCCS has had housing students and had to refuse registration. Married student 
couples and children of students would be allowed to reside in this development. This is an 
owner-operator proposal. This proposal is less intense and will use slab foundations that will 
“float on expansive soils.”  
 
Commissioner Ham inquired if the first phasing would be ready for occupancy. Mr. Maynard 
believed there is the need for at least the first phase of model home construction beginning Fall 
2014 with occupancies starting in the Spring of 2015.  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Commissioner Sparks requested Mr. Maynard address the drainage issues raised by the 
neighbors. Mr. Maynard displayed a slide that showed a water quality pond that will channel 
flows to the stream northward.   
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler inquired of fire safety. Mr. Maynard stated all units will have internal 
sprinkler systems with fire walls between each unit.  
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Commissioner Markewich was concerned with the egress and ingress especially during a fire. 
He felt the review criteria were not met.  
 
Commissioner Ham stated the ingress and egress issues remain despite what use is developed 
on this site.  
 
Commissioner Donley stated this plan is essentially a townhouse project. His concerns with 
parking and access were addressed. This site is isolated and found this use to be appropriate. 
He supported the project and found it met the review criteria.  
 
Commissioner Walkowski would prefer more infill development. He questioned whether the 
business model meets the intent of the Zoning Code. He found this use would overburden the 
existing intersection. He was not in support of the project.  
 
Commissioner Sparks found that the code criteria were met. It is a valid layout compared with 
previously approved proposals.  
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler stated this proposed use provides a need. The residential intensity is 
reduced and the concept plan provides commercial uses to support it. If each potential project 
is reviewed for potential fire then development may be shut down. There are risks involved and 
all who reside in this area understands those risks. He supported the project.  
 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated this plan proposes a classic placement of uses according to 
density and intensity of uses. As much as he understands the fear of wildfire risks, the 
developer and owner have provided above and beyond the requirements with interior sprinkler 
systems and fire walls. Planning Commission must measure if the quality of the surrounding 
areas will be substantially injured. He felt there will be some injury, but it should not be 
significant.  The Comprehensive Plan encourages infill development and mixed uses, and that is 
what this project proposes. He supported both applications.  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item No. 7A-File 
No. CPC CP 08-00078-A1MJ13, the concept plan amendment to the Creekside at Rockrimmon 
Plan, based upon the finding that the concept plan complies with the review criteria in City 
Code Section 7.5.501.E. subject to compliance with the following technical and/or informational 
plan modifications: 

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Concept Plan: 
1. Note that a development agreement which is specific to the project phasing of the 

entire concept plan area is required with the timing of each item in note 20 and when 
financial assurances must be posted prior to the approval of the first development plan. 

2. Note 6 on sheet 1 should only reference downslope creep as a geologic hazard (not 
underground mining and potentially unstable slopes).  

3. The ownership and maintenance of Tract B in the Tract Table needs to be determined 
and noted. 

4. Revise the drainage channel improvements shown in the development plan to match 
what is shown in the current Preliminary Final Drainage Report for the Creekside at 
Rockrimmon by Drexel Barrell, which is currently under review by City Engineering 
Development Review.  

Motion carried 5-2 (Commissioners Walkowski and Markewich opposed with Commissioners 
Henninger and Phillips excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item No. 7B-File 
No. CPC CU 13-00116, the conditional use development plan for Creekside at Rockrimmon, 
based upon the finding that the conditional use complies with the review criteria in City Code 
Section 7.5.704 and Section 7.5.502.E, subject to compliance with the following technical 
and/or informational plan modifications: 

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Conditional Use: 
1. Show the light details on page 6 as full cutoff light fixtures. 
2. Mark both sides of the drive at the northwest side of the site as a fire lane. 
3. Provide a development agreement with the timing of each item in Note 12 on the 

Conditional Use Sheet 1. Include the traffic signal at Rockrimmon and Red Ash Point. 
4. Add "traffic signal" to the list of items on Note 12 on the Conditional Use Sheet 1. 
5. Revise the drainage channel improvements shown in the development plan to match 

what is shown in the current Preliminary Final Drainage Report for the Creekside at 
Rockrimmon by Drexel Barrell, which is currently under review by City Engineering 
Development Review.  

Motion carried 5-2 (Commissioners Walkowski and Markewich opposed with Commissioner 
Henninger and Phillips excused). 
 
           May 15, 2014           
 Date of Decision  Planning Commission Chair 
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File Nos. CPC CP 08-00078-A1MJ13 
CPC CU 13-00116 

Creekside at Rockrimmon 

May 15, 2014 

Lonna Thelen 

Creekside at Rockrimmon 

Creekside at 
Rockrimmon Encore 

Apartments 

 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014 
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Creekside at Rockrimmon 

 History 

 The property was zoned PBC/HS/SS/cr and PUD/HS/SS/cr in 2008. 

 The PUD zoning (30.2 acres) allowed single family and multi-family 
residential with a maximum density of 7.61 du/ac. The concept 
plan proposed 168 multi-family and 62 single-family units. 

 The concept plan for the PBC zoning (13.9 acres) allowed two fast 
food restaurants, one sit down restaurant, two office pad sites, and 
one retail pad site. 

 Applications 

 Concept Plan Amendment 

 Conditional Use Development Plan for multi-family 

 Neighborhood Meeting 

 A neighborhood meeting was held on October 29, 2013. 45 people 
were in attendance. 

 

 

 

 

Concept Plan Amendment 

PUD 

PBC 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014 
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Concept Plan 

62 single 
family 
units 

Concept Plan 

141 townhome 
units –  

564 bedrooms 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014 
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Conditional Use 

Phase I – 37 
townhome units – 
4 bedrooms each 

Issues of Concern  

 Protection of Hillside and Streamside 

 Traffic generation  

 Geologic Hazards 

 

 

 

 

 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014 
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Protection of Hillside and Streamside 

• Preservation of areas identified by 
Land Suitability Analysis prepared 
with plan approved in 2009. 

• Streamside area has limited impact 
and will have minimal impact from 
drainage improvements required for 
the stream. 

• A trail will be provided on each side 
of the creek. 

Geologic Hazards 

• Geologic Hazard Report was reviewed by City Engineering staff 
and Colorado Geological Survey staff. 

• Items reviewed included: 
• Undermining 
• Expansive soils and bedrock 
• Seasonally shallow groundwater 
• Water-bearing sand layers 
• Uncontrolled fill 
• Downslope creep 

• No concerns remain after the review of the plans. 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014 
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Traffic Generation 

• 3 access points to the site – Red Ash Point, east of the existing 
gas station and Menzer heights. 

• Delay for traffic lights at Delmonico and Rockrimmon 
intersection, Rockrimmon and Mark Dabling intersection, and 
the Rockrimmon and I-25 intersection.  

• Delays for wildfire evaculation 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends approval of the concept plan 
amendment and the conditional use, with technical 

modifications. 
 

 

 

Creekside at Rockrimmon 
 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014 
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Creekside at Rockrimmon 

Questions? 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014 
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CREEKSIDE AT ROCKRIMMON 

City Planning Commission  /  May 15, 2014 

Context Map 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Existing Concept Plan 

Existing Plat 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Proposed Land Use:  Townhome Style Student Housing 

 

List of Applications 

• Amend Concept Plan to reduce intensity of use 

 

• Conditional Use for Multi-family 

 

• Development Plan for Phase One for 38 units 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Product Description 

• Student housing in townhome structure 

• Rent by bedroom with common kitchen and living area 

• Furnished; wired for internet access 

• Parking at more than one space per bedroom 

• Daily trash pickup 

• Fire walls between units 

• Developer/ Owner has experience 

Renderings of Pueblo Project 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Clubhouse  

Proposed Concept Plan 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Proposed CU Development Plan 

Draft Development Agreement  

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Questions? 

Zoning Map 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Channel Improvements 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  B 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Creekside at 

Rockrimmon 
 Concerns & Perspectives of the Residents of the 

Surrounding Wildland Communities 

Buddy Van Doren, Golden Hills Rockrimmon HOA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Who we are 

 We are residents of NW Colorado Springs who live in the Wildland 

Urban Interface (WUI) area in which the proposed Creekside multi-

dwelling student housing project would be built (reference filings 

CPC CP 08-00078-A1MJ13 and CPC CU 13-00116).   

 

 We are not in favor of the project as it is currently 

being proposed. 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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 Among our concerns 
 Failure to meet City Code 7.5.501 requirements regarding safety of 

existing communities 

 Failure of the planning process to consider the actual impact of the 
project on a much larger area than the thousand-feet rule considers.  
This failure would lead to: 

 Excessive added risk to the thousands of residents now living in the 
Wildland Urban Interface. 

 Daily traffic volume and road safety problems that would become 
dangerous in another evacuation. 

 Exacerbated drainage problems in the intersections leading to I-25.  This is 
a current flood problem that paving and buildings will not improve. 

 Suitability of the Creekside development with regard to 

 Neighborhood compatibility 

 Land geology, topography, and drainage 

Area of Concern –  
Huge, and heavily populated 

Egress point 

Apartment location 

Boundary, 

population area 

of concern 

 City’s Fire Risk Map of area  

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Traffic Concerns 
Fire Risk 

 Creekside would add further traffic volume to an area 

that is highly developed, and has a very high collective 

fire risk. 

 The area is fully in a Wildland Urban Interface, and has 

ONLY THREE EXITS.  

 Several thousand residents would be impacted – 141 

quadruple units equals more than 550 additional cars.  

Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore 

at Rockrimmon apartments on Delmonico means more 

than 1,000 additional autos/day, a significant impact. 

Traffic Concerns 
Volume 

 Exit (I-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint  

 Most area traffic passes east and flows onto I-25 

 MP 148 is one of only two entrances to I-25 for the whole area, 

containing many thousands of residents living between I-25 on the 

east and Centennial Blvd on the west, and between Woodmen 

Valley and S. Rockrimmon Blvd. Pinecliff residents also use MP 

148 heavily. 

 All traffic for MP 148 and Mark Dabling goes through a single 

complex of roads, passing through two traffic lights controlling 

busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 

passing beneath I-25, and through a single intersection controlling 

both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Impacted Wildland Urban Interface Area 

 This WUI contains thousands of homes, and many thousands of 

people.  The boundaries are 

 Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted 

living facilities on S. Rockrimmon 

 I-25 to Centennial Blvd.   

 Impacted communities include Golden Hills, Raven Hills, Hunter’s 

Point, Peregrine, Dairy Ranch, Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak 

Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and several more.  

Impact on WUI (cont’d)   

 We are surrounded with clear evidence of the risk of living in a 

WUI 

 Waldo Canyon 

 Black Forest 

 The residents of our communities were the majority of the 

evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire.  

 Again, there are only three ways out.  Waldo Canyon reduced that 

to two; next time it could be only one.   

 These severe egress limits won’t change, and the fire risk remains 

very high.   

 

Conclusion: The area simply cannot accommodate a significant 

traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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…and it will happen again 
Our own Fire Department says we will 

have more wildfire incidents 

-Woodmen Edition, May 2, 2014 

The WUI is open recreation space, 

with many hiking trails – all it takes is 

one cigarette, or one match 

Safety – meeting City Code 
 We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements of the City 

Code 7.5.501, excerpted below: 
 

The purposes of the concept plan review are: 
 
1. To ensure use to use compatibility between the proposed land uses, zone district with the 
surrounding area; 
 
2. To minimize potential hazardous, adverse or objectionable effects of the proposal; 
 
3. To ensure safe points of access to all future lots and adjacent properties” 

It does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the 
Wildland Urban Interface,  

 It is not consistent with current residential profile, at least in terms of maturity and 
transience. 

 The limits of egress imposed by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood 
make it unsafe to add yet another high-density residential complex, especially one 
housing a young, high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Safety –  
How much is too much?  

 Most recently, Encore at Rockrimmon was added – 270 units, or 
more than 500 cars 

 Now, we’re asked to accommodate Creekside – 564 beds, ~500+ 
cars 

 Where’s the tipping point?   

 Where fire will break out next is unpredictable; how it will 
behave in wildland is predictable: it’ll run fast and tax our ability 
to respond to it. 

 Are we smarter after Waldo Canyon and Black Forest? Maybe, 
but short of removing so much vegetation that the area is no 
longer wildland, there’s no way to make our fire risk negligible. 

Safety –   
Doing Things Differently 

 Virtually no development within Colorado Springs has 
seriously considered fire danger in platting and organizing 
communities. 

 Until recently, the Hillside Ordinance actually severely restricted 
mitigation efforts for developments within the Hillside Overlay. 

 We now find ourselves considering development in the heart 
of this huge WUI, but the land is still being exploited in the 
same old ways, with no regard for this now-obvious aspect 
of community safety. 

Let’s do things differently this time, before we reach a tipping 
point 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Safety (cont’d) 
How we can do it differently 

 Colorado Springs has shown regard for other aspects 

of city and community safety, such as the work being 

done to remedy Stormwater issues 

 Recently considered guidelines for the further 

development of the North Nevada corridor show that 

we want future development to complement the 

existing community. 

Let’s examine our city’s Comprehensive Plan and other guidelines; 

the 21st century has shown us that some changes are in order, for 

safety’s sake. 

Other Concerns 
The proposal is misleading.  

 The casual reader is led to believe that Creekside is a UCCS-

sponsored project, but it’s a private development. 

 In October, the developer stated that Creekside is “about a half a 

mile from campus.” Not even close – it’s more than two miles from 

the nearest campus transit point – and further yet to campus. This 

lack of familiarity is concerning. 

 As of Nov 2013, (after the community presentation) Susan 

Szpyrka, the UCCS Vice-Chancellor for Administration & 

Finance, had not even met Creekside’s developers. 

 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Land Use 
 The land along S. Rockrimmon Blvd in the 24.08 acres of the project has been in many hands.  Several uses have been proposed, but none has ever been successful: 

 Originally, a lake and golf course were in the plans for that general area 
 At one time, low-income housing was planned, and scrapped 
 The area has always had soil subsidence problems 

 We realize that landowners want to realize a return on their investments, but 
 This area is part of the residual acreage from one of the more successful developments in the last 50 years.  
 We should all have learned quite a lot about responsible community development, and be willing to consider alternatives 
 At the very least, we should explore alternatives that do not add significantly to the population in such a wildland area. 

Land Use (Cont’d) 

 Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan (p. 136) -  

 Encourage infill: This sounds like a great goal, because it maximizes 

the use of existing infrastructure – until the wildfire issue is considered 

 Locate higher density housing as a transition and buffer: Again, the 

wildfire “education” that we’ve received in the last two years should 

have taught us to reexamine rules like this more closely. 

 Meet housing needs of all segments of the community:  While we 

understand the needs of a broad spectrum of the community, we feel it 

doesn’t make sense to place transient housing for young, single 

residents in proximity to hiking trails in high fire-danger wildland.  

We believe these goals should be revisited, and tempered by the   new, 

hard-won knowledge of fire risks, before making decisions like approval of 

Creekside. 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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What we’re Not 

 We are not anti-UCCS! We support the 

university.  We laud its growth and success, 

and want it to grow and prosper.   

 We are not anti-growth!  Growth, based on 

sensible goals and using our experience, is 

essential.  This is NOT a “NIMBY” reaction. 

But  

This is the wrong place for student housing 

Summary of Concerns 
 Fire risk in the WUI is our major concern.  The Creekside project does not appear to 

meet the standards of City Code 7.5.501 regarding the safety of the community into 

which it would be placed.  

 The Creekside impact analysis has been inadequate. There was no consideration of the 

impact it would have on the many thousands of residents in a huge wildland area with 

only three exits.  The thousand-feet rule is an absurd measure of impact radius. 

 Adding traffic to the area is a concern.  Encore traffic will impact road safety, and adding 

Creekside to that is a double hit to daily traffic that would create everyday delays and 

safety issues, and would become dangerous and even life-threatening in a wildfire 

evacuation.  We don’t agree with the City Traffic Engineer; she measures and calculates 

the traffic – we drive in it. 

 Drainage remains a concern.  The paving and buildings will move even more water into 

an intersection that already floods when weather hits; it’s downhill from every street 

feeding it.  We await the review of the drainage report (Agenda p. 137) 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION AND CONSIDERATION 

 

 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents QfNW CQlQradQ Springs whO' live in proximity to' the multi-dwelling hQusing prQject 
being prQPQsed Qn SQuth RQckrimmQn Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-A1MJ13 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor ofthe project as stated. AmQng Qur CQncerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thQusand residents WQuid be impacted - 1M quadruple-units equals more than 550 
additiQnal cars. Adding the traffic frQm the 270 units Qf the new EncQre at RQckrimmQn apartments Qn 
DelmQnicQ means mQre than 1,000 mQre autQs/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. MQst area traffic passes east and flO'WS QntQ 1-
25, thrQugh Qne Qfthe Qnly twO' entrances to' 1-25 fQr many thQusands Qfresidents living between 1-25 
Qn the east and Centennial Blvd Dn the west. All the traffic goes through a cQmplex Qf rQads, passing 
thrQugh twO' traffic lights cO'ntrQlling busy intersectiQns and gQing under the elevated railrQad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and thrQugh a single intersectiQn cQntrQlling bQth entrance-exit ramps QfExit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI cDntains many thQusands Qf 
peQple ranging frQm WQQdmen Valley Qn the nQrth to' the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
Qn the SQuth, and west to' Centennial Blvd. Impacted cQmmunities include RQckrimmQn, Peregrine, 
WQQdmen Valley, DiscQvery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, TamarrQn, and many more. The residents Of these 
cQmmunities were the majO'rity Qfthe evacuees during the WaldO' CanYDn fire. There are Qnly three 
ways QUt. WaldO' CanYQn reduced that to' twO'; next time it CQuid be Qnly Qne. These severe egress 
limits are nQt likely to' imprQve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannQt 
accQmmodate a significant traffic increase withQut excessive danger to' residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements ofthe City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it dQes nQt cQnsider the negative fire safety impact Qn Qur cO'mmunity IQcated in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is nQt cQnsistent with current residential profile. The limits Qf egress impQsed 
by having Qnly three exits in a WUI neighbQrhQQd make it unsafe to' add yet anQther high-density 
residential cQmp'lex, especially Qne hQusing a high-transient PQPulatiDn unlikely to' appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student hQusing, but the IQcatiQn is not convenient to' 
the campus - it's mQre than twO' miles frQm the nearest campus transit PQint. 

We SUPPQrt UCCS, and want it to' grQW and prQsper. But this is the wrong place fQr student hQusing. 

Printed Name Signature Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 
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. -~-/ tf.-

4- fo·- (l{ 

4 -t,- ILl 

- k -L L( 

4-(,-t~ 

4-~ - 14 

~ -,,- 14 

PAGE 

i~ 

Items:  7.A, 7.B 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014

- 87 -



STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-A1MJl3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor ofthe project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted- 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto I-
25. through one of the only two entrances to I-25 for many thousands of residents living between I-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath I-25 , and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted commnnities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements oftbe City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Address I Phone 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP OS-0007S-AIMJI3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volnme to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto J-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All tbe traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 14S. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements of the City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUl neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from tbe nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Date 
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- -STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJl3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding tbe traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This Will contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pineciiff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fife risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements oftbe City Code 7.5 .501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a Will neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient popUlation unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• Tbe proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Address I Phone Date 
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. 'STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJl3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urhan Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one ofthe only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildlaud Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen VaUey on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrirnmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fIre. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fIre risk remains very high. The area simply carmot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements oftbe City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fIre safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Address I Phone Date 
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. -STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJl3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are notin favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units ofthe new Encore at Rockrimrnon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• Tbe exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25 , and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimrnon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements oCthe City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Address I Phone Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJ13 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor ofthe project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urhan Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto J-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fITe risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements of the City Code 7.5 .501 -502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fITe safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJ13 and crc CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildlaud Urbau Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple nnits equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148 . 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUl contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinec1iff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents ofthese 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet tbe requirements oftbe City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WU1 neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks . 

• Tbe proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-A I MJl3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are Dot in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centemrial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed bousing does not meet tbe requirements oftbe City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• Tbe proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Address I Phone Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJI3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted-141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements of the City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient popnlation nnlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-A1MJI3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WU1 contains many tholjsands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fue. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced tbat to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requiremeuts of the City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WU1 neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it' s more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJl3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volnme to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several tbousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding tbe traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, througb one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUl contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements of the City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the uegative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with cnrrent residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUl neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. les labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJ\3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority oftbe evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements of the City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one bousing a higb-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it' s more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Address I Phone Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-AIMJl3 and CPC CU 
13-00 I 16. We are not in favor ofthe project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted- 141 quadruple units equals more thau 550 
additional cars. Adding tbe traffic from tbe 270 units of tbe new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a buge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many tbousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on tbe west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents of these 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements of the City Code 7.5 .501 -502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with cnrrent residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
tbe campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Sign~ture Address I Phone /l Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

We are residents ofNW Colorado Springs who live in proximity to the multi-dwelling housing project 
being proposed on South Rockrimmon Blvd; reference filings CPC CP 08-00078-A1MJl3 and CPC CU 
13-00116. We are not in favor of the project as stated. Among our concerns: 

• Added traffic volume to a high fire risk Wildland Urban Interface area WITH ONLY THREE 
EXITS. Several thousand residents would be impacted - 141 quadruple units equals more than 550 
additional cars. Adding the traffic from the 270 units of the new Encore at Rockrimmon apartments on 
Delmonico means more than 1,000 more autos/day, a huge impact. 

• The exit (1-25 MP 148) is already a traffic chokepoint. Most area traffic passes east and flows onto 1-
25, through one of the only two entrances to 1-25 for many thousands of residents living between 1-25 
on the east and Centennial Blvd on the west. All the traffic goes through a complex of roads, passing 
through two traffic lights controlling busy intersections and going under the elevated railroad tracks, 
underneath 1-25, and through a single intersection controlling both entrance-exit ramps of Exit 148. 

• A very large Wildland Urban Interface area is impacted. This WUI contains many thousands of 
people ranging from Woodmen Valley on the north to the large apartments and assisted living facilities 
on the South, and west to Centennial Blvd. Impacted communities include Rockrimmon, Peregrine, 
Woodmen Valley, Discovery, Oak Hills, Pinecliff, Tamarron, and many more. The residents ofthese 
communities were the majority of the evacuees during the Waldo Canyon fire. There are only three 
ways out. Waldo Canyon reduced that to two; next time it could be only one. These severe egress 
limits are not likely to improve, and the fire risk remains very high. The area simply cannot 
accommodate a significant traffic increase without excessive danger to residents. 

• We believe the proposed housing does not meet the requirements of the City Code 7.5.501-502, in 
that it does not consider the negative fire safety impact on our community located in the Wildland 
Urban Interface, and it is not consistent with current residential profile. The limits of egress imposed 
by having only three exits in a WUI neighborhood make it unsafe to add yet another high-density 
residential complex, especially one housing a high-transient population unlikely to appreciate the risks. 

• The proposal is misleading. It's labeled as UCCS student housing, but the location is not convenient to 
the campus - it's more than two miles from the nearest campus transit point. 

We support UCCS, and want it to grow and prosper. But this is the wrong place for student housing. 

Printed Name Signature Address I Phone Date 
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STUDENT HOUSING PROJECT - RESIDENTS' STATEMENT OF NON-APPROVAL 

Printed Name Signature Address I Phone Date 
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1

Koehn, Alayna

From: Chip & Nicole Alger <algerrm@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 13, 2014 2:55 PM
To: Koehn, Alayna
Subject: Vote NO! - Planned Development at Rockrimmon and Delmonico

I strongly urge you to vote No on the proposed housing development in the Rockrimmon area.  We are already being 
bombarded with high density housing on Delmonico near the USA Cycling center.  This would greatly increase traffic in 
our area and at a major intersection for evacuation routes. 
 
Save our community and the Wildland Urban Interface. 
 
Nicole Alger   
6340 Delmonico Drive   
Colorado Springs, CO  80919 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 

 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2014 
 
ITEM:  8.A-8.G 
 
STAFF:  Lonna Thelen 
 
FILE NO.: CPC MPA 07-00308-A5MJ14, CPC ZC 14-00031, CPC ZC 14-00032, CPC ZC 14-

00033, CPC ZC 1400034, CPC CP 14-00035, AR DP 14-00116 
 
PROJECT:  Sentinel Ridge Phase I and Mainstreet 
 
 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Ms. Lonna Thelen presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A). There was an error in the table of 
contents and the staff report. All zone changes need to be amended to remove the hillside 
overlay.  
 
Ms. Kathleen Krager, Transportation Manager, stated traffic will be nothing but improved in 
this area, especially with the improved level of service relocating Centennial.  
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 

1. Ms. Susan Wood-Ellis presented slides (Exhibit B) and proposed changes to staff’s 
recommended significant modifications listed in the agenda as follows:  
 
Significant plan modifications (master plan): 
Show the 2.5-acre intermittent stream area as open space 
Show the two additional green areas totaling 3.5 acres (as depicted on the applicant’s 
Additional Open Space Map) as Open Space. 

  
Significant plan modifications (concept plan): 
1. Show the 2.5-acre intermittent stream area as open space 
1. Show the two additional green areas totaling 3.5 acres (as depicted on the 

applicant’s Additional Open Space Map) as Open Space. 
  
2. Mr. Dirk Gosda advanced the pdf slides (Exhibit B) 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

3. Mr. Eric Morff representing Mainstreet continued the presentation slides within Exhibit 
B.  

 
4. Mr. Rob Caminiti, senior pastor at Evangelical Free Church, related the services the 

church provides.  
 

5. Mr. Don Wilkin, Chairman of First Evangelical Free Church, requested approval. 
 

6. Mr. Kent Rockwell, Rockwell Consulting, related the final utility plan for this site.  
 

Commissioner Gonzalez addressed the developer’s request for a major change in open space in 
which the public has not had a chance to review.  

 
The Planning Commission unanimously decided to proceed with the hearing despite the 
applicant’s proposed change to the master plan and concept plan modifications.  
 

CITIZENS IN FAVOR 
1. Mr. Terry Johns, School District 11, clarified that the district is not opposed to traffic 

near Holmes Middle School. The church has approached School District 11 requesting 
use of the district’s adjacent strip of land for access that lines up with Friendship Lane. 
With that option, School District 11 requested use of the church’s parking lot during the 
school’s special events. School District 11 is not endorsing or opposing this proposal.  

 
2. Mr. Rich Serby, representing 69 properties within the Friendship Mesa Crescent 

Association, was concerned with safety of school students. He requested the site 
restricted to religious use only for the proposed church site to reduce traffic. He 
supported the proposal.  
 

3. Mr. George Maentz welcome the church use, but disagreed with the proposed zoning. 
Eliminating the commercial uses still allows 13 uses that could have a negative impact to 
the existing neighborhood. He suggested the sidewalk built on the north side of Fillmore 
and Mesa to provide safer pedestrian access for students.  
 

4. Mr. Mark Mahler, nearby resident, requested limiting conditions of record for religious 
use only. 
 

5. Mr. Steven Eivins, Mesa Road resident, was neutral and questioned who has 
responsibility of the open spaces, and suggested a roundabout to slow traffic. He 
distributed a letter submitted by Michael and Gretchen Graham (Exhibit C).   
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION  
Mr. Frederick Keller, resident of Mesa View Court, encouraged the Planning Commission to 
postpone their decision based upon the last-minute changes proposed by the applicant.  
 
APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
Ms. Wood-Ellis stated that they sent notice to neighborhood meeting attendees of the plan to 
move the utilities. There is no change to the plan, but their request is in response to a City staff 
recommendation. The only sheets that are revised are the utility plan pages. The church has 
indicated they will not develop the site for another 10 years and the access issues may be 
irrelevant should the plan expire in six years. Each use indicated on the concept plan will need 
to submit individual development plans for their use; thus, at that time would access issues be 
addressed. The Mainstreet facility is ready to move forward with the development plan. The 
church’s site is reserved with the zone change and requested conditions of record. Should the 
church choose not to develop, the proposed zone and conditions could allow the site to be 
converted to another low intensity use, such as a bank.  
 
Commissioner Sparks requested Ms. Krager comment on a neighbor’s suggested roundabout 
along Friendship Lane. Ms. Krager stated there is not enough right-of-way for a roundabout, 
and it would be expensive to purchase the needed land from all four corners.  
 
Moved by Commissioner Markewich to postpone Items 8.A-8.G. Motion died for lack of a 
second.  
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION  
Commissioner Markewich felt it was not fair for all stakeholders and the Planning Commission 
to hear a major change to the plan at the last minute. He based his opinion upon that principle 
for his suggested postponement.  
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler felt this is a way to “fix” the plan before it goes before City Council.  
 
Commissioner Ham felt the same as Commissioner Markewich at first, but the issues were 
clarified that the applicant was just responding to City staff’s requested changes in their review 
letter and modification contained in the agenda. He requested a condition that the 
development plan return to the Planning Commission should another use other than the church 
decided to develop on that site.  
 
Commissioner Donley stated he’d prefer limiting the site to religious services rather than 
providing an opportunity to deny a use the Planning Commission doesn’t like at a later date.  
 
Commissioner Gonzalez felt comfortable with the changes because the change doesn’t affect 
density or access.  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
Commissioner Sparks stated CSU is becoming more diligent to flush out utility issues and utility 
corridors that affect development plans. That is the reason for the change in the utility plan 
pages. She doesn’t mind adding this level of detail in this plan set and suggested moving 
forward.  
 
Commissioner Walkowski felt today’s process is a compromise and was a positive one. He was 
in favor of limiting the church site to religious services only.  
 
Commissioner Donley found the project met the Comprehensive Plan and the review criteria.   
 
Commissioner Gonzalez also found that the project met the review criteria.  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item 8.A-File No. 
CPC MPA 07-00308-A5MJ14, the master plan amendment for the Sentinel Ridge Phase I Plan, 
based upon the finding that the amendment complies with the review criteria in City Code 
Section 7.5.408, subject to compliance with the following significant, technical and/or 
informational plan modifications:  

Significant plan modifications: 
Show the 2.5-acre intermittent stream area as open space.  
Show the two additional green areas totaling 3.5 acres (as depicted on the applicant’s 
Additional Open Space Map) as Open Space. 

 
 
Technical and Informational Modifications to the Master Plan Amendment: 

1. Change the file number from CPC MPA 07-00308-A4MJ14 to CPC MPA 07-00308-
A5MJ14. 

2. Remove the word “proposed” from the labels public/institution use on the 
drawing. 

3. Show the trail alignment more clearly from Grand Vista Circle to the Mesa Valley 
Open Space in the private open space area. Include a note that states “Final trail 
alignment to be determined at time of development plan. Trail alignments will 
be granted by a public trail easement.” 

Motion carried 6-1 (Commissioner Markewich opposed and Commissioners Henninger and 
Phillips excused).  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item 8.B-File No. 
CPC ZC 14-00031, the 21.8-acre zone change for the Sentinel Ridge Phase I Plan from PUD/SS 
(Planned Unit Development with Streamside Overlay) to R1-6/SS (Single-family Residential with 
Streamside Overlay), based upon the finding that the zone change complies with the review 
criteria in City Code Section 7.5.603. Motion carried 6-1 (Commissioner Markewich opposed 
and Commissioners Henninger and Phillips excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item 8.C-File No. 
CPC ZC 14-00032, the 7.6-acre zone change for the Sentinel Ridge Phase I Plan from PUD/SS 
(Planned Unit Development with Streamside Overlay) to OC (Office Complex), based upon the 
finding that the zone change complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.603. The 
ordinance shall include a condition of record prohibiting the following uses: 

1) Auto rentals 
2) Restaurants 
3) Business office support 
4) Business park 
5) Food sales 
6) Hotel 
7) Mini-warehouse 
8) Mixed commercial/residential 
9) Personal consumer services 
10) Pharmacy 
11) Neighborhood serving retail 
12) Education institutions 
13) Hospital 

Motion carried 6-1 (Commissioner Markewich opposed and Commissioners Henninger and 
Phillips excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item 8.D-File No. 
CPC ZC 14-00033, the 8.3-acre zone change for the Sentinel Ridge Phase I Plan from PUD/SS 
(Planned Unit Development with Streamside Overlay) to OC (Office Complex), based upon the 
finding that the zone change complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.603. The 
ordinance shall include a condition of record prohibiting restricting the following allowed uses 
to religious institutions only.: 

1) Auto rentals 
2) Restaurants 
3) Business office support 
4) Business park 
5) Food sales 
6) Hotel 
7) Mini-warehouse 
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

8) Mixed commercial/residential 
9) Personal consumer services 
10) Pharmacy 
11) Neighborhood serving retail 
12) Education institutions 
13) Hospital 

Motion carried 6-1 (Commissioner Markewich opposed and Commissioners Henninger and 
Phillips excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item 8.E-File No. 
CPC ZC 14-00034, the 7.7-acre zone change for the Sentinel Ridge Phase I Plan from PUD/SS 
(Planned Unit Development with Streamside Overlay) to R-5 (Multi-Family Residential), based 
upon the findings that the zone change complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 
7.5.603. Motion carried 6-1 (Commissioner Markewich opposed and Commissioners Henninger 
and Phillips excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item 8.F-File No. 
CPC CP 14-00035, the concept plan for the Sentinel Ridge Phase I Plan, based upon the finding 
that the concept plan complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.501.E, subject 
to compliance with the following significant, technical and/or informational plan modifications:  

Significant plan modifications: 
1. Show the 2.5-acre intermittent stream area as open space.  Show the two 

additional green areas totaling 3.5 acres (as depicted on the applicant’s 
Additional Open Space Map) as Open Space 

2. Include the conditions of record prohibiting uses for the two OC zone districts. 
 
Technical and Informational Modifications to the Concept Plan: 
1. Add the wording “Ordinance No. _____” next to each zone change. The ordinance 

number will be filled in after council decision. 
2. Label each multi-family building as multi-family on the drawing. 
3. Remove the word “proposed” in front of the labels for the new uses on the 

drawings. 
4. Show the trail alignment more clearly from Grand Vista Circle to the Mesa Valley 

Open Space in the private open space area. Include a note that states “Final trail 
alignment to be determined at time of development plan. Trail alignments will be 
granted by a public trail easement.” 

5. Show the public water main extension co-located with the wastewater main across 
the R-1-6000 parcel. 

6. Identify the utility corridor through the stream area which is necessary for future 
wastewater service to the church parcel.  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Motion carried 6-1 (Commissioner Markewich opposed and Commissioners Henninger and 
Phillips excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Sparks, seconded by Commissioner Ham, to approve Item 8.G-File No. 
AR DP 14-00116, the development plan for the Sentinel Ridge Phase I Plan, based upon the 
finding that the development plan complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 
7.5.502.E, subject to compliance with the following technical and/or informational plan 
modifications:  

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Development Plan: 
1. Include the ordinance number for the zone change after final council decision. 
2. Label the elevations of the trash enclosure North, South, East and West. 
3. Include the sidewalk connection to the main entrance of the building from the street. 

Stairs can be included in the connection. 
4. Include the reception number for the public improvement easement. 
5. The guardrail and public sidewalk are merging together; please fix the issue and 

resubmit. If the guardrail will be relocated please add the following note: "The 
contractor will need to contact Traffic Engineering to assist with guardrail relocation". If 
the guardrail is to be relocated a separate plan will need to be provided. 

6. Please contact Traffic Engineering prior to plans being approved for the public 
improvement easement for the sidewalk. 

7. Please state the proposed platted subdivision name on Sheet 1 (Lot 1 Mainstreet Health 
and Wellness Suites Subdivision). 

8. Please provide 6' wide public sidewalk, whether attached or detached. 
9. Please ensure that the proposed storm sewer and outfall structures in the stormwater 

quality pond are shown as designed per the drainage report on the grading plan.  
10. The easterly boundary adjacent to the pending R-1 requires trees at 1/20’, 50% 

evergreen and a 15’ horizontal buffer area.  Additionally, a screen fence is required on 
the inside edge of the landscaping so that the adjoining property is benefitted by the 
landscaping and it is not hidden by the screen (see City Code Sections 7.4.323 C., E.1., F. 
1 & 2, G.).  As proposed, there is an almost 10’ retaining wall with a 6’ fence on top of 
that. 

11. The water main needs to be located parallel to wastewater main just east of the site. All 
on-site water mains must be labeled private. Coordinate this with the concept plan 
alignments. 

Motion carried 6-1 (Commissioner Markewich opposed and Commissioners Henninger and 
Phillips excused).  
 
 
           May 15, 2014           
 Date of Decision  Planning Commission Chair 

- 126 -



File Nos. CPC MPA 07-00308-A5MJ14 
CPC ZC 14-00031 
CPC ZC 14-00032 
CPC ZC 14-00033 
CPC ZC 14-00034 
CPC CP 14-00035 
AR DP 14-00116 

Sentinel Ridge Phase I and Mainstreet 

May 15, 2014 

Lonna Thelen 

Sentinel Ridge 
 

 History 

 The property is currently zoned PUD/SS for single-family 2-3.49 
du/ac 

 The site was approved for 88 single-family lots in 2009. 

 Applications 

 Master Plan Amendment 

 Rezoning to OC, R1-6000, and R-5 

 Concept Plan  

 Development plan for Mainstreet 

 Neighborhood Meeting 

 A neighborhood meeting was held on March 31, 2014, 75 people 
were in attendance. 

 

 

 

 

Items:  8.A-8.G 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Master Plan 

Concept Plan 
7.6 ac Human Service Facility – OC/cr 
8.3 ac Religious Institution – OC/cr 
7.7 ac Multi-Family – R5 
9.8 ac Single-Family – R1-6 
12 ac Open Space – R1-6 

Items:  8.A-8.G 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Concept Plan 

Development Plan 

Items:  8.A-8.G 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Issues of Concern  

 Conditions of Record 

 Intermittent Stream 

 Traffic 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conditions of Record 

• The OC zone district for the church and for the human service 
facility will have the same conditions of record. 

• The conditions of record prohibit the following uses: 
• Auto rentals 
• Business office support 
• Business park 
• Food sales 
• Hotel 
• Mini-warehouse 
• Mixed commercial/residential 
• Personal consumer services 
• Pharmacy 
• Neighborhood serving retail 
• Restaurants 
• Education institutions 
• Hospital 

 
 

Items:  8.A-8.G 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Open Space 

Open Space 

• Previous plan included 19.6 acres of open space, the current plan 
shows 12 acres of open space. 

• Open space – a tract of land that is kept in its natural state in 
perpetuity in order to preserve a natural feature. 

• Staff proposed to preserve the 2.5 acre parcel between the human 
service facility and church as open space in addition to the 12 acres of 
open space shown on the plan. 

• New items of concern since the staff report was written: 
• CSU waste water crossing 
• Sidewalk along Fillmore. 

Items:  8.A-8.G 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Traffic 

• The proposal for the site allows access onto Mesa, Fillmore, and 
Grand Vista Circle. 

• Church traffic generation adjacent to the neighborhood would 
offset the school traffic from the adjacent schools. 

 
 

Recommendation 

    Staff recommends approval of the master plan 
amendment, zone changes, concept plan, and 
development plan, with technical modifications. 

 
 

 

Sentinel Ridge 
 

Items:  8.A-8.G 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Sentinel Ridge 

Questions? 

 

Items:  8.A-8.G 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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 Previous approval – 88 single-family 

 Current proposal –  

 Single-family – 20 – 34 units 

 9.8 acres with a density of 2-3.49 du/ac 

 Multi-family – 92 – 192 units 

 7.7 acres with a density of 12-24.99 du/ac 

 Human Service Facility – 125 beds 

 Church 

Items:  8.A-8.G 

Exhibit:  A 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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SENTINEL�RIDGE�
�

Master�Plan�Amendment�Approval�
�

Concept�Plan�Approval�
�

Zone�Change�Approval�
�

Development�Plan�Approval�

Items:  8.A-8.G  -  Exhibit:  B  -  CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Items:  8.A-8.G  -  Exhibit:  B  -  CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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O
C

 (O
ffice C

om
plex) Zone D

efinition per C
ity C

ode 

Section 
7.3.202: 

O
C

 
- 

O
ffice 

com
plex: 

This 
zone 

district 
accom

m
odates 

various 
types 

of 
office 

uses 
perform

ing 
adm

inistrative, professional and personal services. These are 
typically sm

all office buildings developed in a cluster w
ith an 

internal 
traffic 

system
 

or 
one 

larger 
office 

building 
w

ith 
considerable landscaping. This type of developm

ent can serve as 
a

transitional use betw
een m

ore intensive uses of land such 
as m

ajor thoroughfares and/or com
m

ercial districts and the 
less intensive uses of land such as low

 density residential. 

Items:  8.A-8.G  -  Exhibit:  B  -  CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Prohibited U
ses D

espite O
C

 Zone: 

1) 
 A

uto rentals (i.e., all autom
obile-related uses) 

2) 
 R

estaurants (i.e., drive through, fast food, sit dow
n, all) 

3) 
 B

usiness office support 
4) 

 B
usiness park 

5) 
 Food sales (convenience m

art, grocery store, specialty store) 
6) 

 H
otel 

7) 
 M

ini w
arehouse 

8) 
 M

ixed com
m

ercial/residential 
9) 

 P
ersonal consum

er services (i.e., all retail is prohibited) 
10)  P

harm
acy 

11)  N
eighborhood serving retail (i.e., all retail is prohibited) 

12)  E
ducation institutions 

13)  H
ospital 

W
hat is left and allow

able in O
C

 Zone: 

1. R
esidential U

ses (19 varieties, including single fam
ily, tow

nhouse, 
duplex, m

ulti-fam
ily) 

2. O
ffice uses (only 4 varieties, w

hich are financial services, m
edical 

office, general office and call center) 

3. A
 B

ed and B
reakfast Inn 

4. A
 C

om
m

unications S
ervices building 

5. Funeral S
ervices (but not providing crem

atory services) 

6. R
eligious Institution 

7. Transit S
helter in support of transportation services

Items:  8.A-8.G  -  Exhibit:  B  -  CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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MS COLORADO SPRINGS - EXTERIOR RENDERING
05.15.2014

M
A

IN
STR

EET’S B
U

SIN
ESS 

-S
hort-term

 rehabilitation facility 

-typically post-surgery/post-hospitalization 

-average stay is 20 days 

-exam
ple: double knee surgery 9 days or less 

-125 bed 2-story facility

Items:  8.A-8.G  -  Exhibit:  B  -  CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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M
A

IN
STR

EET’S EC
O

N
O

M
IC

 IM
PA

C
T O

N
 LO

C
A

L EC
O

N
O

M
Y 

-200 prim
ary and secondary jobs during construction 

-110 to 132 direct jobs at facility plus 30 indirect jobs 

-$3.8 m
illion in payroll annually 

-$9.3 m
illion operations budget in first year 

-$105 m
illion total econom

ic im
pact to local econom

y over 10 year 
period

Items:  8.A-8.G  -  Exhibit:  B  -  CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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M
A

IN
STR

EET’S EM
PLO

YM
EN

T 
-D

irector of N
ursing 

-D
irector of R

ehabilitation 
-N

urses 
-R

ehabilitation S
pecialists/P

hysical Therapists 
-M

arketing P
rofessionals 

-A
dm

inistrative S
taff 

-C
ulinary S

taff 
-M

aintenance and Facilities O
perations S

taff
-N

urses’ A
ides 

Items:  8.A-8.G  -  Exhibit:  B  -  CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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Michael and Gretchen Graham 
2550 Mesa Road 
Colorado Springs, CO 80904 

Planning Commission 
City of Colorado Springs 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

May 15, 2014 

We want you not to rezone the Sentinel Ridge property directly across from our home from 
single family to OC. We have been told at an earlier meeting that the church does not plan to 
build for 5 years. Since we experienced in 2009 that the Sunrise Company asked to rezone the 
same land and once it was rezoned never built what they promised including the intersection 
across from Friendship Lane, then experience tells us that they probably will not follow through 
with the promises made this time. We prefer that the zoning remain single family until the 
church is ready to build. 

Changing the zoning now opens a pandora's box to all kinds of complications that may not 
involve the church. Even if the church intends to build in five years circumstances may change 
and we will not receive what is promised. We might get get some other sort of OC use that 
would not be as favorable to us as the church. 

We do not want a driveway right across the street from our house and the Mr. and Mrs. Steve 
Eivens house. Cars speed south along Mesa Road to make it through the stop light at Fillmore 
Street. When they do this they cannot see the street ahead of them or the driveways in front of 
our houses until it is too late to stop safely because the street curves just south of the stop light. 
To put another driveway so close to Fillmore Street is unsafe. 

The ideal solution which the Sunrise Company agreed to five years ago was to make their 
driveway meet at the intersection of Mesa Road and Friendship Lane. And to move the school 
crosswalk stoplight to that intersection. If it is allowed to have this proposed driveway there will 
be three traffic crossings in the area of one block just to the south of Fillmore Street and Mesa 
Road intersection. This area is heavily used by school children and other pedestrians. 

Sincerely, 

Items:  8.A-8.D 

Exhibit:  C 

CPC Meeting:  May 15, 2014
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

 
 

NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 
 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2014 
 
ITEM:  9.A-9.D 
 
STAFF:  Rick O’Connor 
 
FILE NO.: CPC MP 07-00061-A2MN13, CPC CP 02-00245-A1MN13, CPC PUZ 13-00124, CPC 

PUD 13-00125 
 
PROJECT:  Bison Ridge at Kettle Creek Filing No. 4 
 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION  
Mr. Rick O’Connor briefly reviewed the proposed plans.  
 
Commissioner Walkowski inquired if School District 20 still opposes this site. Mr. O’Connor 
stated the only comments received from the District indicates their opposition. This developer 
still has school credits to apply for this property.  
 
APPLICANT PRESENATION  
Mr. John Maynard preferred that these lots join the existing Kettle Creek homeowners 
association (HOA).  He met with Mr. Smith of School District 20, and Mr. Smith stated that their 
letter on page 251 of the agenda was their standard comment to alert the community that at 
some point there will be a bond issue needing to pay for additional schools.  
 
Commissioner Gonzalez inquired of park land dedication. Mr. Maynard stated one proposed 
park (Larry Ochs Park) is located on Chapel Ridge Drive, but is not on the City Park’s Dept. CIP 
list. Thus, a group is actively looking for funding to develop it.  
 
CITIZENS IN FAVOR 

1. Mr. Mike Cather, secretary of Kettle Creek HOA, stated the project was not platted into 
their HOA, and they cannot include this without a significant inclusion process.  A 
separate HOA is proposed. He suggested that the architectural and color schemes be 
compatible with their neighborhood and the existing HOA provisions. He was in support 
of the proposed project.  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

2. Mr. Mike Linn resides in Bison Ridge and supported the change from commercial to 
residential.  

 
CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION  
None 
 
APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
None 
 
DECISION OF PLANNING COMMISSION 
Commissioner Shonkwiler was in favor of the project and would like to see more of conversion 
of commercial uses into higher-density residential.  
 
Commissioner Ham found the project was in compliance with the review criteria and infill 
objectives. He supported changing the previously-approved commercial uses to residential as a 
more compatible use.  
 
Commissioner Markewich concurred. 
 
Commissioner Donley would’ve preferred higher density, but supported the proposal.  
 
Commissioners Gonzalez and Walkowski concurred with finding that the proposals met the 
review criteria. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Shonkwiler, to approve Item 9.A-
File No. CPC MP 07-00061-A2MN13, the amendment to the Briargate Master Plan, based upon 
the finding that the master plan complies with the master plan review criteria in City Code 
Section 7.5.408.  Motion carried 7-0 (Commissioners Henninger and Phillips excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Shonkwiler, to approve Item 9.B-
File No. CPC CP 02-00245-A1MN13, the Bison Ridge at Kettle Creek Filing No. 4  Concept Plan, 
based upon the finding that the plan complies with the concept plan review criteria in City Code 
Section 7.5.501 E. Motion carried 7-0 (Commissioners Henninger and Phillips excused).  
 
Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Shonkwiler, to approve Item 9.C-File 
No. CPC PUZ 13-00124, the Bison Ridge at Kettle Creek Filing No. 4 PUD rezoning (single family 
residential detached, 35-foot maximum height, 4.4 dwelling units per acre), based upon the 
finding that the rezoning complies with the three review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.603.E.  
Motion carried 7-0 (Commissioners Henninger and Phillips excused).  
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CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Shonkwiler, to approve Item 9.D-
File No. CPC PUD 13-00125, the Bison Ridge at Kettle Creek Filing No. 4, based upon the finding 
that the development plan complies with the development plan review criteria in City Code 
Section 7.5.502.E. and with the PUD development plan review criteria in City Code Section 
7.3.606. Motion carried 7-0 (Commissioners Henninger and Phillips excused).  
 
 
 
           May 15, 2014           
 Date of Decision  Planning Commission Chair 
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