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City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC MP 06-00219-A6MN15, Version: 1

A request by NES, Inc. on behalf of Classic Development-Flying Horse, LLC for approval of an
amendment to the Flying Horse Master Plan. The amendment changes the land use of a 1.44-acre
site from Residential to Office.
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Meggan Herington, Planning Manager, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the amendment to the Flying Horse 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.
Item: CPC MP 06-00219-A6MN15 - Minor Master Plan Amendment

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/9/2016Page 1 of 1
powered by Legistar™

Item No. 3A1



MASTER PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA:

7.5.408: REVIEW CRITERIA: 
Master plans and major and minor amendments to approved master plans shall be reviewed for 
substantial conformance with the criteria listed below. Minor amendments are not subject to review 
criteria in subsection F of this section. 

A. Comprehensive Plan: The Comprehensive Plan and the 2020 Land Use Map are the context and the 
benchmark for the assessment of individual land use master plans. The proposed land use master 
plan or the amendment conforms to the policies and strategies of the Comprehensive Plan. The 
proposed land use pattern is consistent with the Citywide perspective presented by the 2020 Land 
Use Map. 

B. Land Use Relationships: 
1. The master plan promotes a development pattern characterizing a mix of mutually supportive 

and integrated residential and nonresidential land uses with a network of interconnected 
streets and good pedestrian and bicycle connections. 

2. Activity centers are designed so they are compatible with, accessible from and serve as a 
benefit to the surrounding neighborhood or business area. Activity centers also vary in size, 
intensity, scale and types of uses depending on their function, location and surroundings. 

3. The land use pattern is compatible with existing and proposed adjacent land uses and protects 
residential neighborhoods from excessive noise and traffic infiltration. 

4. Housing types are distributed so as to provide a choice of densities, types and affordability. 
5. Land use types and location reflect the findings of the environmental analysis pertaining to 

physical characteristics which may preclude or limit development opportunities. 
6. Land uses are buffered, where needed, by open space and/or transitions in land use intensity. 
7. Land uses conform to the definitions contained in article 2, part 2 of this Zoning Code. 

C. Public Facilities: 
1. The land use master plan conforms to the most recently adopted Colorado Springs parks, 

recreation and trails master plan. 
2. Recreational and educational uses are sited and sized to conveniently service the proposed 

population of the master plan area and the larger community. 
3. The proposed school sites meet the location, function and size needs of the school district. 
4. The land use master plan conforms to the adopted plans and policies of Colorado Springs 

Utilities.
5. Proposed public facilities are consistent with the strategic network of long range plans. 
6. The master development drainage plan conforms to the applicable drainage basin planning 

study and the drainage criteria manual. 
D. Transportation: 

1. The land use master plan is consistent with the adopted intermodal transportation plan. 
Conformity with the intermodal transportation plan is evidence of compliance with State and 
local air quality implementation and maintenance plans. 

2. The land use master plan has a logical hierarchy of arterial and collector streets with an 
emphasis on the reduction of through traffic in residential neighborhoods and improves 
connectivity, mobility choices and access to jobs, shopping and recreation. 

3. The design of the streets and multiuse trails minimizes the number of uncontrolled or at grade 
trail crossings of arterials and collectors. 

4. The transportation system is compatible with transit routes and allows for the extension of 
these routes. 

5. The land use master plan provides opportunities or alternate transportation modes and cost 
effective provision of transit services to residents and businesses. 

6. Anticipated trip generation does not exceed the capacity of existing or proposed major roads. 
If capacity is expected to be exceeded, necessary improvements will be identified, as will 
responsibility, if any, of the master plan for the construction and timing for its share of 
improvements. 

E. Environment: 



1. The land use master plan preserves significant natural site features and view corridors. The 
Colorado Springs open space plan shall be consulted in identifying these features. 

2. The land use master plan minimizes noise impacts on existing and proposed adjacent areas. 
3. The land use master plan utilizes floodplains and drainageways as greenways for multiple 

uses including conveyance of runoff, wetlands, habitat, trails, recreational uses, utilities and 
access roads when feasible. 

4. The land use master plan reflects the findings of a preliminary geologic hazard study and 
provides a range of mitigation techniques for the identified geologic, soil and other constrained 
natural hazard areas. 

F. Fiscal: 
1. A fiscal impact analysis and existing infrastructure capacity and service levels are used as a 

basis for determining impacts attributable to the master plan. City costs related to 
infrastructure and service levels shall be determined for a ten (10) year time horizon for only 
the appropriate municipal funds. 

2. The fiscal impact analysis demonstrates no adverse impact upon the general community and 
the phasing of the master plan is consistent with the adopted strategic network of long range 
plans that identify the infrastructure and service needs for public works, parks, police and fire 
services.

3. The cost of on site and off site master plan impacts on public facilities and services is not 
borne by the general community. In those situations where the master plan impacts are shown 
to exceed the capacity of existing public facilities and services, the applicant will demonstrate 
a means of increasing the capacity of the public facilities and services proportionate to the 
impact generated by the proposed master plan. Mitigation of on site and off site costs may 
include, but is not limited to, planned expansions to the facilities, amendments to the master 
plan, phasing of the master plan and/or special agreements related to construction and/or 
maintenance of infrastructure upgrades and/or service expansions. Any special agreements 
for mitigation of on site and off site impacts for public improvements, services and 
maintenance are shown to be workable and supported by financial assurances. Preexisting 
and/or anticipated capacity problems not attributable to the master plan shall be identified as 
part of the master plan review. 

4. Special agreements for public improvements and maintenance are shown to be workable and 
are based on proportional need generated by the master plan. 

5. Any proposed special districts are consistent with policies established by the City Council. 
(Ord. 84-221; Ord. 87-38; Ord. 91-30; Ord. 94-107; Ord. 97-109; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 02-51) 





City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC ZC 15-00136, Version: 1

A request by NES, Inc. on behalf of Classic Development-Flying Horse, LLC for approval A zone
change of 1.44 acres from PUD (Planned Unit Development-Residential) to OC (Office Complex).
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Meggan Herington, Planning Manager, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the zone change from PUD (Planned Unit Development) to OC (Office Complex), 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).

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/9/2016Page 1 of 1
powered by Legistar™

Item No. 3A2



MASTER PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA:

7.5.408: REVIEW CRITERIA: 
Master plans and major and minor amendments to approved master plans shall be reviewed for 
substantial conformance with the criteria listed below. Minor amendments are not subject to review 
criteria in subsection F of this section. 

A. Comprehensive Plan: The Comprehensive Plan and the 2020 Land Use Map are the context and the 
benchmark for the assessment of individual land use master plans. The proposed land use master 
plan or the amendment conforms to the policies and strategies of the Comprehensive Plan. The 
proposed land use pattern is consistent with the Citywide perspective presented by the 2020 Land 
Use Map. 

B. Land Use Relationships: 
1. The master plan promotes a development pattern characterizing a mix of mutually supportive 

and integrated residential and nonresidential land uses with a network of interconnected 
streets and good pedestrian and bicycle connections. 

2. Activity centers are designed so they are compatible with, accessible from and serve as a 
benefit to the surrounding neighborhood or business area. Activity centers also vary in size, 
intensity, scale and types of uses depending on their function, location and surroundings. 

3. The land use pattern is compatible with existing and proposed adjacent land uses and protects 
residential neighborhoods from excessive noise and traffic infiltration. 

4. Housing types are distributed so as to provide a choice of densities, types and affordability. 
5. Land use types and location reflect the findings of the environmental analysis pertaining to 

physical characteristics which may preclude or limit development opportunities. 
6. Land uses are buffered, where needed, by open space and/or transitions in land use intensity. 
7. Land uses conform to the definitions contained in article 2, part 2 of this Zoning Code. 

C. Public Facilities: 
1. The land use master plan conforms to the most recently adopted Colorado Springs parks, 

recreation and trails master plan. 
2. Recreational and educational uses are sited and sized to conveniently service the proposed 

population of the master plan area and the larger community. 
3. The proposed school sites meet the location, function and size needs of the school district. 
4. The land use master plan conforms to the adopted plans and policies of Colorado Springs 

Utilities.
5. Proposed public facilities are consistent with the strategic network of long range plans. 
6. The master development drainage plan conforms to the applicable drainage basin planning 

study and the drainage criteria manual. 
D. Transportation: 

1. The land use master plan is consistent with the adopted intermodal transportation plan. 
Conformity with the intermodal transportation plan is evidence of compliance with State and 
local air quality implementation and maintenance plans. 

2. The land use master plan has a logical hierarchy of arterial and collector streets with an 
emphasis on the reduction of through traffic in residential neighborhoods and improves 
connectivity, mobility choices and access to jobs, shopping and recreation. 

3. The design of the streets and multiuse trails minimizes the number of uncontrolled or at grade 
trail crossings of arterials and collectors. 

4. The transportation system is compatible with transit routes and allows for the extension of 
these routes. 

5. The land use master plan provides opportunities or alternate transportation modes and cost 
effective provision of transit services to residents and businesses. 

6. Anticipated trip generation does not exceed the capacity of existing or proposed major roads. 
If capacity is expected to be exceeded, necessary improvements will be identified, as will 
responsibility, if any, of the master plan for the construction and timing for its share of 
improvements. 

E. Environment: 



1. The land use master plan preserves significant natural site features and view corridors. The 
Colorado Springs open space plan shall be consulted in identifying these features. 

2. The land use master plan minimizes noise impacts on existing and proposed adjacent areas. 
3. The land use master plan utilizes floodplains and drainageways as greenways for multiple 

uses including conveyance of runoff, wetlands, habitat, trails, recreational uses, utilities and 
access roads when feasible. 

4. The land use master plan reflects the findings of a preliminary geologic hazard study and 
provides a range of mitigation techniques for the identified geologic, soil and other constrained 
natural hazard areas. 

F. Fiscal: 
1. A fiscal impact analysis and existing infrastructure capacity and service levels are used as a 

basis for determining impacts attributable to the master plan. City costs related to 
infrastructure and service levels shall be determined for a ten (10) year time horizon for only 
the appropriate municipal funds. 

2. The fiscal impact analysis demonstrates no adverse impact upon the general community and 
the phasing of the master plan is consistent with the adopted strategic network of long range 
plans that identify the infrastructure and service needs for public works, parks, police and fire 
services.

3. The cost of on site and off site master plan impacts on public facilities and services is not 
borne by the general community. In those situations where the master plan impacts are shown 
to exceed the capacity of existing public facilities and services, the applicant will demonstrate 
a means of increasing the capacity of the public facilities and services proportionate to the 
impact generated by the proposed master plan. Mitigation of on site and off site costs may 
include, but is not limited to, planned expansions to the facilities, amendments to the master 
plan, phasing of the master plan and/or special agreements related to construction and/or 
maintenance of infrastructure upgrades and/or service expansions. Any special agreements 
for mitigation of on site and off site impacts for public improvements, services and 
maintenance are shown to be workable and supported by financial assurances. Preexisting 
and/or anticipated capacity problems not attributable to the master plan shall be identified as 
part of the master plan review. 

4. Special agreements for public improvements and maintenance are shown to be workable and 
are based on proportional need generated by the master plan. 

5. Any proposed special districts are consistent with policies established by the City Council. 
(Ord. 84-221; Ord. 87-38; Ord. 91-30; Ord. 94-107; Ord. 97-109; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 02-51) 





City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC CP 15-00137, Version: 1

A request by NES, Inc. on behalf of Classic Development-Flying Horse, LLC for approval of the
Flying Horse Parcel Number 25A concept plan that illustrates a 11,450 square feet office building
with associated parking, screening and landscaping.

Presenter:
Meggan Herington, Planning Manager, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the Concept Plan for Flying Horse Parcel Number 25A, based upon the findings that the
development plan meets the review criteria concept plan meets the review criteria as set forth in City
Code Section City Code Section 7.5.501.E.

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/9/2016Page 1 of 1
powered by Legistar™
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEMS: A.1 – A.3

STAFF:  MEGGAN HERINGTON

FILE NO(S):
CPC MP 06-00219-A6MN15 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

CPC ZC 15-00136 – QUASI-JUDICIAL
CPC CP 15-00137 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: FLYING HORSE PARCEL NUMBER 25A 

APPLICANT: NES, INC.

OWNER: PULPIT ROCK INVESTMENTS, LLC



PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Description:  

This project includes concurrent applications for a minor amendment to the Flying Horse 
Master Plan, zone change and concept plan for a 1.44-acre site located south of Flying 
Horse Club Drive and west Highway 83 in the Flying Horse community.

The master plan amendment changes the land use of Parcel 25A (1.44 acres) from 
Residential to Office. The proposal includes rezoning from PUD (Planned Unit 
Development) to OC (Office Complex) with an associated concept plan illustrating a 
future 11,450 square foot office building with associated parking, landscaping and 
screening wall. (FIGURE 1)

Staff is administratively reviewing a final plat for this development. Flying Horse No. 25A 
Filing No. 1 subdivision plat will create one new 1.44-acre office lot and replat two 
residential lots and a landscape tract. The impacted residential lots are currently vacant. 
There is a temporary office structure on the 1.44 acre lot to be removed with future 
permanent construction. 

2. Applicant’s Project Statement: (FIGURE 2)

3. Planning and Development Department’s Recommendation:  
Staff recommends approval of the applications.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address:  The site is addressed as 13364 Flying Horse Club Drive. It is located 

south of Flying Horse Club Drive and west of Highway 83.
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use:  The 1.44 acres is currently being utilized for a temporary 

office trailer and associated parking. A portion of the property is over-lot graded for 
future single-family lots.

3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use: North:  PUD/Residential/Siena Neighborhood
South: PUD/Residential/Turin Neighborhood
East:  County/Large Lot Residential
West:  PUD/Residential/Encore Neighborhood

4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use:  General Residential
5. Annexation:  The property was annexed in January 2004 as a part of the Flying Horse 

Ranch Addition.
6. Master Plan/Designated Master Plan Land Use: The current Flying Horse Master Plan 

designates the property as Residential and the master plan amendment associated with 
this request proposes to change the use to Office.

7. Subdivision:  The property is platted as Lots 7 and 8 and Tract C of Flying Horse No. 25 
Filing No. 2 Subdivision.

8. Zoning Enforcement Action:  None
9. Physical Characteristics:  There is currently a temporary office trailer on part of the 

property. This office trailer was approved through a use variance in 2011. Other portions 
of the property have been over-lot graded in preparation for single-family residential 
development. 

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT:
The public process included posting the site and sending postcards to 153 property owners 
within 1000 feet. A neighborhood meeting was held on October 29, 2015 and was attended by 
approximately 12 neighbors.  Staff received one follow-up email from a neighboring resident.



(FIGURE 3) Issues raised at the neighborhood meeting included traffic impacts, on-site lighting, 
screening and buffering and building aesthetics. A majority of the questions related to the site 
specifics, such as lighting and aesthetics, which cannot be answered with a concept plan. Prior 
to any vertical construction, the owner will be required to submit a development plan for 
administrative review. This development plan will include side details such as building
elevations, lighting and landscaping, and will address any aesthetic concerns. 

The applications were sent to the standard internal and external agencies for review and 
comment. All review comments have been addressed. Review agencies for this project included
Colorado Springs Utilities, City Traffic, City Engineering, City Fire Dept. and Police/E-911, City 
Real Estate Services as well as School District 20, Air Force Academy, Regional Building,
Floodplain and Enumerations.

ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER 
PLAN CONFORMANCE:

1. Review Criteria / Design & Development Issues:  
Flying Horse Master Plan Amendment
The minor amendment to the Flying Horse Master Plan proposes to change the use of 
Parcel 25A from Residential, 3.5 – 8 Dwelling Units per Acre to Office. This office use is 
similar to the use established on the northwest corner of Flying Horse Club Drive and 
Highway 83; directly across the street. 

Staff finds the amendment request meets the review criteria for master plan 
amendments as set forth in City Code Section 7.5.408.

OC (Office Complex) Rezone
The proposal will rezone 1.44 acres from PUD (Planned Unit Development) to OC 
(Office Complex). The property was zoned PUD with the original development of the 
Encore/Turin neighborhood. The property subject to this amendment was incorporated 
into a tract and two future residential lots. In 2011, the owner was issued a use variance 
for a temporary office trailer. 

The intent of this rezone is to permanently formalize this site as an office location. The 
OC (Office Complex) zone is established at a number of areas within Flying Horse. 
There are two other OC sites along Flying Horse Club Drive.

The rezone is in conformance with the Master Plan and does meet City Code standards 
for a rezone request.

OC Concept Plan
The concept plan illustrates a future office building on the 1.44 acres. The site also 
illustrates the conceptual parking layout. There is a six foot screen wall planned to the 
south of the property to buffer the existing and future adjacent residences. 

Access to the site is directly from Flying Horse Club Drive. Median cuts will be made in 
order to accommodate the new access locations. 



Staff finds that the plan meets the concept plan review criteria as set forth in City Code.

2. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan
Comprehensive Plan 2020 Land Use Map: General Residential
Comprehensive Plan Goals and Objectives: General Residential
Objective LU 5: Develop Cohesive Residential Areas
Objective LU 6: Meet the Housing Needs of All Segments of the Community
Objective N 1: Focus On neighborhoods
Objective N3: Vary Neighborhood Patterns
Objective CCA 6: Fit New Development into the Character of the Surrounding Area

It is the finding of Staff that the Flying Horse Parcel Number 25A will substantially 
conform to the City Comprehensive Plan 2020 Land Use Map and the Plan’s goals 
and objectives.

3. Conformance with the Area’s Master Plan:
City Code Chapter 7 Article 5 outlines criteria for administration of and procedures 
related to the amendment of master plans. This Article recognizes the need for master 
plan flexibility and that long term planning and consistency must be balanced with the 
need to amend plans as conditions change. The intent is to permit changes to a master 
plan that conform to contemporary standards and current codes, policies and plans.  

Section 7.5.403(C)(2) guides the master plan amendment process and outlines criteria 
for when a minor master plan amendment is acceptable. A minor master plan 
amendment is a request for a change that:

Will have slight impact on the City’s infrastructure and facilities,
Is generally less than fifty acres and would not increase trip generation off the parcel by 
more than ten percent (10%), and
A change from one land use category to another may be considered if the impact of the 
requested change remained minimal. 

This property is part of the Flying Horse Master Plan and is currently shown as a future 
residential tract. There is an approved use variance for a temporary office building on the 
site. There does not appear to be a time limit on the use of the office trailer at this 
location. This minor amendment to the Flying Horse Master Plan proposes to change the 
land use for this particular area to a formalized and permanent office parcel. It is 
expected that this change of use is of similar intensity to what exists on the property 
currently and meets the review criteria found within Section 7.5.408 for granting a minor 
master plan amendment.

It is the finding of Staff that the Flying Horse Parcel Number 25A rezone and concept 
plan substantially conforms and is in compliance with the Flying Horse Master Plan as 
proposed to be amended.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:



Item: A.1 CPC MP 06-00219-A6MN15 – Minor Master Plan Amendment
Approve the amendment to the Flying Horse 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.

Item:  A.2 CPC ZC 15-00136 – Change of Zoning to OC
Approve the zone change from PUD (Planned Unit Development) to OC (Office Complex), 
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).

Item: A.3 CPC CP 15-00137 – Flying Horse Parcel Number 25A Concept Plan
Approve the Concept Plan for Flying Horse Parcel Number 25A, based upon the findings that 
the development plan meets the review criteria concept plan meets the review criteria as set 
forth in City Code Section City Code Section 7.5.501.E.
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7.5.501: CONCEPT PLANS:

E. Concept Plan Review Criteria: A concept plan shall be reviewed using the criteria listed below. No 
concept plan shall be approved unless the plan complies with all the requirements of the zone 
district in which it is located, is consistent with the intent and purpose of this Zoning Code and is 
compatible with the existing and proposed land uses surrounding the site.

1. Will the proposed development have a detrimental effect upon the general health, welfare and 
safety or convenience of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the proposed 
development?

2. Will the proposed density, types of land uses and range of square footages permit adequate 
light and air both on and off the site?

3. Are the permitted uses, bulk requirements and required landscaping appropriate to the type of 
development, the neighborhood and the community?

4. Are the proposed ingress/egress points, traffic circulation, parking areas, loading and service 
areas and pedestrian areas designed to promote safety, convenience and ease of traffic flow 
and pedestrian movement both on and off the site?

5. Will the proposed development overburden the capacities of existing streets, utilities, parks, 
schools and other public facilities?

6. Does the proposed development promote the stabilization and preservation of the existing 
properties in adjacent areas and surrounding residential neighborhoods?

7. Does the concept plan show how any potentially detrimental use to use relationships (e.g., 
commercial use adjacent to single-family homes) will be mitigated? Does the development 
provide a gradual transition between uses of differing intensities?

8. Is the proposed concept plan in conformance with all requirements of this Zoning Code, the 
Subdivision Code and with all applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan? (Ord. 94-107; 
Ord. 01-42; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 09-78; Ord. 12-72)



City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC ZC 16-00004, Version: 1

Request by Mountain View Electric on behalf of BLH No. 1, LLC for approval of the following
application A change of zone classification from R1-6000 (Single- Family Residential) to PF (Public
Facility) for the Geesen Electrical Substation. The subject property consists of 4.29 acres and is
located one mile northwest of the intersection of Drennan Road and Mockingbird Lane.

Presenter:
Meggan Herington, Manager, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the change of zoning district from R1-6000 (Single-Family Residential) to PF (Public
Facilities), based upon the finding that it complies with the review criteria of City Code Sections
7.5.603.B and 7.3.402.A.

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/9/2016Page 1 of 1
powered by Legistar™
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEM NO:

STAFF: MEGGAN HERINGTON

FILE NO: CPC ZC 16-00004 - QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: GEESEN SUBSTATION REZONE

APPLICANT: MOUNTAIN VIEW ELECTRIC

OWNER: BLH NO. 1, LLC

SITE
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PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Description: This is a request to change the zoning of a 4.29-acre parcel from 

R1-6000 (Single-Family Residential) to PF (Public Facilities). The rezoning request will 



facilitate the future expansion of the Geesen Substation, an existing Mountain View 
Electric facility. 

The property is 4.29 acres and is located in Banning Lewis Ranch, one mile north of 
Drennan Road and one mile east of Marksheffel Road. (Figure 1)

2. Applicant’s Statement: (FIGURE 2)
3. Planning and Development Department’s Recommendation: Approval of the application.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address: Not applicable.
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use: R1-6000 (Single-Family Residential)/Vacant
3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use:

North: R1-6000 (Single-Family Residential)/Vacant
South: R1-6000 (Single-Family Residential)/Vacant
East: R1-6000 (Single-Family Residential)/Vacant
West: R1-6000 (Single-Family Residential)/Vacant

4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use: The existing land use is Agriculture. 
That classification will be updated to Major Institutional if the rezoning request is 
approved.

5. Annexation: Banning Lewis Ranch #1 (1988)
6. Master Plan/Designated Master Plan Land Use: Banning Lewis Ranch Master Plan
7. Subdivision: Unplatted.
8. Zoning Enforcement Action: None.
9. Physical Characteristics: The site is currently improved as a substation.

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT: No public notice or distribution was 
deemed necessary as the substation is existing and there are no surrounding property owners.   

ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER
PLAN CONFORMANCE:
1. Design and Development Issues: No significant issues or concerns have been identified.

The zone change will recognize the existing Gessen Substation and allow for future 
expansion as a public facilities site. The substation currently exists in the R1-6000 zone 
district within an easement. The existing substation is approximately one acre in size.

Mountain View Electric is planning for future upgrades to this substation. As such, they 
would like to purchase a 4.29-acre site from the current property owner and formalize the 
site as a public facility. While the substation is currently one acre, the rezone and future 
ownership will encompass 4.29 acres.

There are no plans for development at this time. A PF zone change to accommodate a 
substation does not require a concurrent development plan application. Any future 
development plan will be reviewed administratively. 

Zone change requests are reviewed based upon the zone change criteria found in City
Code Section 7.5.603.B. Further, zone changes to Public Facilities are reviewed based 
upon the establishment and development of a PF zone using the criteria found in City Code 
Section 7.3.402.A.



It is the finding of the Land Use Review Division that the zone change meets the zone 
change criteria found in City Code Section 7.5.603.B and 7.3.402.A.

2. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan:
Comprehensive Plan 2020 Land Use Map: The 2020 Land Use Map identifies this area as 
“Agriculture”. That will be updated to “Major Institutional” if the request is approved.

The following City Comprehensive Plan goals, objectives and policy statements apply to this 
project:

Policy CCA 601: New Development Will Be Compatible with the Surrounding Area
New developments will be compatible with the surrounding land uses and will complement 
the character and appearance of adjacent land uses.

The substation and the expansion are located at an integral connection point to a major 
utility corridor. The future expansion will accommodate the needed expansion of the 
electrical load and new types of electric generation.

It is the finding of the Land Use Review Division that the zone change is consistent with the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Item No: CPC ZC 16-00004 – Change of Zone District
Approve the change of zoning district from R1-6000 (Single-Family Residential) to PF (Public 
Facilities), based upon the finding that it complies with the review criteria of City Code Sections
7.5.603.B and 7.3.402.A.
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7.5.603 (B):  ESTABLISHMENT OR CHANGE OF ZONE DISTRICT BOUNDARIES:

B: A proposal for the establishment or change of zone district boundaries may be approved by the 
City Council only if the following findings are made: 

1. The action will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare.

2. The proposal is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
3. Where a master plan exists, the proposal is consistent with such plan or an approved 

amendment to such plan. Master plans that have been classified as implemented do not have 
to be amended in order to be considered consistent with a zone change request. 

4. For MU zone districts the proposal is consistent with any locational criteria for the 
establishment of the zone district, as stated in article 3, "Land Use Zoning Districts", of this 
Zoning Code. (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 97-111; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 03-157)



7.3.402.A – PF ZONE DISTRICT

A. PF - Public Facilities: The public facilities zone district is provided for land which is used or being 
reserved for a governmental purpose by the City of Colorado Springs, El Paso County, the State 
of Colorado, the Federal government or a public utility. Generally, the existing or proposed use is 
a unique governmental or utility service or a governmental function. The term, public facility, may 
be used to describe the existing or future use or the character of the ownership of the land. For 
the purpose of this section utility transmission, distribution or collection line rights of way or 
easements and drainage rights of way or easements are not required to be designated as public 
facilities.

Approval of the request requires a determination that a public need exists and the use and 
location are compatible with adjacent land uses. When necessary to make this determination, 
conditions regarding setbacks from adjacent uses or property lines, landscaping, screening, 
access, and the placement and size of signs and amount of parking may be approved with the 
establishment of the zone district. A development plan shall be approved before any building 
permits may be issued or before construction of any public facility or utility may begin.

Uses allowed in this zone are limited to governmental functions or utility services provided by the 
City of Colorado Springs, El Paso County, the State of Colorado, the Federal government or a 
public utility and to private facilities which perform traditional government functions such as jails 
and halfway houses. These uses are not typically permitted or conditional uses in other zone 
districts. Specific uses are listed in a table in section 7.3.203 of this article. Development 
standards such as lot size, setbacks, and maximum height are determined at the time of zoning 
or development plan review. Development standards listed in a table in section 7.3.204 of this 
article shall apply to the development of a public facility zone district.



City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC CU 15-00129, Version: 1

A request by Assisted Living at the Spring, LLC for approval of a conditional use development plan to
allow a Human Service Facility in a PBC/AO (Planned Business Center with Airport Overlay) zone
district. The project is for a 30 bed assisted living facility. The site is zoned PBC/AO (Planned
Business Center with Airport Overlay), contains 0.61 acres and is located at 1605 Jet Wing Drive.
(Quasi-Judicial)

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

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the conditional use for Assisted Living at the Spring, based upon the finding that the plan
complies with the conditional use and development plan review criteria in City Code Sections 7.5.704
and 7.5.502.E, subject to compliance with the following technical and/or informational plan
modifications:

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Conditional Use Development Plan:
1. Show the accessible space and the accessible aisle as 8’, not 10’.
2. Since the required access is being shown to start in parking stalls, those parking stalls need to
be converted to a fire lane so apparatus can pull into those spots. Required 150-ft measurements are
taken where the apparatus is able to drive to and from there, where they reach around the building. If
removing the parking is not desired, access from another location must be provided or if the building
is/will be equipped with an approved fire sprinkler system, indicate such on the plans.
3. Identify ground level treatments on the landscape plan.

 ..Summary of Ordinance Language
For ordinances, enter the substantive elements in 40 words or less for publication purposes. Enter
N/A if not applicable.

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/9/2016Page 1 of 1
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEM NO:

STAFF:   LONNA THELEN

FILE NO(S):
A. – CPC CU 15-00129 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: ASSISTED LIVING AT THE SPRING

APPLICANT: ASSISTED LIVING AT THE SPRING, LLC

OWNER: ASSISTED LIVING AT THE SPRING, LLC

SITE



PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Description:  This project includes an application for a conditional use to allow a human 

service facility in a PBC (Planned Business Center) zone district for a 0.61-acre site located at 
1605 Jet Wing Drive. (FIGURE 1)

2. Applicant’s Project Statement: (FIGURE 2)
3. Planning and Development Department’s Recommendation: Approval of the applications, subject 

to modifications.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address: 1605 Jet Wing Drive
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use: PBC/Daycare Center
3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use: North: R1-6/Single-Family Residential 

South: PBC/Commercial Center
East: OC/Single-Family Residential
West: PBC/Commercial Center

4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use: New/Developing Corridor
5. Annexation: Pikes Peak Addition #11, 1971
6. Master Plan/Designated Master Plan Land Use: Gateway Park/Commercial
7. Subdivision: La Petite Academy
8. Zoning Enforcement Action: None
9. Physical Characteristics: The site is developed with a 5,111 square foot building. No building 

additions are proposed for the site. 

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT:  The public process involved with the review of 
this application included posting of the site and sending of postcards on two separate occasions to
100 property owners within 500 feet. No public comments were received. 

Staff also sent the plans to the standard internal and external review agencies for comments. 
Commenting agencies included Colorado Springs Utilities, City Engineering, City Traffic, City Fire, 
City Landscape, Police and E-911.

ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER PLAN 
CONFORMANCE:

1. Review Criteria / Design & Development Issues:
The existing structure was built in 1981 and was most recently used as a daycare center. The 
proposed use is for a 30 bed assisted living facility (Human Service Facility). No new structures or 
additions are proposed. The only site upgrade planned is to install new doors and windows on the 
building. The existing zoning is PBC (Planned Business Center). The human service use requires 
a conditional use approval in the PBC zone district.

The only access to the site is from Jet Wing Drive. There is an easement agreement with the 
adjacent property owner to the west to access the site. No access is allowed from Old Fountain 
Boulevard and a barricade is located at the end of Old Fountain Boulevard. Adequate parking is 
provided for the use. The parking will be mainly used for the employees of the facility and not for 
the residents, as they will use alternative transportation options.

The human service use is a quiet use and is a good transition between the single-family 
residential and the commercial shopping center. No public comment was received during the 
review, which supports the compatibility of the new use.

Staff has reviewed the conditional use development plan and has found that the application is 
consistent with the review criteria and standards of City Code. 



2. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan:
Objective LU 3: Develop A Mix of Interdependent, Compatible, and Mutually Supportive Land 
Uses
Over the past several decades, the location and design of development have created a pattern of 
isolated, disconnected, single-purpose land uses. An alternative to this type of land use pattern is 
one that integrates multiple uses, shortens and reduces automobile trips, promotes pedestrian 
and bicycling accessibility, decreases infrastructure and housing costs, and in general, can be 
provided with urban services in a more cost-effective manner.

Objective LU 4: Encourage Infill and Redevelopment 
Encourage infill and redevelopment projects that are in character and context with existing, 
surrounding development. Infill and redevelopment projects in existing neighborhoods make good 
use of the City's infrastructure. If properly designed, these projects can serve an important role in 
achieving quality, mixed-use neighborhoods. In some instances, sensitively designed, high quality 
infill and redevelopment projects can help stabilize and revitalize existing older neighborhoods.

Policy LU 302: Encourage Development of Mixed-use Activity Centers 
Encourage the development of activity centers designed to include a mix of uses that compliment 
and support each other, such as commercial, employment-related, institutional, civic, and 
residential. A walkable, pedestrian friendly environment will tie the mix of uses in activity centers 
together. Activity centers will vary in size, intensity, scale, and types of uses depending on their 
function, location, and surroundings. Activity centers will be designed so they are compatible with, 
accessible from, and serve as a benefit to the surrounding neighborhood or business area.

The Assisted Living at the Spring project is an infill project that re-uses an existing building for a 
new human service use. The new and developing corridor use category of the comprehensive 
plan allows both residential and commercial uses. This project has a residential component of 
housing 30 residents, but is also a commercial business with employees. The location of this 
project is next to an existing shopping center and contributes to the mix of uses in the shopping 
center.  This project is in compliance with and supports the comprehensive plan.

3. Conformance with the Area’s Master Plan:
This property is part of the Gateway Park Master Plan. The master plan calls out this area as 
commercial. While the proposed use provides housing for 30 people, the facility operates as a 
commercial business with employees providing services to the 30 residents. Therefore, the 
commercial master plan designation permits the Human Service Facility use.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Item No: ?? CPC CU 15-00129 – CONDITIONAL USE
Approve the conditional use for Assisted Living at the Spring, based upon the finding that the plan
complies with the conditional use and development plan review criteria in City Code Sections 7.5.704 and 
7.5.502.E, subject to compliance with the following technical and/or informational plan modifications:

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Conditional Use Development Plan:

1. Show the accessible space and the accessible aisle as 8’, not 10’.
2. Since the required access is being shown to start in parking stalls, those parking stalls need to be 

converted to a fire lane so apparatus can pull into those spots. Required 150-ft measurements 
are taken where the apparatus is able to drive to and from there, where they reach around the 
building. If removing the parking is not desired, access from another location must be provided or 
if the building is/will be equipped with an approved fire sprinkler system, indicate such on the 
plans.

3. Identify ground level treatments on the landscape plan. 



4. Include in the landscape chart which ‘Provided’ plants are “existing to remain” and which are 
“new” plantings.

5. Include the Irrigation Plan as it exists today or include a note stating when the irrigation plan will 
be submitted.
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CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW CRITERIA:
7.5.704: AUTHORIZATION AND FINDINGS: 
The Planning Commission may approve and/or modify a conditional use application in whole or in part, 
with or without conditions, only if all three (3) of the following findings are made: 

A. Surrounding Neighborhood: That the value and qualities of the neighborhood surrounding the 
conditional use are not substantially injured. 

B. Intent Of Zoning Code: That the conditional use is consistent with the intent and purpose of this 
Zoning Code to promote public health, safety and general welfare. 

C. Comprehensive Plan: That the conditional use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan of the 
City.

The approved conditional use and development plan shall be binding on the property until an amendment 
is approved changing the use of the property. Except as otherwise recommended by the Planning 
Commission, the development of a conditional use shall conform to the applicable regulations of the 
district in which it is to be located. (Ord. 80-131; Ord. 82-247; Ord. 91-30; Ord. 94-107; Ord. 01-42) 



7.5.502 (E): DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA: 

E. Development Plan Review Criteria: A development plan shall be reviewed using the criteria listed 
below. No development plan shall be approved unless the plan complies with all the requirements of 
the zone district in which it is located, is consistent with the intent and purpose of this Zoning Code 
and is compatible with the land uses surrounding the site. Alternate and/or additional development 
plan criteria may be included as a part of an FBZ regulating plan.

1. Will the project design be harmonious with the surrounding land uses and neighborhood?

2. Will the proposed land uses be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood? Will the proposed 
development overburden the capacities of existing streets, utilities, parks, schools and other 
public facilities?

3. Will the structures be located to minimize the impact of their use and bulk on adjacent properties?

4. Will landscaping, berms, fences and/or walls be provided to buffer the site from undesirable 
views, noise, lighting or other off site negative influences and to buffer adjacent properties from 
negative influences that may be created by the proposed development?

5. Will vehicular access from the project to streets outside the project be combined, limited, located, 
designed and controlled to channel traffic to and from such areas conveniently and safely and in 
such a manner which minimizes traffic friction, noise and pollution and promotes free traffic flow 
without excessive interruption?

6. Will all the streets and drives provide logical, safe and convenient vehicular access to the facilities 
within the project?

7. Will streets and drives within the project area be connected to streets outside the project area in 
such a way that discourages their use by through traffic?

8. Will adequately sized parking areas be located throughout the project to provide safe and 
convenient access to specific facilities?

9. Will safe and convenient provision for the access and movement of handicapped persons and
parking of vehicles for the handicapped be accommodated in the project design?

10. Will the design of streets, drives and parking areas within the project result in a minimum of area 
devoted to asphalt?

11. Will pedestrian walkways be functionally separated from vehicular traffic and landscaped to 
accomplish this? Will pedestrian walkways be designed and located in combination with other 
easements that are not used by motor vehicles?

12. Does the design encourage the preservation of significant natural features such as healthy 
vegetation, drainage channels, steep slopes and rock outcroppings? Are these significant natural 
features incorporated into the project design? (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 95-125; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 02-64; 
Ord. 03-74; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 09-50; Ord. 09-78)





City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC PUZ 15-00092, Version: 1

A request by NES, Inc. on behalf of Park 5th Avenue Development Company LLC for approval a
zone change from OC/CR/PUD/HS/SS (Office Complex with Conditions of Record and Planned Unit
Development with Hillside and Streamside Overlays) to PUD/SS (Planned Unit Development with
Streamside Overlay).
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Rachel Teixeira, Planner II, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the zone change from OC/CR/HS/SS, PUD/HS/SS (Office Complex with Conditions of
Record and Planned Unit Development; both with Hillside and Streamside Overlays) to PUD/SS
(Planned Unit Development - Single-Family Attached (Duplex); 35-foot maximum building height; 12
dwelling units/acre with Streamside Overlay), 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.

N/A
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7.5.603 (B):  ESTABLISHMENT OR CHANGE OF ZONE DISTRICT BOUNDARIES:

B: A proposal for the establishment or change of zone district boundaries may be approved by the 
City Council only if the following findings are made: 

1. The action will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare.

2. The proposal is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
3. Where a master plan exists, the proposal is consistent with such plan or an approved 

amendment to such plan. Master plans that have been classified as implemented do not have 
to be amended in order to be considered consistent with a zone change request. 

4. For MU zone districts the proposal is consistent with any locational criteria for the 
establishment of the zone district, as stated in article 3, "Land Use Zoning Districts", of this 
Zoning Code. (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 97-111; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 03-157)



PUD ZONE CHANGE REVIEW CRITERIA:
7.3.603: ESTABLISHMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF A PUD ZONE:

A. A PUD zone district may be established upon any tract of land held under a single ownership or 
under unified control, provided the application for the establishment of the zone district is 
accompanied by a PUD concept plan or PUD development plan covering the entire zone district 
which conforms to the provisions of this part. 

B. An approved PUD development plan is required before any building permits may be issued within a 
PUD zone district. The PUD development plan may be for all or a portion of the entire district. The 
review criteria for approval of the PUD concept plan and approval of a PUD development plan are 
intended to be flexible to allow for innovative, efficient, and compatible land uses. (Ord. 03-110, Ord. 
12-68)





City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC PUD 15-00093, Version: 1

A request by NES, Inc. on behalf of Park 5th Avenue Development Company LLC for approval of the
Wildgrass PUD Development Plan The plan illustrates the layout of 76 single-family attached
(duplex) residential lots with associated parking and landscaping.
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Rachel Teixeira, Planner II, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the Wildgrass Development Plan based upon the finding that the development plan meets
the review criteria for PUD development plans as set forth in City Code Section 7.3.605, and the
development plan review criteria as set forth in Section 7.5.502E, subject to the following technical
and/or informational plan modifications:

Technical and Informational Modifications to the PUD Development Plan:
1.  Call out the four (4) cottonwood trees within the required streamside vegetation on Sheet 10 of 11.
2.  Provide the final information for Tract C in the ‘Tract Table’ noting the Ownership and
Maintenance on Sheet C of 11.
3.  Remove the text “FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN” from the Streamside Overlay Sheet 10 of 11.

N/A
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEM NO:  
STAFF: RACHEL TEIXEIRA

FILE NO(S):
CPC PUZ 15-00092 – QUASI-JUDICIAL
CPC PUD 15-00093 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: WILDGRASS
APPLICANT: N.E.S., INC.
OWNER: PARK 5TH AVENUE DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC.

PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Description: This project includes concurrent applications for a zone change and a 

development plan for a 14.44-acre site located at the northwest corner of Delmonico Drive and 
South Rockrimmon Boulevard.

The applicant is requesting to rezone the site from OC/CR/PUD/HS/SS (Office Complex with 
Conditions of Record and Planned Unit Development with Hillside and Streamside Overlays) to 
PUD/SS (Planned Unit Development with Streamside Overlay).  The development plan reflects 
proposed 76 lots (38 residential duplex buildings totaling 78 attached single family units located 
on the individual lots) and three public roads. (FIGURE 1)

The subdivision plat application will be submitted and administratively reviewed separately after 
the zone change and development plan approvals.

SITE



2. Applicant’s Project Statement: (FIGURE 2)
3. Planning and Development Department’s Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the

applications.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address: To be determined. 
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use: OC/CR/PUD/HS/SS (Office Complex with Conditions of Record and 

Planned Unit Development with Hillside and Streamside Overlays)/vacant.
3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use:

North: PUD/HS/Multi-Family Residential (Eaglepointe)
South: PBC/CR/HS/SS/Vacant 
East: PBC/Offices/Motel/Storage/Apartment Building
West: PUD/HS/SS/Open space/Multi-Family Residential (Creekside at Rockrimmon 
student housing).

4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use: General Residential
5. Annexation: Golden Cycle Addition #1, April 1966
6. Master Plan: Rockrimmon Master Plan (Implemented)/Multi-Family
7. Subdivision: This is an unplatted parcel. A subdivision plat will be submitted and reviewed 

administratively.
8. Zoning Enforcement Action: None
9. Physical Characteristics: The vacant, 14.44-acre site has no existing vegetation.  The topography 

is relatively flat except for along the southern and western property lines. The property slopes
towards the creek and detention pond areas.

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT:
Standard public notification and posting process was used during the internal review. Staff noticed 202
property owners within a 1,000 foot buffer distance. City planning staff received no written 
correspondence either in support or opposed to the project.

The property will be posted and mailing notification sent prior to the February 18th City Planning 
Commission meeting.

The two applications were sent to the standard internal and external agencies for review and comment.
Review agencies for this project included Colorado Springs Utilities, Traffic Engineering, City Engineering, 
Fire Prevention, Enumerations, Floodplain, Real Estate Services, and Colorado Geological Survey
(CGS).  All review comments have been addressed except for comments from the Landscape Architect
which are minor informational modifications to the development plan.

ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER PLAN 
CONFORMANCE:
1. Review Criteria / Design & Development Issues:

The applicant proposes to develop the Wildgrass site with the zone change and development plan 
applications.  The project is to build 76 single-family attached (duplex) units with dedicated open 
space and drainage area.

The zone change request rezones 14.4-acres of the current PUD (Planned Unit Development –
Condominium Apartment; 35-foot maximum building height; 20 dwelling units/acre) to PUD (Planned 
Unit Development – Single-Family Attached (Duplex); 35-foot maximum building height; 12 dwelling 
units/acre).  Note that a sliver of the property has an OC/CR (Office Complex with Conditions of 
Record) zone designation which needs to be corrected (FIGURE 3).  The zone change modifies the 
current PUD/HS/SS (Planned Unit Development with Hillside and Streamside Overlays: 
Condominium Apartment; 35-foot maximum building height; 20 dwelling units/acre) zone to PUD/SS 
(Planned Unit Development with Streamside Overlay: Single-Family Attached (Duplex); 35-foot 
maximum building height; 12 dwelling units/acre) zone.  The change of zoning also eliminates the 



Hillside Overlay for this relatively flat property.  The zone change proposal reduces the number of 
residential units and the intensity of the development from the original 1980 zone change ordinance.

The site plan illustrates the proposed single family attached (duplexes) with the layout of Wildgrass 
site incorporating three, internal public streets and two access points off of Delmonico Drive.  

The site includes 38 duplex structures.  The development standards for Wildgrass include the
following setbacks; 20 foot front (driveway access), 15 foot front (no driveway access), 5 foot side and 
15 foot rear (Lots 1-16 and Lots 33-76). The rear setbacks for the remaining lots (17-32) are to be 
determined by the Streamside Overlay review requirements.  The maximum building height remains 
at 35 feet. There is no lot coverage for the site.  The setbacks determine the building footprint for the 
lots.

Concrete Masonry Unit (CMU) block wall fencing is installed for lots backing to Delmonico Drive. 
Split rail fence is provided at open space areas adjacent to Delmonico Drive and residential areas 
facing the streamside and northern lots.  There is a dedicated 24,392 square foot open space area 
centrally located and a detention pond in the southeast corner of the site.  The open space and 
detention pond are owned and maintained by the Wildgrass HOA.  

The development plan also illustrates the air shaft, located near Lot 15, within the southeastern 
corner of the property.  Mitigation measures have been noted under Note #5 to represent potential 
subsidence hazards near the air shaft and also provide for mitigation measures for the property.  

The site includes a future urban trail (within Tract C) along the southern edge of the property which is 
part of the Parks Master Plan and deeded to the City for utility, drainage and trail purposes.  

Staff finds that the zone change review criteria found in City Code Section 7.3.603 and the PUD 
Development Plan review criteria found in City Code Sections 7.5.502.E and 7.3.606 have been met.

2. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan:
Objective LU 4: Encourage Infill and Redevelopment
Encourage infill and redevelopment projects that are in character and context with existing, 
surrounding development. Infill and redevelopment projects in existing neighborhoods make good use 
of the City’s infrastructure. If properly designed, these projects can serve an important role in 
achieving quality, mixed-use neighborhoods. In some instances, sensitively designed, high quality 
infill and redevelopment projects can help stabilize and revitalize existing older neighborhoods.

Objective N 2: Enhance Neighborhoods
Preserve and enhance existing and established neighborhoods and support developing and 
redeveloping neighborhoods. While neighborhoods change over time, there are certain fundamental 
characteristics of most neighborhoods, such as natural features and landscaping, building and street 
patterns, historic and cultural features, parks, open space and schools, which need to be preserved in 
order to maintain their character. At the same time, there are new and developing residential areas 
that need to be supported so that they emerge as well-functioning neighborhoods. 

Policy N 201: Protect Established and Stable Neighborhoods
Protect the character of established and stable neighborhoods through neighborhood planning, 
assistance to neighborhood organizations, and supportive regulatory actions.

Objective LU 5: Develop Cohesive Residential Areas: Neighborhoods are the fundamental building 
block for developing and redeveloping residential areas of the city. Likewise, residential areas provide 
a structure for bringing together individual neighborhoods to support and benefit from schools, 
community activity centers, commercial centers, community parks, recreation centers, employment 
centers, open space networks, and the city's transportation system. Residential areas also form the 
basis for broader residential land use designations on the citywide land use map. Those designations 
distinguish general types of residential areas by their average densities, environmental features, 



diversity of housing types, and mix of uses. Residential areas of the city should be developed, 
redeveloped and revitalized as cohesive sets of neighborhoods, sharing an interconnected network of 
streets, schools, parks, trails, open spaces, activity centers, and public facilities and services.

Policy LU 501: Plan Residential Areas to Integrate Neighborhoods into the Wider Subarea and 
Citywide Pattern: Plan, design, develop, and redevelop residential areas to integrate several 
neighborhoods into the citywide pattern of activity centers, street networks, environmental constraints, 
parks and open space, school locations and other public facilities and services.

Strategy LU 501a: Link Neighborhood Layout and Design to a Larger Residential Area: In master 
plans and in community planning areas, layout and design individual neighborhoods to form a 
coherent residential area.

Staff finds that the project is in conformance with the City of Colorado Springs Comprehensive Plan.  
It includes the residential use as designated by the general residential comprehensive plan 
designation.

3. Conformance with the Area’s Master Plan:
This development is part of the Rockrimmon Master Plan.  This master plan is already implemented 
and does not have to be amended to reflect the proposed, less intense single-family attached 
(duplex) development.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S):

ITEM NO.    CPC PUZ 15-00092 – PUD ZONE CHANGE
Approve the zone change from OC/CR/HS/SS, PUD/HS/SS (Office Complex with Conditions of Record 
and Planned Unit Development; both with Hillside and Streamside Overlays) to PUD/SS (Planned Unit 
Development – Single-Family Attached (Duplex); 35-foot maximum building height; 12 dwelling units/acre
with Streamside Overlay), 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.

ITEM NO.    CPC PUD 15-00093 – PUD DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Approve the Wildgrass Development Plan based upon the finding that the development plan meets the 
review criteria for PUD development plans as set forth in City Code Section 7.3.605, and the development 
plan review criteria as set forth in Section 7.5.502E, subject to the following technical and/or informational 
plan modifications:

Technical and Informational Modifications to the PUD Development Plan:
1. Call out the four (4) cottonwood trees within the required streamside vegetation on Sheet 10 of 11.
2. Provide the final information for Tract C in the ‘Tract Table’ noting the Ownership and Maintenance on 

Sheet C of 11.
3. Remove the text “FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN” from the Streamside Overlay Sheet 10 of 11.
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7.3.605: PUD PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA: 
Substantial compliance with the criteria is necessary for the approval of the PUD plan. The Director may 
determine that certain criteria are not applicable based on the characteristics of the individual project. 
PUD plans shall be reviewed based on the following review criteria: 

A. Is the proposed development pattern consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the 2020 Land 
Use Map, and all applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan (including the Intermodal 
Transportation Plan and the Parks, Recreation and Trails Master Plan)? 

B. Are the proposed uses consistent with the primary and secondary land uses identified in the 2020 
Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, as amended? 

C. Is the proposed development consistent with any City approved Master Plan that applies to the 
site?

D. Is the proposed development consistent with the intent and purposes of this Zoning Code? 
E. Does the development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan promote the stabilization 

and preservation of the existing or planned land uses in adjacent areas and surrounding 
residential neighborhoods? 

F. Does the development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan provide an appropriate 
transition or buffering between uses of differing intensities both on site and off site? 

G. Does the nonresidential development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan promote 
integrated activity centers and avoid linear configurations along roadways? 

H. Are the permitted uses, bulk requirements and required landscaping appropriate to and 
compatible with the type of development, the surrounding neighborhood or area and the 
community? 

I. Does the PUD concept plan provide adequate mitigation for any potentially detrimental use to use 
relationships (e.g., commercial use adjacent to single-family homes)? 

J. Does the PUD concept plan accommodate automobile, pedestrian, bicycle and transit modes of 
transportation as appropriate, taking into consideration the development's primary function, scale, 
size and location? 

K. Does the PUD concept plan include a logical hierarchy of perimeter and internal arterial, collector 
and local streets that will disperse development generated vehicular traffic to a variety of access 
points and ways, reduce through traffic in adjacent residential neighborhoods and improve 
resident access to jobs, transit, shopping and recreation? 

L. Will streets and drives within the project area be connected to streets outside the project area in a 
way that minimizes significant through traffic impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods, but 
still improves connectivity, mobility choices and access to jobs, shopping and recreation? 

M. Does the PUD concept plan provide safe and convenient vehicle and pedestrian connections 
between uses located within the zone district, and to uses located adjacent to the zone district or 
development? 

N. Will adequately sized parking areas be located to provide safe and convenient access, to avoid 
excessive parking ratios and avoid excessive expanses of pavement? 

O. Are open spaces integrated into the PUD concept plan to serve both as amenities to 
residents/users and as a means for alternative transportation modes, such as walking and biking? 

P. Will the proposed development overburden the capacities of existing or planned streets, utilities 
and other public facilities? 

Are the areas with unique or significant natural features preserved and incorporated into the design of the 
project? (Ord. 03-110; Ord. 03-190, Ord. 12-68)



7.5.502 (E): DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA: 

E. Development Plan Review Criteria: A development plan shall be reviewed using the criteria listed 
below. No development plan shall be approved unless the plan complies with all the requirements of 
the zone district in which it is located, is consistent with the intent and purpose of this Zoning Code 
and is compatible with the land uses surrounding the site. Alternate and/or additional development 
plan criteria may be included as a part of an FBZ regulating plan.

1. Will the project design be harmonious with the surrounding land uses and neighborhood?

2. Will the proposed land uses be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood? Will the proposed 
development overburden the capacities of existing streets, utilities, parks, schools and other 
public facilities?

3. Will the structures be located to minimize the impact of their use and bulk on adjacent properties?

4. Will landscaping, berms, fences and/or walls be provided to buffer the site from undesirable 
views, noise, lighting or other off site negative influences and to buffer adjacent properties from 
negative influences that may be created by the proposed development?

5. Will vehicular access from the project to streets outside the project be combined, limited, located, 
designed and controlled to channel traffic to and from such areas conveniently and safely and in 
such a manner which minimizes traffic friction, noise and pollution and promotes free traffic flow 
without excessive interruption?

6. Will all the streets and drives provide logical, safe and convenient vehicular access to the facilities 
within the project?

7. Will streets and drives within the project area be connected to streets outside the project area in 
such a way that discourages their use by through traffic?

8. Will adequately sized parking areas be located throughout the project to provide safe and 
convenient access to specific facilities?

9. Will safe and convenient provision for the access and movement of handicapped persons and
parking of vehicles for the handicapped be accommodated in the project design?

10. Will the design of streets, drives and parking areas within the project result in a minimum of area 
devoted to asphalt?

11. Will pedestrian walkways be functionally separated from vehicular traffic and landscaped to 
accomplish this? Will pedestrian walkways be designed and located in combination with other 
easements that are not used by motor vehicles?

12. Does the design encourage the preservation of significant natural features such as healthy 
vegetation, drainage channels, steep slopes and rock outcroppings? Are these significant natural 
features incorporated into the project design? (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 95-125; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 02-64; 
Ord. 03-74; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 09-50; Ord. 09-78)



City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC CA 15-00145, Version: 2

Ordinances pertaining to marijuana consumption clubs and other matters pertaining thereto.

Presenter:
Peter Wysocki, Director, Planning and Community Development
  Proposed Motion:
Should the Planning Commission wish to recommend a ban on the establishment of new marijuana
consumption clubs, staff recommends approval of the ordinance contained in Option 3, amending
Section 302 (Definitions of Use Types) of Part 3 (Land Use Types and Classifications) of Article 2
(Basic Provisions, Definitions) and Section 205 (Additional Standards for Specific Land Uses) of Part
2 (Commercial Districts) of Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development
and Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, pertaining to marijuana
consumption club facilities

Should the Planning Commission wish to recommend regulations for the establishment of new
marijuana consumption clubs, staff recommends the ordinance contained in Option 2, amending
Section 302 (Definitions of Use Types) of Part 3 (Land Use Types and Classifications) of Article 2
(Basic Provisions, Definitions and Land Use Types and Classifications) and Sections 203 (Permitted
Conditional and Accessory Uses) and 205 (Additional Standards for Specific Land Uses) of Part 2
(Commercial Districts) of Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development
and Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, pertaining to marijuana
consumption club facilities.

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/10/2016Page 1 of 1
powered by Legistar™

Item No. 4A



PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT

30 S. Nevada Ave., Suite 105 • Tel: 719-385-5905 • Fax: 719-385-5167
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1575, Mail Code 155 • Colorado Springs, CO  80901-1575

MEMORANDUM

Date: February 9, 2016
To: City Planning Commission
From: Peter Wysocki, AICP, Planning and Community Development Director
Subject: City Planning Commission Meeting February 18, 2016

Marijuana Consumption Club Facilities Ordinance

Background:

The City of Colorado Springs (“City”) does not currently have specific zoning regulations or licensing 
requirements for marijuana consumption clubs and facilities.  In 2014, during a zoning violation appeal 
hearing pertaining to Studio A64 – a marijuana consumption club located in downtown Colorado Springs 
- the City Council directed staff to develop regulations for marijuana consumption clubs.  At that time,
the City Council granted an appeal of a zoning violation issued to the club alleging a violation of the 
City’s Zoning Code.  Specifically, the zoning violation alleged that a marijuana consumption club facility 
was not a permitted use in any zone district in the City.  In permitting Studio A64’s land use, the City 
Council interpreted that Studio A64 was operating a “similar use” to a social club, which falls under the 
parent definition of a “(membership) club” as established in § 7.2.302 (D)(3) of the City Code. Based on 
that interpretation, the Manager made an official similar use determination pursuant to § 7.2.108 of the 
City Code that marijuana consumption club facilities are either permitted or conditionally permitted in 
zoning districts where (membership) clubs are permitted or conditionally permitted, including multi-
family residential, commercial and industrial zone districts.  Marijuana consumption club facilities 
operating within the parameters of the Manager’s similar use determination must comply with all other 
laws and all applicable zoning, subdivision, building and fire code requirements, and must have gone
through the standard City review processes to legally operate.

On September 22, 2015, the City Council enacted a 6-month moratorium on the establishment of any 
new marijuana consumption clubs.  The City Council directed staff to present for adoption draft 
regulations prior to the expiration of the moratorium.  Pursuant to City Council direction, the marijuana 
consumption club regulations were excluded from a separate medical marijuana task force established 
by City Council through the adoption of a separate moratorium on new medical marijuana facilities. This 
“medical marijuana task force” is focused on preparing new regulations for medical marijuana facilities 
and home-grow operations and will not address marijuana consumption club facilities.

Proposed Ordinances:
The proposed marijuana consumption club ordinances were developed collaboratively by the Planning 
Department, City Clerk’s Office, Colorado Springs Police Department, Colorado Springs Fire Department



and the City Attorney’s Office with input from the Mayor’s Office and Councilmember Don Knight, who 
was a co-sponsor of the moratoria ordinances adopted by the City Council.

Option 1:
� Marijuana consumption clubs are permitted as a use by right only in M1 and M2 zoning districts
� A 1,000-foot separation from, schools, daycare centers, and drug or alcohol treatment facilities
� A 1,000-foot separation from residentially used or zoned properties
� 1,000-foot separations are measured by pedestrian access
� Requirement for an air filtration system
� Marijuana consumption facilities currently located in zoning districts other than M1 and M2, and 

were lawfully operating pursuant to the similar use determination established prior to the 
moratorium (September 22, 2015) would have “non-conforming development” status pursuant 
to City Code § 7.5.1201, et seq.

� All lawfully operating clubs must obtain a license pursuant to ordinances being developed in 
conjunction with the City Clerk’s Office

Option 2:
� Marijuana consumption clubs are permitted as a conditional use in M1 and M2 zoning districts
� All other standards same as Option 1
� Requires a City Planning Commission hearing with the potential of an appeal to City Council

Option 3:
� Establishment of any new marijuana consumption clubs within City limits would be prohibited.
� Existing clubs that were lawfully operating pursuant to the similar use determination and prior 

to the moratorium are provided with a five (5) year amortization period and must cease 
operations no later than March 21, 2021

� All lawfully operating clubs must obtain a license for the duration of permitted operations

In conjunction with the proposed zoning regulations, City staff is also preparing an ordinance 
establishing licensing requirements and procedures similar to other business licenses already 
established in Chapter 2 of the City Code. Under the current proposals, all marijuana consumption club 
facilities will be subject to licensure by the City.  The proposed licensing ordinances define a marijuana 
consumption club as:  [a]n establishment, organization, association, club, teapad, or other similar entity 
or place where a purpose is to allow the consumption of marijuana, medical marijuana or marijuana 
product on the premises. The draft licensing ordinances also prohibit the transfer or sale of marijuana, 
cultivation, manufacturing of marijuana products or storage of marijuana, operation between 2AM and 
7AM, and any person under the age of 21 to enter the club.  Since these types of licenses are not
included in the Zoning or Subdivision Code within Chapter 7, those particular ordinances do not fall 
under the purview of the City Planning Commission.

Recommendation:

In spring 2014, when the Council considered the Studio A64 appeal, the Council directed staff to prepare 
regulations for marijuana consumption clubs.  Ordinances 1 and 2 reflect the direction given by a 



previous City Council.  However, it appears that some members of the current Council are open to 
considering a ban on the establishment of new marijuana consumption clubs.  Therefore, staff prepared 
an ordinance (Option 3) that would prohibit new clubs within City limits.  Option 3 is supported by 
Councilmember Don Knight.  The Mayor’s Office does not object to Option 3.  A ban on marijuana 
consumption clubs within the City limits would be consistent with El Paso County’s ban on similar uses in 
unincorporated areas of the County.

Should the Planning Commission wish to recommend a ban on the establishment of new marijuana 
consumption clubs, staff recommends approval of the ordinance contained in Option 3, amending 
Section 302 (Definitions of Use Types) of Part 3 (Land Use Types and Classifications) of Article 2 (Basic 
Provisions, Definitions) and Section 205 (Additional Standards for Specific Land Uses) of Part 2 
(Commercial Districts) of Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and 
Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, pertaining to marijuana 
consumption club facilities

Should the Planning Commission wish to recommend regulations for the establishment of new 
marijuana consumption clubs, staff recommends the ordinance contained in Option 2, amending Section 
302 (Definitions of Use Types) of Part 3 (Land Use Types and Classifications) of Article 2 (Basic Provisions, 
Definitions and Land Use Types and Classifications) and Sections 203 (Permitted Conditional and 
Accessory Uses) and 205 (Additional Standards for Specific Land Uses) of Part 2 (Commercial Districts) of 
Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and Building) of the Code of 
the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, pertaining to marijuana consumption club facilities.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:  May 28, 2014 
To:  LUR and DRE Staff 
From:  Peter Wysocki, Director 
Subject: Marijuana/Cannabis Consumption Clubs 
 
 
In denying City Administration’s appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of Studio A64’s appeal of 
the Notice and Order to cease the operation of the facility, the City Council interpreted that Studio A64 
is a similar use to a social club, which falls under the parent definition of a (membership) club. 
 
CLUB (Membership): A use providing meeting, recreational, or social facilities for a private, nonprofit or 
noncommercial association, primarily for use by members and guests, excluding uses with the chief 
activity being a service customarily carried on as a business. 
 

a. Recreational Clubs: A club providing indoor and/or outdoor athletic facilities, with or without 
social facilities. Typical uses include health clubs, country clubs, nonprofit recreation or 
community centers. 

 
b. Social Clubs: A club providing social or meeting facilities. Typical uses include private social clubs 

and fraternal organizations. 
 
The definition does not stipulate that there must be a fee charged for the membership. Studio A64 
happens to charge a nominal fee, although the City Council did not stipulate or otherwise ruled that a 
fee must be charged for the membership or specify terms of the membership. 
 
Based on City Council’s action, marijuana/cannabis consumption facilities are permitted or conditionally 
permitted in zoning districts where (membership) clubs are permitted.  All standard review procedures 
shall continue to apply.  Marijuana/cannabis consumption facilities are not to be interpreted as hookah 
bars. 
 
The Council directed staff to craft an ordinance to regulate marijuana/cannabis consumption facilities. 



ORDINANCE NO. 16-__________

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 302 (DEFINITIONS 
OF USE TYPES) OF PART 3 (LAND USE TYPES AND 
CLASSIFICATIONS) OF ARTICLE 2 (BASIC PROVISIONS, 
DEFINITIONS AND LAND USE TYPES AND 
CLASSIFICATIONS) AND SECTIONS 203 (PERMITTED, 
CONDITIONAL AND ACCESSORY USES) AND 205 
(ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES) OF 
PART 2 (COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS) OF ARTICLE 3 (LAND 
USE ZONING DISTRICTS) OF CHAPTER 7 (PLANNING, 
DEVELOPMENT AND BUILDING) OF THE CODE OF THE 
CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS 2001, AS AMENDED, 
PERTAINING TO MARIJUANA CONSUMPTION CLUB 
FACILITIES

WHEREAS, the City of Colorado Springs (“City”) is a home rule city and 
Colorado municipal corporation created and organized pursuant to Art. XX of 
the Colorado Constitution and the Charter of the City of Colorado Springs; and

WHEREAS, City Code § 7.2.102 sets forth the purpose and intent of the 
City’s zoning and land use regulations is “to protect property values, to preserve 
neighborhoods and to protect private property from adjacent nuisances such 
as noise, excessive traffic, incompatibility of uses, inappropriate design of 
buildings, and visual obstructions”; and

WHEREAS, in the November 2012 general election, the voters of the State 
of Colorado approved Amendment 64; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 64 added Section 16 of Article XVIII to the 
Colorado Constitution and created a limited exception from criminal liability 
under Colorado law for the cultivation, manufacturing, and transportation of 
marijuana and marijuana products; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 64 authorizes the City to prohibit the operation of 
marijuana cultivation facilities, marijuana product manufacturing facilities, 
marijuana testing facilities, marijuana retail stores, and retail marijuana 
establishments; and

WHEREAS, the City has exercised its local option and ordained it “unlawful 
for any person to operate a retail marijuana establishment within the City of 
Colorado Springs”; and

1



WHEREAS, on September 22, 2015 the City Council ordained a six (6) 
month moratorium on the establishment of any new marijuana consumption 
clubs within the City limits; and

WHEREAS, the situation regarding marijuana uses statewide and within the 
City have fundamentally changed since 2011 and requires a new analysis 
regarding the land uses related to approval of new medical marijuana facilities 
in the future and the change of location or expansion of currently operating 
medical marijuana facilities; and

WHEREAS, the increasing number of and new types of uses for medical 
marijuana facilities has created increasing health, safety and welfare concerns 
throughout the City; and

WHEREAS, marijuana consumption club facilities are not specifically 
defined in the City’s Zoning Code as permitted land uses in any zone district and 
present unique health, safety and welfare issues that are not addressed in the 
City’s zoning and land use regulations; and

WHEREAS, City Code § 7.2.107 ordains “it shall be unlawful to use any 
building, structure, or land or to erect, move, structurally alter, convert, extend, 
or enlarge any building or other structure except in conformity with the 
requirements established in the zone district in which said structure, building, or 
land is located and in accord with the provisions of this Zoning Code.”; and

WHEREAS, marijuana consumption club facilities operate throughout the 
City without land use approvals from the City; and

WHEREAS, the lack of specific land use regulations for marijuana 
consumption club facilities has illustrated the need for a comprehensive zoning 
and land use regulations to sufficiently protect the public health, safety and 
welfare and to mitigate the impacts of marijuana consumption club facility 
activities in accord with City Code § 7.2.102.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

COLORADO SPRINGS:

Section 1. Section 302 (Definitions of Use Types) of Part 3 (Land Use Types 

and Classifications) of Article 2 (Basic Provisions, Definitions and Land Use Types 

and Classifications) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and Building) of the 
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Code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, is amended to read as 

follows:

7.2.302: DEFINITIONS OF USE TYPES:

*  *  *

E. *  *  *

10. MARIJUANA CONSUMPTION CLUB FACILITY (MCC Facility): An
establishment licensed by the City of Colorado Springs pursuant to City Code 
section 2.2.201, et seq.

10. 11. *  *  *

11. 12. *  *  *

12. 13. *  *  *

13. 14. *  *  *

14. 15. *  *  *

15. 16. *  *  *

16. 17. *  *  *

17. 18. *  *  *

18. 19. *  *  *

19. 20. *  *  *

* *  *

Section 2.  Section 203 (Permitted, Conditional and Accessory Uses) of 

Part 2 (Commercial Districts) of Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 

(Planning, Development and Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado 

Springs 2001, as amended, is amended to read as follows:
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7.3.203: PERMITTED, CONDITIONAL AND ACCESSORY USES:

Use Types OR OC PBC C-
5

C-
6

PIP-
1

PIP-
2

M-
1

M-
2

PF PK PCR APD TND

Industrial Use 
Types

* * *
Marijuana 
Consumption 
Club Facility

P P

* * *

Section 3. Section 205 (Additional Standards for Specific Land Uses) of 

Part 2 (Commercial Districts) of Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 

(Planning, Development and Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado 

Springs 2001, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

7.3.205: ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES:

*  *  *

K. Marijuana Consumption Club Facility (MCC facility): A marijuana 
consumption club facility shall be subject to the following additional standards:

1. The MCC facility must hold a valid local MCC license and local and 
State sales tax licenses, as applicable.

2. A ventilation and filtration system ensuring odors are not detectible 
outside of the MCC facility and preventing mold and moisture from 
accumulating within the MCC facility.

3. A MCC facility shall be located no less than one thousand feet 
(1000’) from any public or private elementary, middle, junior high or 
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high school, residential childcare facility, drug or alcohol treatment 
facility, or any residentially used or zoned property. This minimum 
distance shall be measured from the nearest portion of the building 
used for the MCC facility to the nearest property line of the school, 
residential childcare facility or drug and alcohol treatment facility 
using a route of direct pedestrian access.

4. No MCC facility located in a zone district in which it is not permitted 
shall be declared a legal nonconforming use or be granted any 
“grandfathered” land use rights unless prior to September 22, 2015
the MCC facility was lawfully operating pursuant to the “similar use 
determination” of the Manager, dated May 28, 2014.

KL. * * *

LM. * * *

MN. * * *

NO. * * *

OP. * * *

PQ. * * *

QR. * * *

RS. * * *

ST. * * *

Section 4. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after 

its final adoption and publication as provided by Charter.

Section 5. Council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be 

published by title and summary prepared by the City Clerk and that this 

ordinance be available for inspection and acquisition in the office of the City 

Clerk.
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Introduced, read, passed on first reading and ordered published this ____ 

day of _____________________________, 2016.

Finally passed: _____________ ________________________________
Council President

Mayor’s Action:

� Approved on ______________________.
� Disapproved on _____________________, based on the following objections:

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________
Mayor

Council Action After Disapproval:

� Council did not act to override the Mayor’s veto.
� Finally adopted on a vote of ________________, on ________________.
� Council action on __________________ failed to override the Mayor’s veto.

________________________________
Council President

ATTEST:

_________________________________
Sarah B. Johnson, City Clerk
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ORDINANCE NO. 16-__________

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 302 (DEFINITIONS 
OF USE TYPES) OF PART 3 (LAND USE TYPES AND 
CLASSIFICATIONS) OF ARTICLE 2 (BASIC PROVISIONS, 
DEFINITIONS AND LAND USE TYPES AND 
CLASSIFICATIONS) AND SECTIONS 203 (PERMITTED, 
CONDITIONAL AND ACCESSORY USES) AND 205 
(ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES) OF 
PART 2 (COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS) OF ARTICLE 3 (LAND 
USE ZONING DISTRICTS) OF CHAPTER 7 (PLANNING, 
DEVELOPMENT AND BUILDING) OF THE CODE OF THE 
CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS 2001, AS AMENDED, 
PERTAINING TO MARIJUANA CONSUMPTION CLUB 
FACILITIES

WHEREAS, the City of Colorado Springs (“City”) is a home rule city and 
Colorado municipal corporation created and organized pursuant to Art. XX of 
the Colorado Constitution and the Charter of the City of Colorado Springs; and

WHEREAS, City Code § 7.2.102 sets forth the purpose and intent of the 
City’s zoning and land use regulations is “to protect property values, to preserve 
neighborhoods and to protect private property from adjacent nuisances such 
as noise, excessive traffic, incompatibility of uses, inappropriate design of 
buildings, and visual obstructions”; and

WHEREAS, in the November 2012 general election, the voters of the State 
of Colorado approved Amendment 64; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 64 added Section 16 of Article XVIII to the 
Colorado Constitution and created a limited exception from criminal liability 
under Colorado law for the cultivation, manufacturing, and transportation of 
marijuana and marijuana products; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 64 authorizes the City to prohibit the operation of 
marijuana cultivation facilities, marijuana product manufacturing facilities, 
marijuana testing facilities, marijuana retail stores, and retail marijuana 
establishments; and

WHEREAS, the City has exercised its local option and ordained it “unlawful 
for any person to operate a retail marijuana establishment within the City of 
Colorado Springs”; and
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WHEREAS, on September 22, 2015 the City Council ordained a six (6) 
month moratorium on the establishment of any new marijuana consumption 
clubs within the City limits; and

WHEREAS, the situation regarding marijuana uses statewide and within the 
City have fundamentally changed since 2011 and requires a new analysis 
regarding the land uses related to approval of new medical marijuana facilities 
in the future and the change of location or expansion of currently operating 
medical marijuana facilities; and

WHEREAS, the increasing number of and new types of uses for medical 
marijuana facilities has created increasing health, safety and welfare concerns 
throughout the City; and

WHEREAS, marijuana consumption club facilities are not specifically 
defined in the City’s Zoning Code as permitted land uses in any zone district and 
present unique health, safety and welfare issues that are not addressed in the 
City’s zoning and land use regulations; and

WHEREAS, City Code § 7.2.107 ordains “it shall be unlawful to use any 
building, structure, or land or to erect, move, structurally alter, convert, extend, 
or enlarge any building or other structure except in conformity with the 
requirements established in the zone district in which said structure, building, or 
land is located and in accord with the provisions of this Zoning Code.”; and

WHEREAS, marijuana consumption club facilities operate throughout the 
City without land use approvals from the City; and

WHEREAS, the lack of specific land use regulations for marijuana 
consumption club facilities has illustrated the need for a comprehensive zoning 
and land use regulations to sufficiently protect the public health, safety and 
welfare and to mitigate the impacts of marijuana consumption club facility 
activities in accord with City Code § 7.2.102.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

COLORADO SPRINGS:

Section 1. Section 302 (Definitions of Use Types) of Part 3 (Land Use Types 

and Classifications) of Article 2 (Basic Provisions, Definitions and Land Use Types 

and Classifications) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and Building) of the 
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Code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, is amended to read as 

follows:

7.2.302: DEFINITIONS OF USE TYPES:

*  *  *

E. *  *  *

10. MARIJUANA CONSUMPTION CLUB FACILITY (MCC Facility): An
establishment licensed by the City of Colorado Springs pursuant to City Code 
section 2.2.201, et seq.

10. 11. *  *  *

11. 12. *  *  *

12. 13. *  *  *

13. 14. *  *  *

14. 15. *  *  *

15. 16. *  *  *

16. 17. *  *  *

17. 18. *  *  *

18. 19. *  *  *

19. 20. *  *  *

Section 2.  Section 203 (Permitted, Conditional and Accessory Uses) of 

Part 2 (Commercial Districts) of Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 

(Planning, Development and Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado 

Springs 2001, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

7.3.203: PERMITTED, CONDITIONAL AND ACCESSORY USES:
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Use Types OR OC PBC C-
5

C-
6

PIP-
1

PIP-
2

M-
1

M-
2

PF PK PCR APD TND

Industrial Use 
Types

* * *
Marijuana 
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Club Facility

C C

* * *

Section 3. Section 205 (Additional Standards for Specific Land Uses) of 

Part 2 (Commercial Districts) of Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 

(Planning, Development and Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado 

Springs 2001, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

7.3.205: ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES:

*  *  *

K. Marijuana Consumption Club Facility (MCC facility): A marijuana 
consumption club facility shall be subject to the following additional standards:

1. The MCC facility must hold a valid local MCC license and local and 
State sales tax licenses, as applicable.

2. A ventilation and filtration system ensuring odors are not detectible 
outside of the MCC facility and preventing mold and moisture from 
accumulating within the MCC facility.

3. A MCC facility shall be located no less than one thousand feet 
(1000’) from any public or private elementary, middle, junior high or 
high school, residential childcare facility, drug or alcohol treatment 
facility, or any residentially used or zoned property. This minimum 
distance shall be measured from the nearest portion of the building 
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used for the MCC facility to the nearest property line of the school, 
residential childcare facility or drug and alcohol treatment facility 
using a route of direct pedestrian access.

4. No MCC facility located in a zone district in which it is not permitted 
shall be declared a legal nonconforming use or be granted any 
“grandfathered” land use rights unless prior to September 22, 2015
the MCC facility was lawfully operating pursuant to the “similar use 
determination” of the Manager, dated May 28, 2014.

KL. * * *

LM. * * *

MN. * * *

NO. * * *

OP. * * *

PQ. * * *

QR. * * *

RS. * * *

ST. * * *

Section 4. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after 

its final adoption and publication as provided by Charter.

Section 5. Council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be 

published by title and summary prepared by the City Clerk and that this 

ordinance be available for inspection and acquisition in the office of the City 

Clerk.

Introduced, read, passed on first reading and ordered published this ____ 

day of _____________________________, 2016.
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Finally passed: _____________ ________________________________
Council President

Mayor’s Action:

� Approved on ______________________.
� Disapproved on _____________________, based on the following objections:

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________
Mayor

Council Action After Disapproval:

� Council did not act to override the Mayor’s veto.
� Finally adopted on a vote of ________________, on ________________.
� Council action on __________________ failed to override the Mayor’s veto.

________________________________
Council President

ATTEST:

_________________________________
Sarah B. Johnson, City Clerk
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ORDINANCE NO. 16-__________

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 302 (DEFINITIONS 
OF USE TYPES) OF PART 3 (LAND USE TYPES AND 
CLASSIFICATIONS) OF ARTICLE 2 (BASIC PROVISIONS, 
DEFINITIONS) AND SECTION 205 (ADDITIONAL 
STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES) OF PART 2 
(COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS) OF ARTICLE 3 (LAND USE 
ZONING DISTRICTS) OF CHAPTER 7 (PLANNING, 
DEVELOPMENT AND BUILDING) OF THE CODE OF THE 
CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS 2001, AS AMENDED, 
PERTAINING TO MARIJUANA CONSUMPTION CLUB 
FACILITIES

WHEREAS, the City of Colorado Springs (“City”) is a home rule city and 
Colorado municipal corporation created and organized pursuant to Art. XX of 
the Colorado Constitution and the Charter of the City of Colorado Springs; and

WHEREAS, City Code § 7.2.102 sets forth the purpose and intent of the 
City’s zoning and land use regulations is “to protect property values, to preserve 
neighborhoods and to protect private property from adjacent nuisances such 
as noise, excessive traffic, incompatibility of uses, inappropriate design of 
buildings, and visual obstructions”; and

WHEREAS, in the November 2012 general election, the voters of the State 
of Colorado approved Amendment 64; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 64 added Section 16 of Article XVIII to the 
Colorado Constitution and created a limited exception from criminal liability 
under Colorado law for the cultivation, manufacturing, and transportation of 
marijuana and marijuana products; and

WHEREAS, Amendment 64 authorizes the City to prohibit the operation of 
marijuana cultivation facilities, marijuana product manufacturing facilities, 
marijuana testing facilities, marijuana retail stores, and retail marijuana 
establishments; and

WHEREAS, the City has exercised its local option and ordained it “unlawful 
for any person to operate a retail marijuana establishment within the City of 
Colorado Springs”; and

WHEREAS, on September 22, 2015 the City Council ordained a six (6) 
month moratorium on the establishment of any new marijuana consumption 
clubs within the City limits; and
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WHEREAS, the situation regarding marijuana uses statewide and within the 
City have fundamentally changed since 2011 and requires a new analysis 
regarding the land uses related to approval of new medical marijuana facilities 
in the future and the change of location or expansion of currently operating 
medical marijuana facilities; and

WHEREAS, the increasing number of and new types of uses for medical 
marijuana facilities has created increasing health, safety and welfare concerns 
throughout the City; and

WHEREAS, marijuana consumption club facilities are not specifically 
defined in the City’s Zoning Code as permitted land uses in any zone district and 
present unique health, safety and welfare issues that are not addressed in the 
City’s zoning and land use regulations; and

WHEREAS, City Code § 7.2.107 ordains “it shall be unlawful to use any 
building, structure, or land or to erect, move, structurally alter, convert, extend, 
or enlarge any building or other structure except in conformity with the 
requirements established in the zone district in which said structure, building, or 
land is located and in accord with the provisions of this Zoning Code.”; and

WHEREAS, marijuana consumption club facilities operate throughout the 
City without land use approvals from the City; and

WHEREAS, the lack of specific land use regulations for marijuana 
consumption club facilities has illustrated the need for a comprehensive zoning 
and land use regulations to sufficiently protect the public health, safety and 
welfare and to mitigate the impacts of marijuana consumption club facility 
activities in accord with City Code § 7.2.102; and

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that marijuana consumption club 
facilities are not similar to other civic use types; and

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that the proliferation of marijuana 
consumption club facilities is injurious to the public’s health, safety and welfare; 
and

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that a five (5) year period for the 
licensing and winding down of operations for marijuana consumption club 
facilities is appropriate and protects the rights of the public and property 
owners.  
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

COLORADO SPRINGS:

Section 1. Section 302 (Definitions of Use Types) of Part 3 (Land Use Types 

and Classifications) of Article 2 (Basic Provisions, Definitions and Land Use Types 

and Classifications) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and Building) of the 

Code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, is amended to read as 

follows:

7.2.302: DEFINITIONS OF USE TYPES:

*  *  *

D. *  *  *

3. *  *  *

b. Social Clubs: A club providing social or meeting facilities. Typical 
uses include private social clubs and fraternal organizations. A Marijuana
Consumption Club as defined in City Code § 2.2.202 shall not be considered a 
social club under this Zoning Code.

*  *  *

Section 2. Section 205 (Additional Standards for Specific Land Uses) of 

Part 2 (Commercial Districts) of Article 3 (Land Use Zoning Districts) of Chapter 7 

(Planning, Development and Building) of the Code of the City of Colorado 

Springs 2001, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

7.3.205: ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES:

*  *  *

K. Marijuana Consumption Club Facility (MCC facility): MCC facilities are 
prohibited within the City limits unless prior to September 22, 2015 the MCC
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facility was lawfully operating pursuant to the “similar use determination” of the 
Manager, dated May 28, 2014. Those MCC facilities operating pursuant to the 
similar use determination shall be considered non-conforming uses under this 
Zoning Code, must be licensed by the City of Colorado Springs prior to May 31,
2016, and shall cease operations no later than March 21, 2021. Any MCC facility 
operating after March 21, 2021 shall be considered an unlawful use under this 
Zoning Code.

KL. * * *

LM. * * *

MN. * * *

NO. * * *

OP. * * *

PQ. * * *

QR. * * *

RS. * * *

ST. * * *

Section 3. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after 

its final adoption and publication as provided by Charter.

Section 4. Council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be 

published by title and summary prepared by the City Clerk and that this 

ordinance be available for inspection and acquisition in the office of the City 

Clerk.

Introduced, read, passed on first reading and ordered published this ____ 

day of _____________________________, 2016.
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Finally passed: _____________ ________________________________
Council President

Mayor’s Action:

� Approved on ______________________.
� Disapproved on _____________________, based on the following objections:

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________
Mayor

Council Action After Disapproval:

� Council did not act to override the Mayor’s veto.
� Finally adopted on a vote of ________________, on ________________.
� Council action on __________________ failed to override the Mayor’s veto.

________________________________
Council President

ATTEST:

_________________________________
Sarah B. Johnson, City Clerk
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City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: 16-00063, Version: 2

A request by Kimley-Horn & Associates on behalf of Garden of the Gods Club LLC for approval of a
zone change from R/HS (Residential Estate with Hillside Overlay) and R-5/HS (Multi-family with
Hillside Overlay) to PUD/HS (Planned Unit Development with Hillside Overlay).

The subject property is located south of Fillmore Street and Grand Vista Circle, is currently zoned
R/HS (Residential Estate with Hillside Overlay) and R-5/HS (Multi-family with hillside overlay) and
consists of 25.62 acres. This item was referred back to the City Planning Commission by City Council
based on an appeal filed to consider Chapter 6 of the Comprehensive Plan.

Presenter:
Mike Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the zone change from R-5/HS (Multi-family Residential with Hillside Overlay) and R/HS
(Residential Estate with Hillside Overlay) to PUD/HS (Planned Unit Development with Hillside
Overlay) to allow a maximum of 266 independent living units, 40 memory care units, 66 assisted
living units and 56 beds for skilled nursing care; a maximum building height of 67-feet consisting of
25.62 acres.  This recommendation is based on the finding the request complies with the review
criteria in City Code Section 7.5.603.B (Establishment or Change of Zone District Boundaries).

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/10/2016Page 1 of 1
powered by Legistar™
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7.5.603: FINDINGS:

B. Establishment Or Change Of Zone District Boundaries: A proposal for the establishment or 
change of zone district boundaries may be approved by the City Council only if the following 
findings are made:

1. The action will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare.

2. The proposal is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

3. Where a master plan exists, the proposal is consistent with such plan or an approved 
amendment to such plan. Master plans that have been classified as implemented do not have 
to be amended in order to be considered consistent with a zone change request.

4. For MU zone districts the proposal is consistent with any locational criteria for the 
establishment of the zone district, as stated in article 3, "Land Use Zoning Districts", of this 
chapter. (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 97-111; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 12-76)

 



DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 
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PUD ZONE CHANGE REVIEW CRITERIA:
7.3.603: ESTABLISHMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF A PUD ZONE:  

A. A PUD zone district may be established upon any tract of land held under a single ownership 
or under unified control, provided the application for the establishment of the zone district is 
accompanied by a PUD concept plan or PUD development plan covering the entire zone 
district which conforms to the provisions of this part.  

B. An approved PUD development plan is required before any building permits may be issued 
within a PUD zone district. The PUD development plan may be for all or a portion of the 
entire district. The review criteria for approval of the PUD concept plan and approval of a 
PUD development plan are intended to be flexible to allow for innovative, efficient, and 
compatible land uses. (Ord. 03-110, Ord. 12-68)  





City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: 16-00075, Version: 2

A request by Kimley-Horn & Associates on behalf of Garden of the Gods Club LLC for approval of a
PUD concept plan proposing a multi-story facility with a maximum of 266 independent living units, 40
memory care units, 66 assisted living units and 56 skilled nursing units with a maximum building
height of 67-ft.

The subject property is located south of Fillmore Street and Grand Vista Circle, is currently zoned
R/HS (Residential Estate with Hillside Overlay) and R-5/HS (Multi-family with hillside overlay) and
consists of 25.62 acres. This item was referred back to the City Planning Commission by City Council
based on an appeal filed to consider Chapter 6 of the Comprehensive Plan.

Presenter:
Mike Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the concept plan for Sentinel Ridge Senior Living facility based on the finding the plan
complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.3.605 (Review Criteria for PUD Concept
Plans) subject to compliance with the following significant and technical and/or informational
modifications to the concept plan:

Significant Modifications
1. Continue coordination with the Colorado Geologic Survey and City staff regarding acceptance
of the geologic hazard report.  Place a note on the Concept Plan stating “Site design and layout may
be altered based on the conclusions and outcome of the geologic hazard report”.

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Concept Plan:
1. Finalize an agreement with the City Parks Department on parkland dedication and to the
requirement to rezone land dedicated to the PK (Public Park) zone.
2. Provide a note on the plan stating “Off-site signage not approved with this plan”.
3. Show and callout the speed line of sight with the adequate sight distance length (footage) for
the proposed accesses off of Grand Vista Circle.
4. Show and callout the appropriate location(s) of the proposed gate(s) for each access.
5. Add the anticipated plat name to the Concept Plan.
6. Show and call out the detached sidewalk and entrances along Grand Vista Circle (note: public
improvement easement will be necessary where the sidewalk goes outside the ROW).
7. Label all streets as either private or public.
8. Label and identify Grand Vista Circle, the right-of-way width, classification, and clarify the
property boundaries.
9. Pull back the median, at the eastern entrance, behind the City's R.O.W. and assure it does not

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/10/2016Page 1 of 2
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File #: 16-00075, Version: 2

obstruct the pedestrian crossing.
10. Label existing storm sewer pipes and structures.
11. Assure the concept plan reflects any changes made to the drainage report.
12. The Geologic Hazard Report was missing a few details. Contacted the Engineering Consultant
who is waiting on the revised Geologic Hazard Report.
13. CSU acceptance of the Wastewater Master Facility Report is required prior to development
plan approval.
14. Vacation of the existing utility easement for the 20-inch water main will be required after
relocation is complete.

N/A
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEM NOS.:

STAFF: MIKE SCHULTZ

FILE NOS:
CPC ZC 15-00107 – QUASI-JUDICIAL
CPC CP 15-00108 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: SENTINEL RIDGE SENIOR LIVING

APPLICANT: KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES

OWNER: GARDEN OF THE GODS CLUB, LLC



PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Status / Prior Determination: An appeal was filed by James Kin, et al (see 

attached appeal) regarding Planning Commission’s recommendation to approve the 
PUD (Planned Unit Development) zone change and PUD Concept Plan. The City 
Council, at its January 26th meeting, decided to refer the matter back to the City Planning 
Commission, citing the need for staff and City Planning Commission to take into 
consideration all of the goals and objectives within City Comprehensive Plan as it relates 
to this request, particularly in context of Chapter 6 of the Comprehensive Planning 
pertaining to community character.  Council also recommended staff utilize a greater 
notification area to allow more citizen input on the project. 

2. Project Description: The proposed development includes a change of zone and concept 
plan to allow a maximum build out for 266 independent living units, 40 memory care 
units, 66 assisted living units, and 56 beds for skilled nursing care.  The applicant 
proposes a multi-story facility with a maximum building height of 67-feet.

The initial request for the change of zone was to R-5 (Multi-family Residential); but after 
determining the extent of the proposed building height, staff recommended a rezone to 
PUD (Planned Unit Development) in order to address the fact that the requested height 
exceeded the maximum for the R-5 zone.  Although the file numbers remain the same, 
the applications have been modified to rezone the property from R-5/HS and R/HS 
(Residential Estate with Hillside Overlay) to PUD/HS (Planned Unit Development with 
Hillside Overlay).  The corresponding concept plan will act as the Planned Unit Concept 
Plan (PUP) (FIGURE 1).  Staff will ensure the files document the change in the requests.

The subject property is located south of Fillmore St. and Grand Vista Circle and consists 
of 25.62 acres.

3. Applicant’s Project Statement: FIGURE 2 

4. Planning and Development Team’s Recommendation: Approve the PUD zone change 
and the Sentinel Ridge Senior Living PUD concept plan for the subject property subject 
to addressing the significant and technical and/or informational modifications to the plan.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address: No address
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use: Vacant
3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use:

North: PUD / Multi-family Residential (Apartments)
South: R / City Open Space (Mesa Valley Open Space)
East: R / Vacant
West: R, PUD, and OC / Vacant, Skilled Nursing/Assisted Living under construction, 
and Holmes Middle School lies beyond the open space along Mesa Road

4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use: General Residential and Candidate 
Open Space

5. Annexation: Mesa Addition #2
6. Master Plan/Designated Master Plan Land Use: Garden of the Gods Club Master Plan / 

Multi-family (12-24.99 DU’s per acre) (FIGURE 3)
7. Subdivision: The property is not yet platted
8. Zoning Enforcement Action: None



9. Physical Characteristics: The site is comprised of a mesa that extends south to the Mesa 
Valley Open Space.  The mesa area itself is relatively flat but slopes to the south; steep 
grades exist to the east, west and south of the flat portion of the mesa.  

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT:
Originally public notice was provided to 37 property owners within a modified 1,000 foot buffer 
from the property on two separate occasions; during the internal review and prior to the 
Planning Commission meeting.  The modified buffer included residents located off of Broadview 
Place to the south.  Posters were also posted along Grand Vista Circle to help provide notice to 
the residents of the apartment complex to the north.  

Staff received several e-mails (FIGURE 4) voicing concern over the proposed building height of 
the project.  Due to the limited number of citizen inquiries, no neighborhood meetings were held 
regarding the proposal.

After Planning Commission recommended approval of both the zone change and the concept 
plan, James Kin and others submitted an appeal of Commission’s decision (FIGURE 5).  City 
Council, at its January 26th meeting, heard from both the applicant and the appellant regarding 
the proposed applications. Council’s decision was to refer the matter back to City Planning 
Commission for further consideration, particularly regarding compliance with the 
Comprehensive Plan and evaluation of the building height.  

City Council also suggested staff should consider a greater notification area in order to allow 
surrounding property owners an opportunity to review the project and potentially attend the 
public hearing. Staff sent notices to 136 property owners and/or HOA members located within 
an approximate 2,000 foot buffer area informing them of the upcoming City Planning 
Commission meeting.  Surrounding HOA’s included:

� Broadview Ranch
� Friendship / Crescent
� Kissing Camels
� La Posada
� Mesa Neighborhood Assoc.
� Mesa Pointe 
� The Park at Kissing Camels Estates

Additionally, a neighborhood meeting sponsored by CONO (Council of Neighbors and 
Organizations) will be held on February 9th to discuss this project along with other recent 
development on the mesa and the perceived impact to residents as well as the intended nature 
of the mesa.

Staff has also encouraged the applicant and the appellant to hold discussions to determine if a 
consensus can be reached regarding the project.  As of the writing of this report, staff is not 
aware of any separate meetings between the two groups.

ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER 
PLAN CONFORMANCE:

1. Review Criteria/Design & Development Issues:



The project site contains a total of 25.62 acres and is located southwest of W. Fillmore 
Street and Grand Vista Circle (immediately south of the Oasis Apartments). The 
requested zone change and concept plan applications are necessary to allow the 
proposed independent living and human service establishment use on the subject 
property along with addressing the proposed 67-foot building height that includes the 
hillside overlay zone.  Two access points will serve the site, the concept plan illustrates 
three exclusive but interconnected uses; the plaza area that will house memory care, 
assisted living, and skilled nursing care.  The commons area will provide a meeting and 
shared facility for the patients with the plaza and the independent living wings.  The 
independent wings will be located on the southern extent of the interconnected buildings.  
Structured, off-street parking will be provided within the building as a drive under feature 
as well as surface parking.

Height Proposal / Recent Examples
The applicant is proposing a 5-story building as part of the independent living wing of the 
facility, on the southern extent of the site. The concept plan illustrates two potential 
building wings to be constructed in two phases.  To assist in the analysis, a view shed 
diagram provides four points of view of the proposed building and the ultimate height of 
the structures (FIGURE 6).

Staff examined surrounding examples (FIGURE 7) where the City has allowed the height 
maximum to exceed the typical 45-foot limit (45-feet is typical within the R-5 zone and 
most of the commercial zones).  In 2004, the City approved the Centennial PUD concept 
plan (FIGURE 8) located at both the southeast and southwest corners of Fillmore Street 
and Centennial Blvd. The PUD zoning permitted two pockets within the site with a 
maximum building height of 60-feet (one of the sites includes the VA Hospital).  As part 
of the rezoning, the hillside overlay zone was removed from the property citing that there 
were no significant natural features within the area.

In 2007, a zone change request from the Garden of the Gods Club involved a proposed 
single-family development located south of Fillmore Road between Mesa Road and 
Grand Vista Circle. That proposal also included a portion of the subject property.  The 
City agreed to remove the hillside overlay zone as part of the PUD zone change and 
development plan finding that the PUD would ultimately control height, type, and density 
of the site.  The adjacent Oasis Apartments were rezoned to PUD/HS in 1995 with a 
maximum building height of 44-feet to allow 252 multi-family dwelling units. The hillside 
overlay zone remained as part of the zoning.

The above property was again rezoned in 2014 involving multiple zone change requests 
(including Office Complex and Multi-Family Residential) in order to allow for an 
independent living and human service facility.  The maximum building height within both 
of those zones is 45-feet.  The hillside overlay zone was not reapplied to the site as part 
of the zone change. 

Recently the City Planning Commission and City Council approved the Penrose St. 
Francis Hospital campus, with a maximum building height of 200-feet, at the northeast 
corner of Fillmore Street and Centennial Boulevard.   Earlier this year the City approved 
a request to remove hillside overlay zoning from a site southwest of the VA Hospital 
along Centennial Boulevard.



Another example requesting additional building height on the west side involves the PUD 
zone for the Brookdale Senior Housing development at Lower Gold Camp and South
26th Street (for apartments and skilled nursing/assisted living).  Zoning was granted to
allow a 62-foot 5-inch maximum building height. One building on the site is five stories
(flat roof design) along with several four story buildings.

Although there are surrounding examples of the hillside overlay zone being removed as 
part of the zoning allowing the PUD to dictate overall development of the site, staff felt 
the mesa feature, as well as the surrounding Mesa Valley Open Space, warranted 
maintaining the overlay.  Staff supports the height request allowing a maximum building 
height of 67-feet, however the building heights will be calculated using the hillside 
formula. This formula utilizes the existing building grade and the entire height of the 
structure (to top of peak) and determines height on an isometric analysis.  City Zoning 
Code defines the non-hillside building height formula by averaging the major building 
corners and measures the height to 5-feet below the peak on a sloped roof. 

Geologic Hazards
The applicant has submitted a preliminary geologic hazard report that was forwarded to 
the Colorado Geologic Survey office (CGS acts as a reviewing consultant on behalf of 
the City) for review and comment.  Although CGS agreed that the mesa could be 
developed with the intent of multi-family residential, they are requesting additional 
information from the preparer (Terracon) regarding slope stability analysis before full 
support can be provided.  One concern is that the configuration of the future expansion 
and the drainage facility “cannot be fully evaluated for slope stability hazards based on 
the current submittal” (FIGURE 9).  A copy of the response letter from Terracon is 
included that begins to address the CGS comments. (FIGURE 10)

Staff supports the requested rezone and concept plan for the property on the basis that 
the Garden of the Gods Club master plan has envisioned high-density multi-family 
development.  The zone change request anticipates a maximum dwelling unit and height 
scenario, which is already partially reflected on the master plan.  The number of dwelling 
units and intensity will depend upon the eventual review and approval of the geologic 
hazard report which may ultimately impact the overall site design shown on the 
development plan.

Parkland Dedication
The applicant and the City Parks Department are working out an arrangement regarding 
required parkland dedication.  The property is located within a candidate open space 
area as well as being adjacent to the Mesa Valley Open Space. The amount of parkland 
dedication is important because it will impact the overall net density of the site. However,
even with the 8+ acres that is anticipated to be dedicated (FIGURE 11) the density will 
be within the range of the 24.99 unit maximum demonstrated on the master plan (322 
units/17.22 acres = 18.7 dwelling units per acre.  Note that staff does not include the 
skilled nursing and memory care units as dwelling units within the calculation.  

The dedicated parkland area will require Planning Commission review as a rezone 
request as agreed to by the applicant and City Parks Department. That portion of the 
property will be rezoned from PUD to PK.

2. PUD Review Criteria 
(This section contains new analysis and information from staff)



Generally staff does not provide analysis of each individual review criteria, but due to the 
circumstances of the appeal and referral back to the City Planning Commission, staff 
wanted to ensure each review criteria has been considered. 

Substantial compliance with the criteria is necessary for the approval of the PUD 
concept plan. The Manager may determine that certain criteria are not applicable based 
on the characteristics of the individual project. PUD concept plans shall be reviewed 
based on the following review criteria:

A. Is the proposed development pattern consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the 
2020 Land Use Map, and all applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan (including 
the intermodal transportation plan and the parks, recreation and trails master plan)?

The proposal of high-density residential and long-term care was considered as part of 
the Garden of the Gods Club Master Plan adopted in 2008. With that approval staff, 
Planning Commission and Council confirmed the intended land use was consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan and 2020 Land Use Map (FIGURE 12).

B. Are the proposed uses consistent with the primary and secondary land uses identified 
in the 2020 Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, as amended?

High-density residential and long-term care facilities are identified within the General 
Residential land use categories provided within the Comprehensive Plan.

C. Is the proposed development consistent with any City approved master plan that 
applies to the site?

The proposed development is consistent with the Garden of the Gods Club Master Plan 
that was adopted in 2008.

D. Is the proposed development consistent with the intent and purposes of this Zoning 
Code?

The proposed development is consistent with the intent and purposes of the City Zoning 
Code including evaluation of the hillside overlay.

E. Does the development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan promote the 
stabilization and preservation of the existing or planned land uses in adjacent areas and 
surrounding residential neighborhoods?

The proposed development is located along a mesa land formation, which the 
development will only be adjacent to proposed public and private open space areas. 

F. Does the development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan provide an 
appropriate transition or buffering between uses of differing intensities both on site and 
off site?

The development pattern shown on the concept plan demonstrates a three-story skilled 
nursing care building adjacent to Grand Vista Circle, which the adjacent Oasis apartment 



development consists of two (2) and three (3) story buildings.  Future intended land uses 
surrounding the subject property includes public and private open space.

G. Does the nonresidential development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan 
promote integrated activity centers and avoid linear configurations along roadways?

The development is designed to run linear with the mesa and not the adjacent roadway. 
Activity of the property is primarily self-contained to the residents, patients and staff of 
the facility.

H. Are the permitted uses, bulk requirements and required landscaping appropriate to 
and compatible with the type of development, the surrounding neighborhood or area and 
the community?

The uses, multi-family residential and long-term resident care, are allowed uses within 
the General Land Use designation of the Comprehensive Plan.  Bulk, in terms of 
proposed building length and height, is part of the issue regarding the appeal.  The 
applicant has incorporated building wings and large recesses within the independent 
living building (the southernmost building) in order to break up the massing and bulk of 
the building, particularly on the western side.  Proposed landscaping of the site will be 
evaluated during the review of the development plan.

I. Does the PUD concept plan provide adequate mitigation for any potentially detrimental 
use to use relationships (e.g., commercial use adjacent to single-family homes)?

The adjacent land use to the north of the site is multi-family residential. The adjacent 
land uses to the east, west and south are intended to be a combination of public and 
private open space.  Based on the Garden of the Gods Club Master Plan, this 
development will essentially be secluded upon the mesa from any other surrounding 
land uses aside from the existing apartments to the north. The concept plan also takes 
into consideration steep topography through the review of geologic hazard study. 
Preliminary indications are that buildings should be set back a minimum of 40-feet from 
any 3:1 slopes.  The geo-hazard report will continue to be reviewed by staff and the 
Colorado Geologic Survey. Any conditions of approval will be reflected on the concept 
plan.

J. Does the PUD concept plan accommodate automobile, pedestrian, bicycle and transit 
modes of transportation as appropriate, taking into consideration the development's 
primary function, scale, size and location?

The development will essentially be secluded from any further development within the 
mesa area due to topography.  The applicant is continuing discussions with City Parks 
Department regarding dedication of open space that would be added to the existing 
Mesa Valley Open Space area.  At this time, City staff does not anticipate any negative 
impacts to the City road network, primarily along Fillmore Street.

K. Does the PUD concept plan include a logical hierarchy of perimeter and internal 
arterial, collector and local streets that will disperse development generated vehicular 
traffic to a variety of access points and ways, reduce through traffic in adjacent 



residential neighborhoods and improve resident access to jobs, transit, shopping and 
recreation?

Two private access points are proposed onto Grand Vista Circle. These should provide 
sufficient access for residents, staff and guests.

L. Will streets and drives within the project area be connected to streets outside the 
project area in a way that minimizes significant through traffic impacts on adjacent 
residential neighborhoods, but still improves connectivity, mobility choices and access to 
jobs, shopping and recreation?

No streets or drives will extend beyond the development.

M. Does the PUD concept plan provide safe and convenient vehicle and pedestrian 
connections between uses located within the zone district, and to uses located adjacent 
to the zone district or development?

Sidewalks exist along Grand Vista Circle.  Because of the nature of the facility, needing 
a safe and secure environment for its residents, staff will continue working with the 
applicant to determine if trail connections could be made to the public open space.

N. Will adequately sized parking areas be located to provide safe and convenient 
access, to avoid excessive parking ratios and avoid excessive expanses of pavement?

Yes, on-site parking will be provided with at grade surface lots along with a structured 
parking facility that will be part of the independent living building.  The structured parking 
would help minimize excessive paved expanses that would normally have been 
necessary for its residents.

O. Are open spaces integrated into the PUD concept plan to serve both as amenities to 
residents/users and as a means for alternative transportation modes, such as walking 
and biking?

The applicant and City Parks continue to discuss dedication of open space to be made 
part of the Mesa Valley Open Space.  Private open spaces and courtyards can be found 
throughout the site; a planned gazebo would overlook the public open space.

P. Will the proposed development overburden the capacities of existing or planned 
streets, utilities and other public facilities?

The proposal would not overburden existing streets, utilities, park or other public 
facilities.

Q. Are the areas with unique or significant natural features preserved and incorporated 
into the design of the project?

Staff is requesting that the hillside overlay zone be preserved on the property in order for 
the site design to incorporate the existing land contours and topography. 

3. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan
(This section contains new information and analysis from staff)



The issue of conformance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan was raised at both the 
City Planning Commission meeting as well as the City Council meeting.  The purpose of 
the Comprehensive Plan is to provide the City a long range guide to the physical growth
and development of the city by framing specific objectives and goals toward desired 
results.  The Plan further outlines policies that are intended as specific action statements 
in order to achieve a desired objective.  

Thus, the Comprehensive Plan is intended to be a guide for more global policy and land 
use decisions such as future annexations, infill development, etc., as well as a guide 
when master plans are considered and how the intended land uses of that master plan 
mesh with the 2020 Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives.

The 2020 Land Use Plan within the Comprehensive Plan includes the site within the
General Residential Land Use category, which supports medium to high-density 
residential as well long-term care needs. Adjacent to this site the Land Use Plan 
identifies existing public open space, candidate open space, low-density residential and 
commercial center (at the corners of Fillmore and Centennial).  

Staff typically provides the City Planning Commission noted strategies, objectives or 
goals that support a particular proposal regarding land use decisions. In this case, staff 
had identified the below strategies and objectives for not only the project, but how the 
project relates to the master plan which reflects the 2020 Land Use Map.

The Garden of the Gods Club Master Plan was adopted in 2008, which became a subset 
plan of the original 1982 Hill Properties Master Plan.  The 2008 adopted plan identified 
the subject property as high-density residential (12 – 24.99 DU’s/Acre) with surrounding 
public and private open space.  Staff analyzed the proposed land uses as they related to 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives. Staff identified many of the same 
goals and objectives outlined below that were eventually supported by City Planning 
Commission and City Council.  Attached is a copy of the staff report presented to the 
Planning Commission considering certain Comprehensive Plan goals and strategies
(FIGURE 13) along with a copy of the original Garden of the Gods Master Plan (FIGURE
3).

Below are the strategies and objectives originally cited by staff regarding the proposed 
zone change to allow the PUD zoning and the assisted living project: 

Strategy LU 202a: Use Natural and Scenic Areas and Greenways to Frame the 
Development Pattern of the City.
Utilize the 2020 Land Use Map, the Open Space Plan, Master Plans, and site-specific 
land suitability analyses to weave natural areas and greenways into a citywide open 
space system that frames the overall development pattern of the city.

Objective LU 3: Develop A Mix of Interdependent, Compatible, and Mutually Supportive 
Land Uses.
Over the past several decades, the location and design of development have created a 
pattern of isolated, disconnected, single-purpose land uses. An alternative to this type of 
land use pattern is one that integrates multiple uses, shortens and reduces automobile 
trips, promotes pedestrian and bicycling accessibility, decreases infrastructure and 
housing costs, and in general, can be provided with urban services in a more cost-
effective manner.



Objective LU 4: Encourage Infill and Redevelopment
Encourage infill and redevelopment projects that are in character and context with 
existing, surrounding development. Infill and redevelopment projects in existing 
neighborhoods make good use of the City's infrastructure. If properly designed, these 
projects can serve an important role in achieving quality, mixed-use neighborhoods. In 
some instances, sensitively designed, high quality infill and redevelopment projects can 
help stabilize and revitalize existing older neighborhoods.

Below are the Comprehensive Plan strategies and objectives that were outlined by the 
appellant regarding the proposed project. 

Objective CCA 1: Maintain a Positive Relationship between the Built Environment and 
the Natural Setting 
Colorado Springs is a uniquely identifiable community due to its spectacular natural 
setting at the base of Pikes Peak. One of the greatest challenges facing the community 
is to develop a city worthy of that setting. Thoughtful design and enhancement of the 
community's civic buildings, public and private places, residential areas, gateways, and 
streets strengthen the community's identity and convey a positive visual image. Colorado 
Springs will maintain a positive relationship between its built environment and its natural 
setting and scenic qualities.

Policy CCA 101: Preserve the Character of the Community's Natural Setting 
Preserve and enhance the character of the community through design that maintains 
views to the Front Range and other significant landmarks and integrates natural features 
into the land use pattern.

Strategy CCA 101a: Achieve Consistency between the Open Space Plan, the Land Use 
Map and Individual Master Plans 
Require open space areas and preservation areas in individual master plans to be 
generally consistent with the Open Space Plan and the 2020 Land Use Map. 

Strategy CCA 101b: Protect Significant Views 
Protect views and view sheds of significant natural features, including stream corridors, 
prominent landforms and the foothills. Utilize a combination of incentives, acquisition 
where appropriate, and regulations such as height controls, site location criteria, and 
design standards. 

Strategy CCA 101c: Support Efforts to Protect and Enhance the Mountain Backdrop 
Support public and private efforts to protect, enhance, and restore the scenic and 
environmental quality of the mountain backdrop.

Policy CCA 102: Use the Natural Environment to Shape the City's Form 
Conserve, manage, and use natural features, greenways and other aspects of an open 
space network to shape the form of the city.

Objective CCA 3: Improve the Character of Individual Areas and Elements of the City 
Colorado Springs is made up of individual and unique areas and elements that 
contribute to the overall character and identity of the City. The man-made counterpart to 
the City's natural setting is its historic character and legacy. This legacy is continually 
evolving and being created anew in the City's diverse areas. It is important that the 



appearance and character of these individual areas, old and new, are preserved and 
enhanced in order to maintain their individuality and to ensure the overall character of 
the city is upheld. Defining and improving the image of individual areas and elements will 
enhance the City's overall character and appearance and reinforce its unique identity.

Policy CCA 301: Foster the Character of Individual Areas and Elements within the 
Community
The City will help to define and foster the unique character, image, and identity of 
individual areas and elements within the community. 

Strategy CCA 301a: Develop Design Standards and Guidelines for Land Use 
Designations
Develop design standards and guidelines that apply generally to the land use 
designations on the 2020 Land Use Map. Treat the land use designations as types of 
places, including neighborhoods, community activity centers, commercial and 
employment centers, regional centers, and corridors, each with its own general 
standards for function and appearance.

It is important to note that the land use evaluation of the proposed Garden of the Gods 
Master Plan, including evaluation of the plan to the City’s Comprehensive Plan goals 
and strategies, were considered in 2008. This led to the eventual approval of the Master 
Plan to allow high-density development along the mesa.

Utilization of the City’s Comprehensive Plan goals and strategies are typically
considered for land use applications, but those goals and strategies do not necessarily
provide measureable review criteria which to base evaluations of individual projects. 
Those goals and strategies are intended when considering more global zoning criteria 
and review parameters (e.g. adoption of view corridors, adoption of context sensitive 
design, etc.) or if the specific plan is not associated with an already adopted master plan. 

Consideration of the PUD zoning, more specifically the requested building height, and 
concept plan should be reviewed and considered with the PUD concept plan review 
criteria (provided earlier in the staff report).  

It should also be noted that the City does not have any adopted view protection 
standards or regulations.  Without an objective methodology to measure the level of 
impact or conformance with such broad policy directives such as the community 
character policies stated in Chapter 6 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, City staff has 
no practical standard by which the project can be evaluated on.  Absent any adopted 
standards, staff relies on past practices and decisions of the City to help formulate a 
recommendation.  The requested 67-foot height for a portion of one of the buildings is 
reasonably within the height of many other buildings constructed with the City.

4. Conformance with the Area’s Master Plan:
Staff finds that the proposed zone change and development would be in conformance
with the Garden of the Gods Club Master Plan which allows multi-family residential with 
a maximum density of 24.99 dwelling units per acre.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:



CPC ZC 15-00107 – Change of Zone to PUD
Approve the zone change from R-5/HS (Multi-family Residential with Hillside Overlay) and 
R/HS (Residential Estate with Hillside Overlay) to PUD/HS (Planned Unit Development with 
Hillside Overlay) to allow a maximum of 266 independent living units, 40 memory care units, 66 
assisted living units and 56 beds for skilled nursing care; a maximum building height of 67-feet 
consisting of 25.62 acres.  This recommendation is based on the finding the request complies 
with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.603.B (Establishment or Change of Zone 
District Boundaries).

CPC CP 15-00108 – Planned Unit Development Concept Plan
Approve the concept plan for Sentinel Ridge Senior Living facility based on the finding the plan 
complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.3.605 (Review Criteria for PUD Concept 
Plans) subject to compliance with the following significant and technical and/or informational 
modifications to the concept plan:

Significant Modifications
1. Continue coordination with the Colorado Geologic Survey and City staff regarding 

acceptance of the geologic hazard report.  Place a note on the Concept Plan stating 
“Site design and layout may be altered based on the conclusions and outcome of the 
geologic hazard report”.

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Concept Plan:
1. Finalize an agreement with the City Parks Department on parkland dedication and to the 

requirement to rezone land dedicated to the PK (Public Park) zone.
2. Provide a note on the plan stating “Off-site signage not approved with this plan”.
3. Show and callout the speed line of sight with the adequate sight distance length 

(footage) for the proposed accesses off of Grand Vista Circle.
4. Show and callout the appropriate location(s) of the proposed gate(s) for each access.
5. Add the anticipated plat name to the Concept Plan.
6. Show and call out the detached sidewalk and entrances along Grand Vista Circle (note: 

public improvement easement will be necessary where the sidewalk goes outside the 
ROW).

7. Label all streets as either private or public.
8. Label and identify Grand Vista Circle, the right-of-way width, classification, and clarify 

the property boundaries.
9. Pull back the median, at the eastern entrance, behind the City's R.O.W. and assure it 

does not obstruct the pedestrian crossing.
10. Label existing storm sewer pipes and structures.
11. Assure the concept plan reflects any changes made to the drainage report.
12. The Geologic Hazard Report was missing a few details. Contacted the Engineering 

Consultant who is waiting on the revised Geologic Hazard Report.
13. CSU acceptance of the Wastewater Master Facility Report is required prior to 

development plan approval.
14. Vacation of the existing utility easement for the 20-inch water main will be required after 

relocation is complete.
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NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR

NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 

DATE: December  17, 2015
ITEM: 9.A – 9.B
STAFF: Mike Schultz
FILE NO.: CPC ZC 15-00107 and CPC CP 15-00108
PROJECT: Sentinel Ridge

STAFF PRESENTATION
Mr. Mike Schultz, Principle Planner, presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A).  

Applicant:
Jonathan Carey Senior Vice President with Lifestyles Corporation and Sentinel Ridge Senior 
Living.  With him today is Ryan Thyrst from Terracon, Megan Turner from Kimley-Horn, Gene 
Gerkowski from AG Architecture and Maggie Illiff with AG architecture.

NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR
ITEM NO. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

ITEM NO. 9.A-9.B
CPC ZC 15-00107
(Quasi-Judicial)

CPC CP 15-00108
(Quasi-Judicial)

PARCEL NO.:
73354000009

PLANNER:
Mike Schultz

A request by Kimley-Horn & Associates on behalf of Garden of the 
Gods Club LLC for approval of the following applications:  

1. A change of zone. The proposed change of zone would 
rezone the subject property from R/HS (Residential Estate 
with hillside overlay) and R-5/HS (Multi-family with Hillside 
Overlay) to PUD/HS (Planned Unit Development with Hillside 
Overlay).

2. A PUD concept plan proposes a multi-story facility with a 
maximum of 266 independent living units, 40 memory care 
units, 66 assisted living units and 56 skilled nursing units with 
a maximum building height of 67-ft.

The subject property is located south of Fillmore Street and Grand 
Vista Circle, is currently zoned R/HS (Residential Estate with hillside 
overlay) and R-5/HS (Multi-family with hillside overlay) and consists of 
25.62 acres.

CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION

RECORD-OF-DECISION
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Lifestyles Corporation was founded after their first senior living home was opened in Dallas and 
2002.  They are not for profit developer and the 29th largest not for profit senior developer.  They 
operate five communities in Texas and one in Carmel Indiana. 

In every city that they go too they want to elevate the senior care that is available.  They 
contended a significant amount of market investment in every community they introduce 
themselves to and provide a minimal impact to the infrastructure of each city while providing a 
very small impact on the traffic of that city and they are also a provider of jobs.

Their proposed site plan for Sentinel Ridge is being worked through the final details of the 
project.  The development would be approximately 400,000 SQ feet, provide 144 independent 
living units, 48 assisted living units, 20 memory care units, and 40 skilled nursing units.  They 
have designed it for the possibility of expansion.  They expect that this community will initially 
between 25 and 150 jobs for the community.

There are heights concerns with the independent living portion of the building and have done 
efforts to minimize the impact of the site while respecting the constraints of the site and the 
needs of our residents.

Gene Gerkowski with AG Architecture gave further technical detail.  Mr. Gerkowski speaks 
about what a continuing care retirement community is in general.  Typically these types of 
communities involve a number of different components.  One, they provide the opportunity for 
people to live independently in an apartment like setting; another piece of it is to provide 
supportive living; to some degree each one of those components involve some amount of 24 
hour care.  These types of components are generally have commons area that are the central 
gathering point.  

The site has its challenges. The building is laid out in a way to respond to the challenges of the 
lay of the land itself and to take advantage of the views.  

With their plans they’re always trying to create two main points of access.  One is relating to that 
independent living component.  So their design layout is to take advantage of the relatively flat 
area on top of the mesa.  Their secondary point of access is from the plaza building.

They’re also trying to take advantage of the views.  So as you walk into the building they want to 
have some type of transparency and as you’re dropped off and you walk into the common area 
to be able to see the views. The wan that same idea with development of the independent living 
apartments. With the independent living they have arranged them to create as many units as 
they can that look west, north, and south. In addition we need to be prudent in terms of planning 
of expansion.

The site is further complicated by the main slopes and steep slopes. We have been very 
respectful of the edge of the steep slope and respected the setbacks required in order to 
maintain those steep slopes.  We are also creating an emergency path around the building.  
We’ve made reference to enclosed parking close to the building that is adjacent to the 
independent living areas.  
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Maggie Illiff discussed the building elevations and the variety and heights.  At the north end at 
Grand Vista is the three story plaza building which has similar heights of the multifamily 
development across the street.  In the center is a one story commons building and they have a 
partial five story independent living building.  The site is continuously sloping downhill from the 
north to the south for a total of over 20 feet at the building location as you move away from the 
road.  So even though the building down toward the south is five stories the roof peak elevation 
is about the same elevation as the three-story building on the north side.  Only a certain part of 
the plaza building is actually five stories and that part of the building is looking primarily east.  
Measuring the building height on a complicated site has been a little bit of a challenge and they 
have worked to establish a common grade plain.

The independent living grade building is 65 feet maximum load of that average grade plain.  
However they had been looking at recalculating it at the existing grade and that actually does 
raise the average grade plain but not a significant amount.  

Mr. Gerkowski stated this aspect is critical to their design.  There are challenging ways to 
measure on sloped sites.  For the independent living building the average grade plane is 64 feet 
plus or minus.  So if you measure to the highest point into that pitch roof that is where you get 
the 65 feet.  Some of the reasons they might think they could exceed the height limitation are 
the extraordinary physical conditions that do not exist in the surrounding district.  Most of the 
area adjacent to this development is flat so this is a very unusual piece of land.  Secondly the 
long linear nature of this buildable area limits the viable configurations.  

The most important thing though has to do with the quality of life.  Their typical resident entry 
age is now 82 years old.  So when you are at this age long walking distances are hard for older 
people. So the main reason they have to make things vertically is to reduce those walking 
distances.  Yes you probably could make it lower in height but it comes at the cost of the 
residents who would have to walk farther. Their increased height limit is a relatively small 
section of the overall development.  The receding nature of the topography helps mitigate the 
effect of the tall building and the height of it especially from the adjoining street.  

Megan Turner with Kimley-Horn &Associates said they are trying to put together an overall plan 
that has a good design perspective.

They are pursuing a PUD with hillside overlay so with that they would allow for a use consistent 
with the R5 zoning which has already covering part of the site; the setbacks would also be 
consistent with that.  Density would be consistent with the comprehensive plan as well.  

The land use proposed is also consistent with your 2020 land use map.  One other thing they 
wanted to point out regarding traffic is with senior living there is significantly less residential 
traffic.

The site is very unique in its being adjacent to mesa valley open space as well as with the 
topography that accompanies the east and west edges.  They worked with Terracon and
proposed a typical 40 foot offset from the top of any steep slopes per the 2012 IBC.  Additional 
slope study measures will be provided per Terracon’s recommendations.  They are also 
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continuing to work with Colorado Geologic Survey (CGS) to address concerns to perform 
additional test for analysis.

They are donating approximately 8.4 acres to the city for Parks and open space.

With PUD concept plan review criteria it is really important they are consistent with the 
comprehensive plan, consistent with the 2020 land use map, consistent with the intent of the 
zoning code, and promote stabilization of existing or planned uses, that the provided use is 
complementary, the transition of uses are provided with the proposal, the uses and landscaping 
is consistent with code, there are no detrimental use relationships, the modes of transportation 
are appropriate for the project, there is no through traffic that will be generated by the project, 
and it will be safe and convenient for auto pedestrian travel, plus provided parking, open space 
dedication is planned, infrastructure is sufficient for planned use, and significant natural features 
will be preserved.  

In summary they are asking that the commission all the recommendation of staff to recommend 
approval of the project with the height designated as has been discussed

Questions:
Commissioner Shonkwiler asked if the proposed future expansion, he appreciates what they are 
saying regarding mobility, so how do you propose to get people from the independent living 
units to the common area in that area.

Mr. Gerkowski stated it would be connected with a series of corridors and walking paths.  The
maximum distance traveled would be about 600 feet that people would walk.  For the future they 
are looking at possibly connecting the buildings with a sky bridge.  Commissioner Shonkwiler 
asked if they would anticipate a sky bridge with elevators that would get a from a lower level to 
an upper level, then walk through, then back up again so that people who have mobility issues 
would be able to get to these areas somehow.

Mr. Gerkowski said the building is all interconnected with corridors, three or four different 
locations for elevators and the ability to tie in these two buildings together with a sky bridge.  
Commissioner Shonkwiler said you are anticipating that or that is part of the design now.  Mr. 
Gerkowski said they are anticipating it now by strategically locating a elevators, points in the 
building that that will naturally become corridors and connecting points.  

Commissioner Shonkwiler asked if Mr. Gerkowski was comfortable with the zoning that is being 
recommended.  Mr. Gerkowski stated in their experience that some sort of PUD (Planned Unit 
Development) is usually the best way to go with something like this.

Commissioner Donley said he was looking at the heights of the building in particular the 
independent care / independent living building - it appears to him as if the slope declines by 15 
feet going from the north to the south and yet there is an absolutely flat roof all the way across 
that face.  He does not understand why we cannot step that building down one story halfway 
through in order to decrease the impact to the mesa or open space.
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Mr. Gerkowski said as they have talked about this and thinks that considerations like that are 
noteworthy and the as they continue to look at their design perhaps there is a way they can do 
that.

Commissioner Smith asked what the height of future expansion was.  Ms. Illiff said the future 
expansion is not fully planned yet.  With the zoning request they are asking that it be consistent 
with the independent living building which has a 67 foot limitation, however, that would decrease 
as you go along with the grade.

Commissioner Smith asked if they had considered flat roofs as opposed to pitch roofs.  Ms. Illiff 
said a lot of the character of the neighborhood and the high level design that they’re trying to 
implement is what determines that.  Mr. Gerkowski also stated that the decision makers as SQ 
LC feel that a pitched roof is appropriate for the Colorado area. They are trying to find a way to 
integrate the height of the building because they are looking for the best way to transition 
between two particular areas and they felt the sloping roof was a better way to do it.

Commissioner Walkowski following up on Commissioner Donley thought process of a stepped 
up look, and that is going to be very important as you’re looking from the mesa up.  He thought
that was critical. Since the expansion facility has not been designed yet what is the slope 
differential between that and the building next to it.  How far down does that slope.

Ms. Illiff said it’s going down significantly. What they might envision for that expansion is a 
similar approach to the three building masses that they have presently. Commissioner 
Walkowski stated so if he was hearing her right you are suggesting that it very well could have a 
stepped up look.  She said that was correct

Commissioner Walkowski also asked regarding interconnected activity, part of the issued the 
PUD review criteria calls for connecting pedestrian trails, with the open space is there a 
connection to the open space.  Mr. Thyrst said no, and the reason is for the safety and security 
of their residents. They are providing them with a secure environment and that includes the 
entire site and property that they have on.  

Commissioner Shonkwiler stated that if it’s somebody is living in the independent living unit they 
wouldn’t be able to have access to the public trail system?  Mr. Thyrst said no but there will be a 
trail system or some type all walk or pathway within the property boundaries that would be 
limited to the use of residents only.  Commissioner Shonkwiler clarified he was asking whether 
the residents would have access to the trails and open space because he would think that you 
would want your independent living people to have access to those trials for their own purposes.  
The applicant stated he understood but having been on the property many times they would not 
advise that due to the steep nature of the trails in that area.

Commissioner Henninger said one concern at he has is in order to get to the site there are two 
access point that come around the apartment complex and then you get down and you have 
continuing access to these facilities, however in an emergency response situation do you feel 
you have enough access. Mr. Thyrst said yes they are limited from a public right of way 
standpoint.  They are just getting access off of Grand Vista Circle in two locations.  They do 
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have an access road that is going the entirety of the perimeter of their buildable area as well as 
in the future expansion.  This provides both for emergency vehicles, fire access, and possible 
walking paths things such as that; so from an access stand point they have the two at the right-
of-way and their location throughout.  While the access they provide throughout the site might 
feel a little tight, there is a good distance between these two points so if for whatever reason 
one access point was blocked there would be access through the other.

Supporters:
None

Opposition:
Tad Foster, Mesa Road property owner. The Back of his home adjacent to Sonderman Park.  
They are able to see the VA hospital roof area and the future development of the new Penrose 
Hospital.  They will probably not be able to see any of the proposed development.  However, 
they have been on the mesa since 1977 and spent extensive time spent in Sonderman Park 
and open space.  He feels he speaks for a lot of people who live in this area and this type of 
development was only noticed to 1000 feet of inquiry of the neighborhood. 
He stated would like this to be adjourned for a later date to allow for a larger neighborhood 
input.

When they talk about Sentinel Ridge, it’s a ridge seen from many different directions. A PUD 
(Planned Unit Development) as being asked for.  A PUD is supposed to allow for innovation, 
efficiency and compatible uses.  Compatible uses should also mean the open space and uses 
that are a joining it.  We heard from the planning department that the zone change is being 
requested instead of a variance where hardship might be too difficult to prove.  So what are the 
criteria that you should be considering when you are considering a height variance in the 
context of a PUD?  There is no criteria in your attached the appendix as to what is applicable to 
height.  A PUD concept plan criteria does not address height explicitly.  It refers to bulk.

Your comprehensive plan Chapter 6 is probably one way of addressing ambiguity and absences 
of criteria.  That Chapter 6 is not even included in your appendixes of criteria. James Kin sent 
you a letter that lists some of the criteria. When talking about height have to really measure the 
risks.  Height can be a significant problem; height on a ridge line is considered bad planning.  

He recommended that your consideration of concept plan criteria #7 which requires a 
development to provide a gradual transition between uses.  He also recommends that you look 
at 7.3.605 paragraph 7, does the development plan provide an appropriate transition between 
uses.  Paragraph G are the bulk requirements compatible. Paragraph Q are the areas with 
unique or significant natural features preserved and incorporated into the design of the project.

His final comment is regarding the stability of that hillside.  You should also recall that there is 
some major sewer interceptor along that road. Any significant amount of pressure or weight on 
that hillside should be a concern to both the developer and the city and its potential instability.
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Allen Strass, La Mesa street property owner which is due south of proposed project. He has 
direct line of sight to development. His concern is not about the direct line of sight but the impact 
to character of the mesa in general.  He is supports the development in general but their needs 
to be a discussion of the building height along the mesa. The renderings do not show what it is 
from the south.  When they finish their development and you walk the trails system you are 
going to look up at the mesa that has a high-rise structure.  To him that is not protecting the 
unique characteristics of the mesa.  There can be development on the mesa like the VA facility 
which has a height of 42 feet.  It is designed in a way that is compatible and doesn’t destroy the 
nature of the mesa

He also has a process issue.  Did anyone look at the Chapter 6 of the comprehensive plan, go 
through the objective policies and strategies that this development is supposed to be compatible 
with and say what it means and how this project is compatible with this process. 

He doesn’t see how you could approve this without some analysis as required by the code 
regarding compliance with the comprehensive plan of which chapter 6 is a part of.  Strategy 
101.B, specifically says height controls to protect significant views.  There has been no analysis.
He did not think a PUD should be approved until height issue is specifically addressed.  He 
would encourage the commission that it is premature to approve this, but you need a more in 
depth concept plan before going forward.

Questions of staff:
Commissioner Markewich asked Mr. Schultz with the current zoning what is the height 
allowance with a hillside overlay and zoning without any change.  Mr. Schultz stated R5 would 
allow the 45 foot height maximum, R Estate he believes is 35 feet.  Commissioner Markewich 
stated so part of this area is R Estate and what part of it is R5.  Mr. Schultz said that just that 
northern one third is R5.

Commissioner Markewich said if we change to PUD with Hillside Overlay what is the maximum 
height allowed there?  Mr. Schultz said they are requesting the 67 feet allowance.  

Commissioner Markewich said that what was being asked for is a PUD with Hillside Overlay  67 
foot.  Mr. Schultz said yes. Commissioner Markewich said if we had PUD without the Hillside 
what would be the maximum.  Mr. Schultz stated he thought his recommendation that if we do 
change that would be to go down to the 60 feet maximum height.  That would allow them to do 
some grading and finished grade rather than existing grade.

Commissioner Markewich said ultimately if they did with or without the Hillside Overlay you are 
going to end up being about the same height within a couple of feet. Mr. Schultz said yes.  Mr. 
Schultz said if you remove the hillside the only difference is that they have the ability to do more 
over lot grading on the property whereas in hillside you still have those restrictions and they still 
have to meet that intent with the hillside overlay of trying to minimize those impacts. 
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Commissioner Henninger stated that looking at the area up there between Fillmore and Mesa 
Ridge/Drive; has the Commission approved another project in there for multi-family use?  Mr. 
Schultz said yes, The Main Street Project which is another assisted living facility. 
Commissioner Henninger said they took off the hillside overlay for that site, Mr. Schultz stated it 
was actually removed prior to that project.  Commissioner Henninger asked what is the height 
for that area.  Mr. Schultz said 45 feet.

Commissioner Donley said he was trying to understand slope analysis.  There are multiple lines 
on drawing that denote 33%, 40% with so many feet offset. Commissioner Donley wanted to 
focus on the area past the trash enclosure.  What is the max slope being impacted in that area. 
Mr. Schultz said his understanding for the slope analysis setback with a 3/1 slope, there is only 
one small portion impacted. Commissioner Donley said there is an area impacted but only small 
area in the overall development plan. Mr. Schultz said with further analysis they could make the 
determination does that building have to be pulled back does the analysis actually allow for a 
slight encroachment, so with that further analysis they will be able to make that determination 
and remember again, concept plan at this level of the stage of development.   

Commissioner Donley stated it’s great they are donating the ground to the Mesa Open Space
but if there is slope failure occurs, it’s no longer their problem because land belongs to someone 
else so there is a disconnect there that is troubling to him.

Connie Perry with Parks Department stated that one clarification that needed to be made is that 
a proposal has been set forward for 8.4 acres of open space in lieu of paying fees is under 
consideration, but not determined. They usually settle that process with the plat and that plat 
application will come in after this concept plan; so whether its preservation in the area or actual 
open space is yet to be determined.  Commissioner Donley stated regardless as to whether this 
applies towards fees, the Park Department is interested in accepting this as an open space 
track.  Ms. Perry said yes.  Mr. Chris Lieber and Ms. Perry drove the site as part of the pre-
application and he was willing to entertain that idea before for the concept plan was scheduled 
to come to you.  They got a proposal for 8.4 acres and they are set up in January to follow up on 
and will be working with city engineering on the issues and asking for reports.

Commission Shonkwiler stated that from the write up the staff feels they have the most comfort 
level, cooperation and flexibility with the PUD and hillside overlay zone.  Mr. Schultz said yes. 
Commission Shonkwiler stated staff feels this way because? Mr. Schultz said the reason for the 
switch to the R5 and not the nonuse variance is that staff did not feel comfortable that the 
variance would actually meet the review criteria. They have rezoned multiple properties in this 
zone with the PUD rather than the R5 because of the height allowances allowed with that.  So 
they felt under the PUD that they would meet that criteria but the property was unique enough to 
warrant the PUD Zone Change.  

Commission Shonkwiler said when you look at the community benefits there are many.  Mr. 
Schultz says there is not a weight all of those uses, site set up as a multi-family facility, being 
close proximity to several schools.  It would be more of a benefit if there were people moving in 
with school age children.  But it meets the intent of multi-family facility and provides benefit to 
community so that it still meets those criteria.  
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Commissioner Shonkwiler it’s still multi-family just a different age group so you look at the 
community benefits with PUD’s and so forth it seems like they are relevant and this has all of 
those things.  It has hospitals, a VA clinic, shopping, traffic connections so it’s hard to approve 
something all by itself.  Mr. Schultz said we do have an aging population and given the last 
couple of years we have seen more applications in last year for assisted living facilities than the 
previous 5-6 years.

Commissioner Smith said the response to criticism not look at Chapter 6, what about that.  Mr. 
Schultz said in their staff reports we outline what we feel what each project meets in 
comprehensive plan criteria.  We are required to provide that.  

Commissioner Walkowski follows up on evacuation routes with this area regarding Centennial 
Blvd expansion and when it would be completed. Ms. Krager said that Centennial Blvd between 
Fillmore and Fontanero interchange is under design.  There is funding for project and hope to 
start construction in 2016. Ms. Krager added that with regard to their questions about 
emergency access to this property.  She has no concerns for a typical type, but if they build 
here it will be very important to work with OEM to have an emergency plan for evacuation if 
entire building needed to be evacuated.

Commissioner McDonald asked Mr. Schultz about the analysis for recommendations for 
geological hazard report, is it in play with the planning department.  Mr. Schultz said it is still in 
play, they will ask for revisions, continue discussions with Terracon and CGS and if notes are 
necessary and restrictions are placed on the plan those would be done per the recommendation 
of the geologic hazard report. 

Commissioner McDonald said stability is in question through entire report. So say it comes back 
and the stability is not there and they just cannot meet criteria to keep it stable, what then does 
planning department do at that point.   Mr. Schultz stated that Terracon could probably answer. 
But if that were the case they could relocate buildings, use different foundations or footers to 
stabilize that area.  So there are different alternatives that can occur in those areas.  
Commissioner McDonald said she was sure they don’t want building to slide down the hill either. 
Mr. Schultz said as much as possible avoidance is preferred and any steps beyond that is taken
into consideration.

Commissioner Markewich stated Commissioner McDonald’s questions regarding slope stability. 
There are two reports in agenda, Terracon and CGS reports.  Mr. Schultz provided the review to 
Terracon’s report and the second letter is the respond to CGS’s letter.

Commissioner Markewich said CGS recommended to not go forward with this site.  Mr. Schultz 
said yes, that during his presentation he had a follow-up email with CGS that they were 
comfortable with the correspondences they had received with Terracon on addressing some of 
those issues and they were more comfortable moving forward with the zone change and the 
concept plan knowing that they still have to get the full document and the geologic hazard report 
approved and the development plan submitted to them for review.  
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Commissioner Markewich said it’s uncomfortable when you have conflicting geological reports 
and you are asking us to approve zone change and concept plan without knowing additional 
information. It makes him very uncomfortable voting for something that is obviously in question.  
Mr. Schultz stated that if you read CGS first paragraph in their letter they indicate they believe 
that the site is suitable for development but that additional analysis is required.  

Commissioner Markewich wanted to know if they were taking in consideration that you are 
putting on a 67 ft. high building on the site.  Mr. Schultz stated the received a copy of concept 
plan for their review and a copy of the development plan that had been submitted earlier.

Commissioner Markewich said that he was up there and couldn’t remember if there were traffic 
signals on both ends of Grand Vista Circle.  Ms. Krager said no signals are warranted but they 
will keep an eye on it and check volumes and if they needed can signalize at least one of them. 
Commissioner Markewich stated that right now there are both ends of Grand Vista Circle are full 
movement. Ms. Krager said yes there are no restrictions.

Commissioner Donley said he heard Mr. Schultz say that the development plan had already 
been submitted and is in process.  Mr. Schultz said the development plan has been submitted 
they felt like if they could have postponed this review another month they could have come back 
in January or February with both the concept plan and the development plan but this item was 
on the rapid response.  

Commissioner Donley was thinking about asking for a rendering from Sonderman Park Mesa, 
somewhere in there from the view from their side and it’s interesting to note that in your list of 
comp plan items they are LU items and use items and not CC items which are the 
environmental criteria. Commissioner Donley both are important considerations; if you think 
about Biedelman and if you put a building up Rampart Range that is undesirable in his opinion.  
He recognizes we don’t protect views, but open space has another level of support in the comp 
plan.  Commissioner Donley stated he just wanted to back up and asked if they have that option 
to have the development plan come back to the Commission.  Commissioner Donley said he 
was more looking at it in terms of the fast track side of this. Mr. Schultz said if they kept it on the 
fast track they could probably make decision in next few days to get on the January agenda.  So 
they could refer development plan at a later date but he would not be sure what that would do to 
the applicant’s time frames.

Commissioner Markewich stated that regarding comprehensive plan, our task is to review the 
full Comprehensive Plan and not including the CC section in Chapter 6 intentionally, those are 
just as important considerations and the LU part so why leave them out. So why would you 
leave something like that out intentionally.

Commissioner Phillips stepped in and stated that he did not believe it was intentional and 2nd of
all as Commissioners we all have been over the Comprehensive Plan so he did not think it was 
unknown to us.

Mr. Schultz responded that when they present the comprehensive plan information in the staff 
report it’s supportive for staff and what is positive and usually not combative becuase that can 
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make the project more confusing.  So if staff is lending support and we have gone on through 
the Comprehensive Plan chapters its benign, vague and broad and we pick and choose what 
supports our position.  Commissioner Markewich said that having this information in front of him
is important and whether it gets put into our packet as part of the appendix are important 
considerations.

Rebuttal:
Meggan Iliff stated just one point of clarification.  As they have these comments up here the 
protection of the view to the west are of the 3 story building; the 5 story building is looking east 
is generally only the vantage point you would see that.

Geological
Terracon – Ryan Thyst will make some statements.  He performed the hazard study for the site.  
They have been working with CGS and coming to a resolution on some of the outstanding 
issues on this site.  Some of their comments is more of a cleanup issue but the overall stability 
of the site is feasible.  With regard to the comments with regard to the weight of the structure 
although it looks big it’s not much weight in the grand scheme of things but it is taken into 
consideration as part of the stability analysis. 

On the west side where it crowds that slope they intentionally put the slope right next to the 
building; the global stability is greater than the minimum safety factor accepted of 1.5.  There’s
clean up on the western side and they have asked that we do some global stability analysis on 
the eastern side of the slope.  The crest of the slopes are 100 ft. away from the development so 
they are going to be doing some additional exploration; CGS agrees with our methodology for 
the supplemental exploration and that will be occurring in the next month or so. 

Commissioner Smith asked if they have given any recommendations or considerations  to the 
foundation systems you would be using; what kind of preliminary work have you done.  The 
mesa has an oliveal cap of about 50 ft. of sand and gravel is a fairly dense material so the 
native soils are good.  Drill piers are not needed for the foundation and the spread footing is 
what you would typically use. When you are analyzing global stability you are looking at circular 
failures of that slope and that cuts through that sand and gravel layer as well as the bedrock.  
The bedrock is approximately 30-40 ft. above the creek level. Commissioner Smith asked if the 
bedrock is expansive.  Mr. Thyst said it was but it is 50 ft. down but not a concern for this site. 

Meggan Herrington Planning Land Use Review Manage, said if there was some consideration 
to have the development plan come back next month or a later date and there are pieces you 
want to see I’d ask that you in your deliberations to explain what you would want.  

Continued Rebuttal:  
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Meggan Illiff said one specific item with regard to zone change and concept plan and the fact 
that they are on the rapid response time frame, they respectfully ask to leave the development 
plan with the staff and as they move forward to the various considerations and work with them 
through the process to address any concerns that might be brought to the table.  From a timing 
perspective it’s hard to move forward if we push it out further.

DISCUSSION AND DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION:
Commissioner Shonkwiler said he fully supports the development. The location geographic 
wise, the mixed use concept but does not think it worth their while to bring it back for another 
review. Mostly what is being discussed is from a geotechnical point of view and not a design 
issues.  Also this project has a tight time line but he trusts the staff to be able to the necessary 
analysis. The PUD with the Hillside overlay gives the most protection to the site, the 
neighborhood, and also to the process.  So he thinks they have the most control by doing that 
so he is in favor of all those kinds of issues. 

Commissioner Donley said that he was supportive of the use and supportive of the high density 
project but the thing he is struggling with is the 67 ft. height that is part of it.  This is a really 
steep site and it’s got some heavy impacts on adjacent open space. His first preference would 
be to simply see a stepped building that would have a 60 ft. height maximum and in fact as it 
gets further south he would like to see it step down even further to 45 ft. so that you’re looking 
from below you are stepping down but suffice to say that 60 ft. is the maximum in his mind   If in 
fact there is a desire to do to the 67 he wants it to come back to planning commission so that we 
can review the development plan.  He is supportive of the land use, it’s a good infill but he is not 
going to support a 67 ft. height. 

Commissioner Gibson stated she also has reservations about the height.  She appreciates the 
project coming forward it is something we do need in Colorado Springs but given the bulk and 
scale of the project she is looking at their criteria and she does not think it meets the 7.5.603B 
and she does not think it meets the 7.3.605 that they have in front of them.  Mr. Schultz made a 
comment that the geological report said it was suitable for development but doesn’t mean that it 
is suitable for this particular development.  So with that she will not be supporting the project.  

Commissioner Henninger said there was lots to consider.  The location, matching it with the 
comprehensive plan and the master plan he thinks it fits in with the all the them.  The whole 
mesa area is going to change over time.  There will be another change in the area once 
Centennial starts to run down through it and other projects that are going to be infilling.  He 
thinks it’s an interesting design, it’s laid out well on the area that is defined.  He does have 
concern about geology but with the recommendations with the people that say it’s ok he will be 
supporting this project.

Commissioner Markewich stated that at this point he was not really sure whether he was in 
support of the project or not. He echoes Commissioner Donley’s comments about the missed 
opportunity to step the building down. He looks at 7.5.603 which is the establishment or change 
of zone and # 2 is the proposal consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive
plan.  Yes it is consistent with the LU part of the comprehensive plan but can easily see that 
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CCA points that are in front of us that it is not consistent. That is troubling to him. When you get 
to the concept plan review criteria is specifically states are permitted uses, bulk requirements 
and required landscaping appropriate to the type of development in the neighborhood and 
community. He is specifically looking at the bulk requirements and it just doesn’t seem like 
you’ve done enough to minimize the bulk requirements and that 67 height also troubling to him. 
If they were to lower it and if you designing with the contours of the landscaping you could do 
substantial minimization of the bulk. Then, does the proposed development promoted the 
stabilization and preservation of existing properties in adjacent areas and Sounding residential 
neighborhoods.  He is not sure if it meets that criteria either. So at this point he is torn because 
he thinks the site needs developed, it’s a perfectly appropriate use, he just wished you could 
take some off the top and go forward with a change.  

Commissioner Smith said he spent an hour on the site; he also looked at Centennial and 
Fillmore and looked at the perspective that was provided.  He was at the intersection of Fillmore 
and Mesa Rd and looked at it and he thinks it should be noted that there is potential for 
development at the southwest corner, at Fillmore and Centennial for a 60 ft. high project.  There 
is going to be development at the corner of Fillmore and Mesa Rd and these developments are 
going to mask what will be seen with view.  He is satisfied with the geological issues, so he will 
be in favor of the project

Commissioner Walkowski said that he felt the PUD criteria is generally met; the Comprehensive 
Plan is generally in compliance too except for if he was going to carve out the design he thinks 
there is great effort made towards the design but there could be better effort made to step it 
down or offset the look so that it is not so bulky and he thinks the bulk is driving a lot of this 
conversation so he thinks he will hold and see what Commissioner Donley proposes.  

Commissioner McDonald said she was going to vote in favor of this proposal.  Sentinel Ridge is 
a good project. It’s met review criteria required.  She feels they have built several projects that 
all have made a name for this type of a project and they are not going to build something on 
there that will be detrimental to our area, it will fit in, and it’s going to be a beautiful building.  As 
far as the height of building, she has a little different view of 60 – 67 ft. the buildings are so big 
any way it doesn’t make that big a difference.  Voting in favor as it has come forward.

Commissioner Phillips said he agrees with Commissioner McDonald.  He will be supporting the 
project and he believes that Commissioner Shonkwiler would like to make a motion.

Commissioner Henninger stated the thing he likes about this project is as you drive around the 
town the senior care requirements are being met in many types of different neighborhoods and 
areas and has no difficulty with this type of facility in this particular location and would fit quite 
well.

Moved by Commissioner Shonkwiler and seconded by Commissioner Smith to approve Item
9.A, File No. CPC ZC 15-00107- change of zone to PUD.  A zone change from R-5/HS (Multi-
family Residential with Hillside Overlay) and R/HS (Residential Estate with Hillside Overlay) to 
PUD/HS (Planned Unit Development with Hillside Overlay) to allow a maximum of 266 
independent living units, 40 memory care units, 66 assisted living units and 56 beds for skilled 
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nursing care and a maximum building height of 67-feet consisting of 25.62 acres.  This 
recommendation is based on the finding the request complies with the review criteria in City 
Code Section 7.5.603.B (Establishment or Change of Zone District Boundaries).

Motion passed 5-4

Moved by Commissioner Shonkwiler and seconded by Commissioner Smith to approve Item
9.B, File No. CPC ZC 15-00108 the concept plan for Sentinel Ridge Senior Living facility based 
on the finding the plan complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.3.605 (Review 
Criteria for PUD Concept Plans) subject to compliance with the following significant and 
technical and/or informational modifications to the concept plan:

An Amendment by Commissioner Donley and seconded by Commissioner Walkowski to have 
the Development Plan come back to the Planning Commission that would include a rendering 
from locations to the south specifically Biedelman Center and further north on the Mesa Open 
Space.

Motion for the amendment failed 3-6

Vote on the original motion with the Technical and Information Modification listed:

Significant Modifications

1. Continue coordination with the Colorado Geologic Survey and City staff regarding 
acceptance of the geologic hazard report.  Place a note on the Concept Plan stating 
“Site design and layout may be altered based on the conclusions and outcome of the 
geologic hazard report”.

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Development Plan:
1. Finalize an agreement with the City Parks Department on parkland dedication and to the 

requirement to rezone land dedicated to the PK (Public Park) zone.
2. Provide a note on the plan stating “Off-site signage not approved with this plan”.
3. Show and callout the speed line of sight with the adequate sight distance length 

(footage) for the proposed accesses off of Grand Vista Circle.
4. Show and callout the appropriate location(s) of the proposed gate(s) for each access.
5. Add the anticipated plat name to the Concept Plan.
6. Show and call out the detached sidewalk and entrances along Grand Vista Circle (note: 

public improvement easement will be necessary where the sidewalk goes outside the 
ROW).

7. Label all streets as either private or public.
8. Label and identify Grand Vista Circle, the right-of-way width, classification, and clarify 

the property boundaries.
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9. Pull back the median, at the eastern entrance, behind the City's R.O.W. and assure it 
does not obstruct the pedestrian crossing.

10. Label existing storm sewer pipes and structures.
11. Assure the concept plan reflects any changes made to the drainage report.
12. The Geologic Hazard Report was missing a few details. Contacted the Engineering 

Consultant who is waiting on the revised Geologic Hazard Report.
13. CSU acceptance of the Wastewater Master Facility Report is required prior to 

development plan approval.
14. Vacation of the existing utility easement for the 20-inch water main will be required after 

relocation is complete.

Motion passed 6-3

December  17, 2015
Date of Decision Planning Commission Chair



PUD ZONE CHANGE REVIEW CRITERIA: 
7.3.603: ESTABLISHMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF A PUD ZONE: 
A. A PUD zone district may be established upon any tract of land held under a single ownership or under 
unified control, provided the application for the establishment of the zone district is accompanied by a 
PUD concept plan or PUD development plan covering the entire zone district which conforms to the 
provisions of this part. 
B. An approved PUD development plan is required before any building permits may be issued within a 
PUD zone district. The PUD development plan may be for all or a portion of the 

entire district. The review criteria for approval of the PUD concept plan and approval of a 
PUD development plan are intended to be flexible to allow for innovative, efficient, and compatible land uses. 
(Ord. 03-110, Ord. 12-68) 
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kimley-horn.com 4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1500, Denver, CO 80237 303 228 2300

November 24, 2015

Mr. Mike Schultz, AICP
Senior Planner
Planning and Development Department
Land Use Review Division
City Administration Building
30 South Nevada Avenue, Suite 105
Colorado Springs, CO 80901-1575

RE: SQLC at Sentinel Ridge
Zone Change and Concept Plan (CPC ZC 15-00107/CP 15-00108)
Concept Statement

Dear Mr. Schultz,

Thank you for accepting this Zone Change and Concept Plan package for the above-noted Project.
We are pleased to be working with Senior Quality Lifestyles Company (Sentinel Ridge Senior Living
Corporation, LLC) and AG Architecture on the facility located in the currently vacant land south of Grand
Vista Circle, adjacent to the Mesa Valley Open Space.

The proposed Sentinel Ridge project will include the construction of a new Continuing Care Retirement
Community (CCRC) consisting of residential based living units as well as common spaces for seniors,
providing multiple levels of care from Independent Living through Skilled Nursing.  In order to support
this development, we are proposing a Zone Change from R/R5/HS to a PUD Zone District.  A portion
of the site where grades exceed 4:1 slopes will also be designated as a Preservation Area and will
either be covered by a Preservation Easement or be dedicated to the City Parks Department as a land
dedication.  The areas along the project perimeter will be left in their natural state which will relate well
to the existing open space on the west and vacant land on the east.  The character of the project mass
and scale will similarly relate to the existing multi-family residences north of Grand Vista Circle.

Project Program
The campus will be configured to consist of two primary building components:  the Plaza Building,
consisting of three stories of Memory Support, Assisted Living and Skilled Nursing care with a common
entrance and the Independent Living building consisting Independent Living apartments with enclosed
parking, two stories of common spaces for residents and a common entrance.  The Independent Living
building will be generally 3-stories in height on the north and east facing facades and 5-stories in height
on the west and south facing facades.  A supplemental letter has been provided to more clearly show
the building height throughout the site.

FIGURE 2 
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The current program includes the following present and future components:
Present Condition (Phase I)

148 one and two bedroom Independent Living apartments with underground/enclosed
parking and balconies/patios
48 one and two bedroom Assisted Living apartments
20 units of Memory Support
40 private and semi-private beds for Skilled Nursing

Future Expansion (Phase II+)
118 Independent Living apartments with underground/enclosed parking and
balconies/patios
Plaza Wing Expansion to consist of approximately 18 assisted living apartments, 20 units
of memory support, and 16 beds for Skilled Nursing.

� The expansion areas are shown on this plan for reference; however, those
improvements will be reviewed and permitted separate from this Application.  The
drainage facility; however, has been designed to account for the final build-out
scenario.

Both building components will consist of a number of amenities and common spaces for resident use
including multiple dining venues, living and activity spaces and fitness/therapy spaces.  Exterior walking
paths, public patios and outdoor spaces for resident gathering are also proposed.  A portion of the
building will consist of a service component, including receiving, service drive, commercial kitchen as
well as mechanical and staff support spaces.  Approximately 405,000 SF is anticipated.

The building components will be constructed of both light gauge metal and wood framing systems, with
exterior materials consisting of highly durable products including cement board siding, cultured stone
and exposed wood timbers in select areas.

Based on the significant topography of the site as well as the planned approach to provide connection
of all facilities within the community, further information is provided relative to building height provided
for by the PUD zoning.  The design provided allows for flexibility of design, architecture to match the
community and provides a consistency with the discussions during our Pre-Application meeting with
Mr. Steve Tuck.  Perspectives of the site relative to the surroundings are also provided for additional
context.  It should be noted that the Project provides for building mass of a maximum of three stories
with the exception of a portion of the Independent Living which is located furthest away from the Grand
Vista Circle right-of-way (over 600 feet away) and the proposed finish floor of the building is
approximately sixteen feet lower than the adjacent right-of-way.

Site Access and Utilities
Site Access
The site obtains access from two points of entry from Grand Vista Circle as previously envisioned by
the existing curb cuts in the roadway.  The existing curb cut locations are only slightly modified with the
Project.  This provides for separation of the classifications of use in the community.  The Site will also

FIGURE 2 
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be gated for both vehicles and pedestrians as discussed in the LDTC.  Gates will be placed sufficiently
away from the vehicular access points to the adjacent right-of-way and knox box access will be provided
for fire access.  Curb ramps will be provided at the site access points as well as throughout the site.

A continuous access path is provided throughout the site.  The western portion of the access road will
be limited to emergency vehicle access and a small portion of employee parking.  At all times a
minimum of 20’ wide path is provided.  Pedestrian connectivity will be provided throughout the site with
ADA ramps as well as connections to the adjacent right-of-way and the overlook area shown on the
west.

Utility Connections
The Project will connect to the existing utility infrastructure adjacent to the Site as possible.  Gas and
Electric service is anticipated to come from the Grand Vista right-of-way.

Sanitary sewer is available in Grand Vista Circle; however, due to the topography of the Site, it is only
plausible to utilize this existing main for the Plaza Building, at most.  The remainder of the sanitary
sewer flows generated by the project will be collected and conveyed south to the existing sanitary sewer
main off-site approximately 500 LF through the City Owned Mesa Valley Open Space.  This will require
private and public sanitary sewer mains for the Project.

The Project will provide a private storm sewer system to collect and convey developed runoff from the
Project to a drainage facility located at the southern end of the Site.  The drainage facility is located to
allow for future expansion of the Independent Living portion of the Project as noted above.  Due to the
lack of public storm sewer main in the area as well as the adjacent grades, the controlled release from
the pond is due to discharge to the south.

The water service for the Project will create a new looped 8” water main through the site to provide
separate domestic and fire services for each building and fire hydrants throughout.  Irrigation is
assumed to connect to this proposed main as well.  Additionally, an existing 20” water main bisects the
Site. Colorado Springs Utilities is in process of locating this line.  The Project will be relocating this line
around the Project and locate it within a new 40’ wide easement.

Zone Change Justification
The following review criteria were examined as a part of this application:

1. The action will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience or general
welfare.

The Project will enhance the public interest, health, safety and general welfare of the public by
providing a CCRC in an area that has this strong need.

2. The proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan

FIGURE 2 
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The Site is indicated as General Residential under the 2020 Land Use.  Based on our Pre-
Application meeting, we understand that the density proposed is further consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.

3. Where a master plan exists, the proposal is consistent with such plan or an approved
amendment to such plan.  Master plans that have been classified as implemented do not have
to be amended to be considered consistent with a zone change request.

The Site is a part of the Central Planning Area, more specifically part of the Hill Properties.  Our
proposal is consistent with this plan.

Additionally, the only issue raised during the Pre-Application meeting was the proximity to the steep
slopes.  This concern has been mitigated with the preparation of the Geological Hazard Study as well
as minimizing development in the areas slope stability concern.  A land suitability analysis is also
provided with this application for reference.   The Project team is continuing to work with the Colorado
Geological Survey to ensure their concerns are addressed as well.

PUD Concept Plan Review Criteria
The following review criteria were examined as a part of this application:

A. Is the proposed development pattern consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the 2020 Land
Use Map, and all applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan (including the intermodal
transportation plan and the parks, recreation and trails master plan)?

The 2020 Land Use Map reflects residential on the site as well as candidate open space at the
edge of the site.  This project intends to be fully in keeping with this approach and our proposal
includes land dedication which can further the goals of the plans.

B. Are the proposed uses consistent with the primary and secondary land uses identified in the
2020 Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, as amended?

Yes, the proposed uses are consistent with the land uses identified as residential on the
Comprehensive Plan.

C. Is the proposed development consistent with any City approved master plan that applies to the
site?

The project is not known to be subject to a site specific City approved master plan.

D. Is the proposed development consistent with the intent and purposes of this Zoning Code?

The Project is consistent with the intent and purpose of the Zoning Code and the PUD District.  As
noted, the “district encourages the flexibility in design to create a better living environment, to

FIGURE 2 
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preserve the unique features of the site, and to provide public services in a more economic
manner.”  This project provides unique design to serve seniors in the community on a site that
preserves the natural features of the existing land in either preservation easements or land
dedication to the Parks Department.

E. Does the development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan promote the stabilization
and preservation of the existing or planned land uses in adjacent areas and surrounding
residential neighborhoods?

The provided use is complementary to the existing neighborhood and the long term development
will provide stability for the neighborhood and residents of the community as a whole.

F. Does the development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan provide an appropriate
transition or buffering between uses of differing intensities both on site and off site?

The site provides natural fall and separation between the public right-of-way and the more dense
independent living portion of the project.

G. Does the nonresidential development pattern proposed within the PUD concept plan promote
integrated activity centers and avoid linear configurations along roadways?

This criteria is not applicable for this Project.

H. Are the permitted uses, bulk requirements and required landscaping appropriate to and
compatible with the type of development, the surrounding neighborhood or area and the
community?

The uses and landscaping are consistent with the zoning code and the surrounding neighborhood.
No bulk requirements are defined by the PUD.

I. Does the PUD concept plan provide adequate mitigation for any potentially detrimental use to
use relationships (e.g., commercial use adjacent to single-family homes)?

The proposed senior living uses are complementary to the existing neighborhood and in context
with the existing zoning.  While no buffering is needed, natural buffering will occur due to the open
space on the west as well as the separation required by the topography to the east.

J. Does the PUD concept plan accommodate automobile, pedestrian, bicycle and transit modes
of transportation as appropriate, taking into consideration the development's primary function,
scale, size and location?

The project plan provides accommodations for vehicles, pedestrians, bikes and emergency
vehicles for travel to and through the site.  The site will also be gated to provide a secure
environment as needed for the residents.  Vehicular gates will be provided at a sufficient distance
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from the right-of-way for entry and pedestrian gates and sidewalks will be provided for secure
pedestrian/bicycle access as well.

K. Does the PUD concept plan include a logical hierarchy of perimeter and internal arterial,
collector and local streets that will disperse development generated vehicular traffic to a variety
of access points and ways, reduce through traffic in adjacent residential neighborhoods and
improve resident access to jobs, transit, shopping and recreation?

Due to the size and function of the Site, only internal private access drives are required.  No public
streets are planned.

L. Will streets and drives within the project area be connected to streets outside the project area
in a way that minimizes significant through traffic impacts on adjacent residential
neighborhoods, but still improves connectivity, mobility choices and access to jobs, shopping
and recreation?

There will be no through traffic on other sites to access this Project.  The only access points are to
Grand Vista Circle which is public right-of-way.  There is no availability for vehicular traffic to cut
through other sites to access the project.

M. Does the PUD concept plan provide safe and convenient vehicle and pedestrian connections
between uses located within the zone district, and to uses located adjacent to the zone district
or development?

Residents and visitors of the community will have safe and convenient connections through the site
for vehicles and external and internal ADA routes will be provided for pedestrians.

N. Will adequately sized parking areas be located to provide safe and convenient access, to avoid
excessive parking ratios and avoid excessive expanses of pavement?

Parking is provided for the community based on the Owner’s detailed knowledge of what is
necessary for the project and is sized and spaced sufficiently for the Project and the various
facilities.  Garaged parking is provided for the Independent Living portion of the Project which
minimizes expanses of pavement as well.

O. Are open spaces integrated into the PUD concept plan to serve both as amenities to
residents/users and as a means for alternative transportation modes, such as walking and
biking?

Open and community spaces will be provided for the residents and visitors of the Project for
amenities and health opportunities.  In addition to ADA paths exterior to the facilities which provide
direct access to the right-of-way, an internal courtyard is available to the Plaza building and several
other outdoor spaces are provided.

FIGURE 2 
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P. Will the proposed development overburden the capacities of existing or planned streets, utilities
and other public facilities?

The project will not overburden the capacities of the existing roadway network or existing utilities.

Q. Are the areas with unique or significant natural features preserved and incorporated into the
design of the project? (Ord. 03-110; Ord. 03-190; Ord. 09-70; Ord. 09-80; Ord. 12-68)

Significant areas are proposed for dedication as either preservation easements or a land dedication
to the City of Colorado Springs Parks department for use.  The natural features, slopes, and
landscaping will be preserved in a large portion of the site.

Project Requests
As a part of the Zone Change and Concept Plan submittals, the Project respectfully requests
consideration of the following:

� Inclusion in the City’s Rapid Response Program
� Support of our Applications to allow for a Rezone Completion no later than February 1, 2016

Closing
Thank you for your consideration of this request.  We appreciate all of your help and look forward to
working with you and the City to develop this property to serve and enhance the local community.
Should you have any questions or need further information, please do not hesitate to call me direct at
(303) 228-2322.

Sincerely,

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

Meaghan M. Turner, PE, LEED AP
Associate / Senior Project Manager
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Hillside Overlay within Mesa Valley/Sonderman Park Area 

 

Centennial PUD (2004) 
Office/Comm 
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height (includes VA Hospital site) 
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Multi-family Townhomes 
HS Overlay Removed 
Max. Ht. 35-ft  

Penrose St. Francis PUD (2015) 
Hospital and commercial 
No existing HS Overlay 
Allow up 200-ft Ht maximum 

Garden of the Gods Club PUD (2007) 
Single-family Residential 
HS Overlay removed as part of PUD 
Max. bldg Ht of 35-ft. 
(Property rezoned in 2014 to OC to 
allow assisted living) 
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Terracon Consultants, Inc.      4172 Center Park Drive      Colorado Springs, Colorado 80916  
P [719] 597 2116 F [719] 597 2117 terracon.com

November 24, 2015 

Sentinel Ridge Senior Living Corporation  
c/o SQLC 
12720 Hillcrest, Suite 106  
Dallas, Texas 75230 

Attn: Mr. Jonathan Carrier 

RE: Comment Response Letter: 
;<=>?=<@��?AB<�;<=?CD�	?E?=B��GH?@?>I�
 JC=<��KG=B<�G=A��C=H<N>��@G=�
�?@<��������
��
��������?>I�CQ��C@CDGAC�;ND?=BR���@��GRC��CT=>I����;�9=?UT<��C����
��
�������
G=A���
Sentinel Ridge Senior Living  
Fillmore Street and Grand Vista Circle  
Colorado Springs, Colorado 
Terracon Project Number: 23155025 

Dear Mr. Lovekin: 

Terracon Consultants, Inc. (Terracon) has included responses herein to the Geologic Hazard 
Report review comments provided in letters from the Colorado Geological Survey (CGS) dated 
November 5 and 11, 2015.  We have listed the CGS comments with our responses in the text below. 

��W��W��		X�9�;W��	��;	���;�

��;��CYY<=>� The Land Suitability Analysis includes a summary of Identified Hazards and 
planned mitigation on page 6.  Kimley-Horn concludes that the “the site appears suitable for 
development as planned.”  We concur that this site is generally suitable from a geologic standpoint 
for this development. Kimley-Horn goes on to state that “Additional evaluation will be conducted; 
however, the only areas of identified concern is the proximity to the steep slopes along the Project 
perimeter.”  Based on this identification, and the consultant’s slope stability analysis, a list of 
mitigation measures is presented on page 6 for slope stability concerns. This includes utilizing a  
setback defined by the 2012 International Building Code for buildings adjacent to stable slopes. 
This setback is given as “Face of footings to be setback from the crest of slopes 3:1 or steeper a 
distance of one third the height of the slopes or 40 feet, whichever is less.” The slope stability 
analysis provided by Terracon should be expanded to determine if this setback is sufficient. 
�
W<DDGHC=� �<RNC=R<� The Terracon slope stability analysis will be expanded and additional 
analysis will be performed with respect to setback requirements contained in the 2012 
International Building Code (IBC 2012).

���9�����
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��;��CYY<=>���Terracon models circular slope failures in the overlying sands, gravels and clays 
and finds that such failures have factors of safety appropriate for the development. However, the 
underlying claystone is the potentially unstable material that makes the overall slopes in the 
project area susceptible to landslides. The claystone weathers and loses strength, especially in 
the presence of water and air. The analysis should model slope failures originating within the 
claystone to evaluate whether the IBC setback criteria is appropriate. Additional cross-sections 
should be evaluated along the west side, similar to section EE’. The cross-sections should extend 
into the drainage where the claystone is exposed, and should be oriented perpendicular to the 
steepest portion of the slopes. 

W<DDGHC=��<RNC=R<� As part of our evaluation for the Geologic Hazard Study, we performed 
stability analyses, both within the overburden soils and extending into the underlying bedrock.  
We included the overburden stability analyses in our Geologic Hazard Study.  As part of our 
updated analyses, we will include additional analyses showing the slope stability factors-of-safety 
within the underlying bedrock.  An additional slope stability cross section will be evaluated for the 
drainage valley adjacent to current cross section B-B’ along the west side of the project site.  This 
section will extend further west into the existing drainage feature where claystone is exposed at 
the toe of the slope. 

��;��CYY<=>���Structurally, the underlying bedrock is reported to dip about 10 degrees to the 
northeast, providing additional propensity for landsliding in the eastern direction. While the 
proposed development appears 100 feet or greater from 25% slopes on the east side, historic 
landslides can be observed both east and south-east of the project along the east side of the 
mesa landform. Both of these landslides have headscarps that are about 100 feet away from the 
slump blocks associated with them. Stability analysis should be conducted on cross-sections 
developed on the east side of the mesa and project.  This should include eastern cross-sections 
at the proposed drainage facility which, if unlined, will allow infiltration and lead to reduced 
strengths and possible slope failure at the proposed independent living facility, and possibly at 
Building 3 depending on what is discovered in the analysis. The additional analyses on both the 
west and east sides should use residual strength for the bedrock to determine if the IBC setback 
is appropriate for this site. 

W<DDGHC=��<RNC=R<� Terracon proposes to conduct two to four supplemental borings to collect 
soil and bedrock data for use in evaluating the stability of the slopes along the east side of the 
project site.   

��W������	���		�

��;��CYY<=>� Terracon reports that CTL Thompson reports that there is artificial fill onsite. 
Terracon discusses CTL’s having observed some construction fill being placed somewhere along 
the north end of the project. During our site reconnaissance, we observed old trash and debris in 
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the upper reaches of some of the western drainages.  Additionally, there appears to be artificial 
fill placed in the upper portion of the large drainage on the east side, above that mapped on the 
Colorado Springs geologic map. There is no discussion of a site reconnaissance in the Terracon 
report or descriptions or maps of areas of visible trash, debris, and fill. Trash, debris, and debris-
laden fill must be identified, removed and disposed of offsite. Undocumented fill material must be 
removed and, if suitable, replaced as densely compacted fill.   

W<DDGHC=��<RNC=R<� Terracon agrees that undocumented fill material must be removed and, if 
suitable, replaced as densely compacted fill during the construction of the project.  We intend to 
perform a supplemental boring within an area identified as an artificial fill zone east of the 
proposed Independent Living Building 3, to observe the composition and approximate thickness 
of the fill.  

�
���;����

��;��CYY<=>� Significant and damaging erosion creating gullies with the potential to undercut 
roads and structures presently occurs along the mesa hillsides especially where water flow is 
concentrated. Kimley-Horn’s drainage plan includes recommendations for control of surface 
runoff. These recommendations should be strictly adhered to.   

W<DDGHC=��<RNC=R<� Terracon agrees with the above comment. 

��	����������W���;�

��;��CYY<=>� Terracon relies on the findings from three previous reports by CTL Thompson. 
It is not clear what is used from this previous work in the slope stability analysis. We would like to 
at least see a summary of these reports in Terracon’s work. The maps, boring logs and laboratory 
test results should be included as appendices in their entirety rather than just excerpts of some 
of the exploratory borings. If discussion is made of slope stability in these previous reports this 
should also be included in the appendices.   
�

W<DDGHC=��<RNC=R<� Terracon relied on the results of our most recent geotechnical exploration 
for use in our slope stability analysis to prepare our Geologic Hazard Study Report dated October 
23, 2015.  Data from the previously performed CTL Thompson studies was used to prepare our 
Preliminary Geologic Hazard Study, dated October 5, 2015, in advance of our own geotechnical 
exploration and as a supplement to our October 23, 2015 Hazard Report.  We will add the 
referenced CTL Thompson studies as appendices in our revised report.   
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����W����	�������W;�
�
��;��CYY<=>� Page 7 of the DPPS states, “Additionally, it is anticipated that the Drainage 
Facility will be lined to avoid infiltration into potentially erodible soils.” WK<�H?>I�RKCT@A�D<UT?D<�
>KG>�>K<�ADG?=GB<�NC=A�[<�@?=<A, to reduce the potential for both erosion and slope instability, 
since an unlined pond will allow infiltration into the underlying claystone, thereby lowering its 
strength and increasing the potential for slope failure. 

W<DDGHC=��<RNC=R<� Terracon agrees with the above comment.  Our Geologic Hazard Study 
provided recommendations to line the detention basin with a minimum 2-foot thick layer of 
relatively impervious compacted clay soils or an impervious man-made product, such as an HDPE 
liner. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, or if we may be of further assistance to you, please 
contact us. 

Sincerely, 
W<DDGHC=��C=RT@>G=>R���=H��

Robert M. Hernandez, P.E.     Ryan W. Feist, P.E. 
Geotechnical Services Manager    Geotechnical Services Manager 
Farmington, NM      Colorado Springs, CO 

Copies to: Addressee (1 pdf) 
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City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC CU 15-00132, Version: 1

A request by Patrick Meade for Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off for an approval of the following
application:

A conditional use to allow a construction and demolition debris transfer facility within the M-1 (Light
Industrial) zone district.

The subject property consists of 1.2 acres and is located at 3310 and 3320 North Cascade Avenue.

Presenter:
Hannah Van Nimwegen, Planner II, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the Conditional Use to allow a transfer station within the M-1 zone district at 3310 and 3320
North Cascade Avenue, based upon the finding that the request complies with the Conditional Use
review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.704, subject to compliance with the following condition and
technical modifications:

Condition of Approval
1. This Conditional Use shall be scheduled for review by the Land Use Review Division no later
than February 28, 2017 to ensure recommendations have been implemented and to ensure the
proposed mitigation strategies are effective for the surrounding neighborhood. If this action is not fully
completed by February 28, 2017, the City may take any applicable enforcement action permitted
under the City Code. If staff determines Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off is not in compliance at
this review, staff shall recommend the application to the City Planning Commission for further review
and decision.

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Master Plan Amendment:
1. Provide a note stating “This Conditional Use shall be scheduled for review by the Land Use
Review Division no later than February 28, 2017 to ensure recommendations have been
implemented and to ensure the proposed mitigation strategies are effective for the surrounding
neighborhood. If this action is not fully completed by February 28, 2017, the City may take any
applicable enforcement action permitted under the City Code.”
2. Provide a note on sheet three stating “All gates onsite shall utilize Knox padlocks for Fire
Department access.”
3. Show areas on the plans that will be kept open/clear for fire lanes.
4. Provide a drainage statement and address how the wash water from the discarded materials
is collected, treated and disposed.

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/10/2016Page 1 of 2
powered by Legistar™

Item No. 5A



File #: CPC CU 15-00132, Version: 1
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEM NO:

                                                 STAFF: HANNAH VAN NIMWEGEN

FILE NO:
CPC CU 15-00132 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: IRON MOUNTAIN TRANSFER STATION

APPLICANT: IRON MOUNTAIN DEMOLITION AND ROLL OFF; PATRICK MEADE

OWNER: MEADE HOLDINGS, LLC; PATRICK MEADE



PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Description: This project is a Conditional Use to allow a construction and 

demolition debris transfer facility on a 1.27 acre property that is zoned M-1 (Light 
Industrial) and located at 3310 and 3320 North Cascade Avenue. Transfer facilities are a 
conditional land use within the M-1 zone district. This Conditional Use application is the 
result of a zoning enforcement action. The accompanying Site Plan illustrates an
approximately 6,000 square foot existing office/warehouse building. (FIGURE 1)

2. Applicant’s Project Statement:  (FIGURE 2)

3. Planning and Development Team’s Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of 
the Conditional Use subject to conditions and technical modifications.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address: 3310 and 3320 North Cascade Avenue
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use: M-1/Trucking and temporary debris storage with ancillary 

offices
3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use: (FIGURE 3)

North: M-1/Talamine Court then office and warehouse uses
South: M-1/Single-family residential
East: M-1/Cascade Avenue, office and warehouse uses

West: M-1 / Office and warehouse uses, light fabrication
4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use: Employment Center
5. Annexation: North Colorado Springs Addition No. 2, 1970
6. Master Plan/Designated Master Plan Land Use: None
7. Subdivision: Talamine Business Center Filing No. 1 and Talamine Business Center 

Filing No. 3
8. Zoning Enforcement Action: There is an active enforcement action for the operation of a 

transfer facility without an approved conditional use.
9. Physical Characteristics: The site is paved and developed. No significant changes in 

grade or other significant natural features.

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT:
Public notice was provided to 28 property owners within 500 feet of the site when the 
Conditional Use was submitted. Five letters of concern and complaint were received within the 
designated public comment time frame and an additional was received several weeks after the 
public comment period ended. A total of six letters were received (FIGURE 4). The applicant 
has responded to the letters received within the public comment period (FIGURE 5). The 
applicant also received three letters of support (FIGURE 6).

Public notice was provided to 31 property owners within 500 feet of the site prior to the Planning 
Commission meeting (three additional business owners wished to be kept apprised to the status 
of the project and were added to the mailing list). The site was posted on two occasions: 1) after 
the submittal of the application, 2) prior to the Planning Commission meeting.

Staff also sent the plans to the standard internal and external review agencies for comments.  
Most comments have been addressed except three from the Fire Department and City 
Engineering. One of these comments requests an additional note be provided on the plan, that 
fire lanes are called out on the plan, and requesting a description of the drainage on site. These 
comments shall be addressed prior to closing out the file by staff. Commenting agencies 
included Colorado Springs Utilities, City Engineering, City Traffic, and City Fire.



ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER 
PLAN CONFORMANCE:

1. Review Criteria / Design & Development Issues:
This project requires a Conditional Use to allow a construction and demolition debris
transfer facility on a 1.27 acre property located at 3310 and 3320 North Cascade 
Avenue. This site is zoned M-1 (Light Industrial). A Certificate of Designation is not 
required for the proposed operation.

As an overview, Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off, formerly Baldwin Demolition and 
Roll-Off, provide roll-off containers, trucking services, and demolition services to the 
construction industry. The roll-off containers placed at a construction site collect 
discarded construction materials. When full, those roll-off containers are transported to 
the subject site, the contents dumped, recyclable materials are sorted from the debris, 
and all material is placed into other trucks for transfer to either a landfill or an industrial 
recycling facility. This benefits the construction industry by lessening the number of 
trucks going to the landfill and ensuring recyclable materials are separated and sent to 
the appropriate outlet. Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off does not accept 
hazardous, organic, or household waste at this site. Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-
Off only works with certified contractors and does not accept debris from average 
homeowners. See the applicant’s project narrative for a more detailed explanation of the 
proposed business operations (FIGURE 2).

Currently, Meade Holdings, LLC also own 3106 and 3150 North Cascade Avenue. Iron 
Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off initially received a notice of zoning violation in January 
of 2015 for the operation at 3106 and 3150 North Cascade (FIGURE 7). These
properties are zoned PUD (Planned Unit Development) and were intended for a mobile 
home park. The Land Use Inspector instructed the property owners to schedule a pre-
application meeting with the Land Use Review Division following the issuance of the 
violation notice. The pre-application meeting, held in March of 2015, indicated a zone 
change to M-1 (Light Industrial) and a Conditional Use application would be required in 
order to operate a construction debris transfer facility with ancillary outdoor storage on 
these properties. However, this site has not been utilized and brought into compliance 
since the purchase of the subject property.

The subject sites, 3310 and 3320 were purchased by Meade Holdings, LLC in May of 
2015. Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off began operation of the transfer station in 
October of 2015. Another pre-application meeting was held on November 10, 2015, and
because these properties were already zoned M-1, only a Conditional Use application 
was required to operate. The Conditional Use application was received by the Land Use 
Review Division on November 20, 2015. On November 24, 2015 an additional notice of 
zoning violation was issued and requested Iron Mountain to cease operation due to 
complaints received (FIGURE 8). On December 7, 2015, following the initial public 
notice, Land Use Review staff met with the applicant to discuss the letters of comment 
and concern and potential mitigation measures for the site. Staff felt comfortable with the 
agreement and permitted Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off to continue operations 
at 3310 and 3320 North Cascade Avenue pending the decision of the City Planning 
Commission for the Conditional Use.

Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off is proposing the following onsite and offsite 
mitigation measures to ensure little impact to the surrounding property, business owners, 



and to the neighborhood as a whole. Following the letters of concerns and complaints
received by staff and the meeting which was held, Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off 
has committed to the following neighborhood impact mitigation measures (FIGURE 9).
Many of those concerned complained of:

1. Dust generated by the operation. Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off has 
covered the drivable area with asphalt millings to prevent dust from being kicked 
up by trucks entering and exiting the site. The construction debris will also be 
misted as it is dumped to capture dust particles.  

2. Fly away refuse littering the neighborhood. Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off 
has committed to cleaning the site, the surrounding block, roadways, and the 
neighboring single-family home’s yard twice a week (FIGURE 10). Also, 
operations at this site will be shut down when wind exceeds 20 mph in order to 
reduce fly away debris.

3. Large trucks using Cascade Avenue near residential homes. Following the 
meeting staff held with the applicant, Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off has 
rerouted truck traffic down Nevada Avenue, a designated truck route, to 
Commerce Street.

4. Hazardous material, including asbestos, potentially becoming airborne. All 
employees are trained to recognize suspicious material and send any suspect 
material to a lab for testing. An example of a returned lab result is attached to this 
staff report (FIGURE 11). Materials which contain known asbestos are not 
unloaded at the subject site, but are hauled directly to the landfill.

With these mitigation measures, staff believes the approval of the Conditional Use, 
subject to conditions and technical modifications, will not impact the value and qualities 
of the surrounding area. The surrounding area has developed into a light industrial 
corridor and contains many light industrial land uses including equipment storage yards, 
truck terminals, light fabrication of materials, distribution, another garbage service 
company, and warehousing with ancillary offices. The intent of the Zoning Code to 
promote the health, safety, and welfare of the general public has also been met with the 
proposed mitigation measures.

Land Use Review Division staff is recommending a Condition of Approval which allows 
staff to reevaluate the Conditional Use one year from the decision date. This will allow 
Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off to fully implement these mitigation measures and 
any recommendations by the City Planning Commission. A date of which to re-review 
the Conditional Use will also allow staff to hear if there are any further complaints from 
those concerned or if a new issue has arisen. Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off 
agrees to the proposed condition. 

2. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan:
The 2020 Land Use Plan within the Comprehensive Plan indicates the site is within an 
Employment Center. It is the finding of the Land Use Review Division that the Iron 
Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off Conditional Use will substantially align with the City 
Comprehensive Plan 2020 Land Use Map and the Plan’s goals and objectives.

Objective LU 8: Integrate Employment Centers into the Wider City Land Use 
Pattern
Colorado Springs has been successful at attracting and retaining major employers and 
growing small businesses, which has led to a healthy, thriving economy. However, the 
needs of employers, such as land requirements, location considerations, and availability 



of housing, must be balanced with overall quality of life issues. Employment activities 
that are not integrated into the community lead to higher infrastructure costs, increase 
traffic and congestion, and create a sense of separation from the community. 
Employment centers should be developed so they meet the needs of the employers, 
while at the same time contributing to the quality of life in Colorado Springs. The City's 
efforts should focus on creating opportunities for quality employment at various 
economic levels for its residents, and on environmentally responsible industries that 
make a positive contribution to the community.

3. Conformance with the Area’s Master Plan: No Master Plan exists for this site.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Item No:    CPC CU 15-00132 – CONDITIONAL USE
Approve the Conditional Use to allow a transfer station within the M-1 zone district at 3310 and 
3320 North Cascade Avenue, based upon the finding that the request complies with the
Conditional Use review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.704, subject to compliance with the 
following condition and technical modifications:

Condition of Approval
1. This Conditional Use shall be scheduled for review by the Land Use Review Division no 

later than February 28, 2017 to ensure recommendations have been implemented and 
to ensure the proposed mitigation strategies are effective for the surrounding 
neighborhood. If this action is not fully completed by February 28, 2017, the City may 
take any applicable enforcement action permitted under the City Code. If staff 
determines Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off is not in compliance at this review, 
staff shall recommend the application to the City Planning Commission for further review 
and decision. 

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Master Plan Amendment:
1. Provide a note stating “This Conditional Use shall be scheduled for review by the Land 

Use Review Division no later than February 28, 2017 to ensure recommendations have 
been implemented and to ensure the proposed mitigation strategies are effective for the 
surrounding neighborhood. If this action is not fully completed by February 28, 2017, the 
City may take any applicable enforcement action permitted under the City Code.”

2. Provide a note on sheet three stating “All gates onsite shall utilize Knox padlocks for Fire 
Department access.”

3. Show areas on the plans that will be kept open/clear for fire lanes.
4. Provide a drainage statement and address how the wash water from the discarded 

materials is collected, treated and disposed.
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CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW CRITERIA:
7.5.704: AUTHORIZATION AND FINDINGS: 
The Planning Commission may approve and/or modify a conditional use application in whole or in part, 
with or without conditions, only if all three (3) of the following findings are made: 

A. Surrounding Neighborhood: That the value and qualities of the neighborhood surrounding the 
conditional use are not substantially injured. 

B. Intent Of Zoning Code: That the conditional use is consistent with the intent and purpose of this 
Zoning Code to promote public health, safety and general welfare. 

C. Comprehensive Plan: That the conditional use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan of the 
City.

The approved conditional use and development plan shall be binding on the property until an amendment 
is approved changing the use of the property. Except as otherwise recommended by the Planning 
Commission, the development of a conditional use shall conform to the applicable regulations of the 
district in which it is to be located. (Ord. 80-131; Ord. 82-247; Ord. 91-30; Ord. 94-107; Ord. 01-42) 
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Hannah,

Following are our comments regarding the application by Patrick Meade of
Iron Mountain Demolition and Roll-Off. Mr Meade cites several legitimate
business reasons for the request. Our concerns are primarily with the
resultant contamination, including air pollution, water runoff, and
blowing trash. 

1)  DUST - The majority of the debris being transferred is, and in the
future will be, quite dusty. During hours of operation, the airborne
particulates from this transfer operation are distributed throughout the
immediately surrounding neighborhoods. The plume of dust is consistently
visible during the majority of transfer operations. On calm days the
contamination simply rises into the air and then settles into the
surrounding area. Any air movement causes the pollutants to be carried
greater distances, affecting any number of other properties in the
neighborhood. El Paso County fugitive dust control regulations require
that any operation generating these type of pollutants must provide some
process of continual mitigation. 

2)  WATER - After numerous weeks of observing this trash transfer
operation on a daily basis, we have seen watering, as a form of dust
control, on only one occasion. That one watering process started in the
early afternoon and lasted about an hour. Our observations have been for
brief intervals, ranging from a few minutes to more than an hour so it
is entirely possible that water was sprayed on the debris, to reduce
fugitive dust, at other times.  Although our property would not be
directly affected by any water run-off, if spraying water was
continually used as a means to control the airborne pollutants, the
resultant water runoff would become a concern because of the pollutants
it would carry with it. It would seem prudent that all water
accumulating from dust control measures should be contained on site and
not allowed to migrate onto other properties or into the storm drainage
system. That contaminated water should, likewise, not be dumped directly
into the sanitary sewers for the waste water treatment plant to have to
deal with. 

��������



3)  RAIN - Although the concrete blocks along the perimeter could
contain the larger pieces of rubbish, incidences of heavy rain would
carry large quantities of adulterated water into the storm sewers and
ultimately into our streams. If allowed, the proposed design of the site
would allow tremendous amounts of pollutant laden water to ultimately
flow into our waterways during and after each of the torrential rain
events, which are so common during our summer season. Because the
dumping, piling, and transferring occurs on a paved area exposed to the
elements, even the runoff from lesser rains would consistently pick up
contaminants and introduce them into our streams and creeks.. This would
be an ever compounding problem which would affect not only the waterways
in our immediate area but eventually all bodies of water into which
Fountain Creek Flows. 

4)  WIND - The practice of lifting trash high into the open air is an
invitation to scatter rubbish throughout the neighborhood anytime there
is wind. Naturally the mass that is firmly grasped by the excavator is
mostly placed into the receiving trailer but as the mass is piled,
grasped, lifted, transferred, and placed into the trailer, small pieces
of loose debris are scattered. The winds, which are so common, carry
countless of the smaller and lighter pieces of refuse off the
applicant's property and into the surrounding neighborhood. 

5)  RECYCLING - While the applicant's stated intentions of recycling are
commendable, we have to question the assertion as to the quantity
currently being recycled. We observe a small metal collection bin at the
site, but have never witnessed any persons engaged in sorting and
separating any other materials for recycling. If more than a ton of
material is currently being recycled each day it is curious how that is
being accomplished. 

As proposed, the applicant's operation would indeed create several
benefits but it is notable that the greatest beneficiary is the
applicant themselves. The applicants request merits serious
consideration as a legitimate business request. Our concerns involve the
resultant continuing pollution and scattering of debris which would
continue indefinitely if the currently unpermitted transfer operation is
allowed to continue as proposed. 

Our request is that any regulatory approval would be predicated upon the
condition that all pollutants on the applicants site not be allowed to
be carried offsite  to become a permanent public hazard, health concern,
and annoyance. With a more comprehensive plan the applicant could still
enjoy a profitable business operation, be a better neighbor, and not
generate their profits to the detriment of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

    Russ Palmer 
Alexander Properties 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Land Use Review Division 

 

  FIGURE 7 
 

 
 

NOTICE OF ZONING ORDINANCE VIOLATION 
 

Jan 28, 2015 
 
Erin Meade & Sue Baldwin 
1975 Sunny Brook Cir 
Colorado Springs, CO 80904-1179 
 
RE: CHANGE IN USE OF PROPERTY – USE INCONSISTANT WITH ZONING CLASSIFICATION – CHANGE 
OCCURRED WITHOUT REQUIRED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
3106 & 3150 N CASCADE AVE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80907 – TSN -6331200102 & 6331200104 
 
Dear Property Owners, 
 
A complaint was received and a field inspection along with a review of department documents confirms 
that a change in land use has occurred since 2007 to the above mentioned properties. Records reflect 
that these properties are zoned PUD and as such the current business operation(s) are not consistent 
with that zoning designation. The property is shown to have been of a residential nature and since 2007 
changed into heavy equipment storage and repair.  
 
The purpose of this letter is to ask for your voluntary cooperation in resolving this zoning and land use 
violation. We ask that this occur by March 31, 2015 to insure that this matter is not advanced to the 
next level of code enforcement which includes the possibility of fines, penalties and/or a court 
appearance. Compliance can be achieved by: 
 

1. Ceasing the improper land use business and storage lot operation(s) and moving them to a 
location where this type business activity is allowed AND  

2. Returning the property to a use consistent with the PUD zoning classification.  
 
If you have questions or prefer to discuss this matter in greater detail, I may be reached at 719-385-
5353 or by e-mail at dwolf@springsgov.com. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
Dennis Wolf 
Land Use Inspector 
 
Cc tenant(s) 



PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Land Use Review Division

 
 
 

NOTICE OF ZONING ORDINANCE VIOLATION 
November 24, 2015 
 
Meade Holdings LLC 
3150 N Cascade Ave 
Colorado Springs, CO 80907 
 
RE: CHANGE IN USE OF PROPERTY – USE INCONSISTANT WITH ZONING CLASSIFICATION – CHANGE OCCURRED WITHOUT REQUIRED 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN - 3106 & 3150 & 3310 & 3320 N CASCADE AVE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80907 – TSN -6331200102 & 
6331200104 & 6331200102 & 6331200104 
 
Dear Property Owners, 
 
A complaint was received regarding current land use of the above properties. A field inspection was conducted along with a review 
of department documents confirming that a change in land use has occurred since 2007 to the 3106 & 3150 N Cascade Ave 
properties. Records reflect that these properties are zoned PUD (for a mobile home park use) and as such the current business 
operation(s) are not consistent with that zoning designation. The property is shown to have been of a residential nature and since 
2007 changed into heavy equipment storage and repair. 
 
Additionally, the properties at 3310 & 3320 N Cascade Ave are zoned M-1, Light Industrial with a current use as a waste transfer 
station; this use requires a conditional use approval within the M-1 zone; records show this use has not been approved for this 
activity. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to ask for your voluntary cooperation in resolving these zoning and land use violations. We ask that 
these business activities cease upon receipt of this letter and that you submit the enclosed Pre App meeting request form and meet 
with a city planner to discuss your intensions for the continued use (particularly involving the properties at 3310 and 3320 N 
Cascade. We ask that the application form be submitted by Dec 11, 2015 to insure that this matter is not advanced to the next level 
of code enforcement which includes the possibility of fines, penalties and/or a court appearance. Compliance can be achieved by: 
 

1. Immediately ceasing the improper land use operations and storage/transfer business and moving these business activities 
to a location where these type business activities is allowed AND returning the properties to the previous use consistent 
with the PUD and M-1 zoning classification. 

2. Submitting a Pre-Application form and meeting with the principle planner for your properties to discuss necessary action(s) 
for development plan submittal(s). (Submission of a Pre App form does not guarantee you will be successful in obtaining 
support for your intended activities.) 

 
If you have questions or prefer to discuss this matter in greater detail, I may be reached at 719-385-5353 or by e-mail at 
dwolf@springsgov.com. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
Dennis Wolf 
Land Use Inspector 
 

30 S. Nevada Ave., Suite 105 • Tel: 719-385-5905 • Fax: 719-385-5167
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1575, Mail Code 155 • Colorado Springs, CO  80901-1575 
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City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC ZC 16-00002, Version: 1

Request by Equity Ventures on behalf of Ethan Allen Retail Inc., for approval of a change of zone
district from PBC/CR (Planned Business Center with Conditions of Record) to PBC/CR (Planned
Business Center with Conditions of Record).  The change would allow for a change to the conditions
of record and use restrictions to allow Specialty Food Sales in a facility no larger than 18,000 square
feet.
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Katie Carleo, Principal Planner, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the zone change from PBC/CR (Planned Business Center with Conditions of Record) to
PBC/CR (Planned Business Center with Conditions of Record) 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

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/9/2016Page 1 of 1
powered by Legistar™
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7.5.603: FINDINGS:

A. Amendments To This Zoning Code: Amendments to the text of this Zoning Code may be 
approved by the City Council.

B.  Establishment Or Change Of Zone District Boundaries: A proposal for the establishment or 
change of zone district boundaries may be approved by the City Council only if the following findings 
are made:

1. The action will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare.

2. The proposal is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

3. Where a master plan exists, the proposal is consistent with such plan or an approved 
amendment to such plan. Master plans that have been classified as implemented do not have to 
be amended in order to be considered consistent with a zone change request.

4. For MU zone districts the proposal is consistent with any locational criteria for the 
establishment of the zone district, as stated in article 3, "Land Use Zoning Districts", of this 
chapter. (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 97-111; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 12-76)



City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC DP 98-00346-A7MN16, Version: 1

Request by Equity Ventures on behalf of Ethan Allen Retail Inc., for approval of a minor amendment to the
Shoppes on Academy Development Plan.  The amendment would allow for a change to the conditions for
allowable uses to allow Specialty Food Sales, facility no larger than 18,000 square feet, on Lot 3 only.

The site consists of 1.29 acres is currently zoned PBC/CR (Planned Business Center with Conditions of
Record) and  located northwest of Shrider Rd and North Academy Blvd at 7298 N. Academy Blvd .
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Katie Carleo, Principal Planner, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the minor amendment to the Shoppes on Academy Development Plan, based upon the
finding that the amendment complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.502.E.

N/A
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEM NO:

STAFF: KATIE CARLEO

FILE NO(S):
CPC ZC 16-00002 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

CPC DP 98-00366-A7MN16 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: NATURAL GROCERS AT THE SHOPPES ON ACADEMY

APPLICANT: EQUITY VENTURES

OWNER: ETHAN ALLEN RETAIL INC.

PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Description:  

This project includes concurrent applications for a minor amendment to the Shoppes on 
Academy Development Plan and a zone change for Lot 3 North Academy III Filing No.1. 
The property is located northwest of Shrider Road and North Academy Boulevard.



The rezone proposes to change the conditions of record for allowable uses in the 
development to allow Specialty Food Sales, with a facility no larger than 18,000 square 
feet, as an allowable use for Lot 3 only.  The proposed minor development plan 
amendment will reflect this allowable use for Lot 3. (FIGURE 1)

2. Applicant’s Project Statement: (FIGURE 2)

3. Planning and Development Team’s Recommendation: 
            Staff recommends approval of the applications.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address: 7298 North Academy Boulevard
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use: PBC/CR – Commercial Center
3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use: North: PBC – Commercial Center

South: PBC – Commercial Center
East: PBC – Commercial Center
West: R – Single Family Residential 

4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use: The 2020 Land Use Map illustrates 
this property as part of the New/Developing Corridor designation.

5. Annexation: The property was annexed in 1994 FCY Estates #2.
6. Master Plan/Designated Master Plan Land Use: None
7. Subdivision: North Academy III Filing No. 1
8. Zoning Enforcement Action: None
9. Physical Characteristics: This lot is fully developed with an existing 17,980 square foot

commercial building, associated landscape and parking.

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT:
The public process for this project included posting the site and sending postcards to 77 
property owners within 500 feet.  On December 9, 2015 a neighborhood meeting was held as 
part of the pre-application stage. There were eight citizens in attendance.  In addition, a second
neighborhood meeting was held on January 27, 2016 as part of the internal review stage. There 
were five citizens in attendance. Staff received two written comments from the neighbors, one of 
which is a letter from the Falcon Estates HOA.  These comments are attached as FIGURE 3.

During the public comment and neighborhood meeting process comments were raised about 
the operating hours and deliveries for the new intended use.  This minor amendment will not 
affect notes that already exist on the development plan restricting hours of operation and 
deliveries, these restrictions will be maintained. In addition comments were raised in regards to 
traffic redesign at the Shrider Road and North Academy Boulevard intersection.  The 
intersection configuration is not part of this application. The redesign and signal installation was 
approved through the City Traffic department as part of changes to North Academy Boulevard.

Staff also sent the plans to the standard internal and external review agencies for comments.  
All comments received from the review agencies have been addressed.  Commenting agencies 
included Colorado Springs Utilities, City Engineering, City Traffic, and City Fire.

ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER 
PLAN CONFORMANCE:

1. Review Criteria / Design & Development Issues:



This project requires a rezone of Lot 3 North Academy III to allow Specialty Food Sales.  
The site is currently zoned PBC/CR with conditions of record that restrict General Food 
and Convenience Food sales.  Specialty Food Sales is a permissible use in a standard 
PBC zone district.  The rezone will establish the allowance of Specialty Food Sales on 
Lot 3 only, reflected similarly in the minor amendment to the Shoppes on Academy 
Development Plan.  The surrounding area is developed as a commercial center. The 
proposed use fits well with the intention of this commercial corridor.

PBC/CR Rezone
The property was previously zoned in 1996 as PBC/CR.  That ordinance called out
specifically as a condition of record the uses that were not permitted within this PBC 
district.  Those uses restricted include Sexually Oriented Business, Night Clubs and 
Movie Theaters, Bars, Automotive and Equipment Sales and/or Service, Drive-In or Fast 
Food Restaurants, Liquor Sales, Teen or Young Adult Clubs, Funeral Services, and 
General Food or Convenience Food Sales.  With the applicant’s intention for a Specialty 
Food Sales use, Natural Grocers, Lot 3 is being rezoned to allow Specialty Food Sales 
establishment with a facility no larger than 18,000 square feet.  All other established 
restrictions as part of the previous zoning will be maintained as part of this rezone.
(FIGURE 4)  This use is appropriate within this commercial center and is an opportunity 
for redevelopment along North Academy Boulevard.

Minor Development Plan Amendment
The minor development plan amendment does not include any building, landscape, 
parking or significant lot changes.  The proposed use is intended to infill the existing 
Ethan Allen building.  The minor amendment reflects changes to the established 
restricted uses as notes to the development plan.  Associated parking is affected by the 
change in use. However, all parking requirements are met on this lot with existing 
parking in accordance to City Code requirements. (FIGURE 1)

2. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan:
The 2020 Land Use Map illustrates this property as part of the New/Developing Corridor 
designation.  Staff finds this project maintains the intent for a developing corridor and 
substantially aligns with the City Comprehensive Plan and the Plan’s goals and 
objectives.

Objective LU 4: Encourage infill and redevelopment
Encourage redevelopment opportunities for project that are in character and context with 
the existing and surrounding development; making good use of the City’s infrastructure.

Objective LU 2: Develop a Land Use pattern that preserves the City’s Natural 
Environment, Livability, and sense of community.
Encourage a focused pattern of development for more efficient use of land and 
resources rather than scattered development.

Policy LU 203: Develop a land use patter that is mutually supportive with the 
intermodal transportation system.
Develop opportunity for increased pedestrian, bicycle and transit travel and reduce the 
need for automobile use.

It is the finding of the Land Use Review Division that the minor amendment to the 
Shoppes on Academy Development Plan and the Shoppes on Academy Lot 3 zone 



change will substantially conform to the City Comprehensive Plan 2020 Land Use 
Map and the Plan’s goals and objectives.

3. Conformance with the Area’s Master Plan: This area is part of the Falcon, Columbine & 
Yorkshire Estates Master Plan.  This request does comply with this master plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Item No: ?? CPC ZC 16-00002
Approve the zone change from PBC/CR (Planned Business Center with Conditions of Record) 
to PBC/CR (Planned Business Center with Conditions of Record) 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

Item No: ?? CPC DP 98-00366-A7MN16
Approve the minor amendment to the Shoppes on Academy Development Plan, based upon
the finding that the amendment complies with the review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.502.E.
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Home Owners Association of Falcon Estates, Inc. 
Neighbors Dedicated to the Protection and Preservation of Our Neighborhood! 

PO Box 63183, Colorado Springs, CO 80962 
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Home Owners Association of Falcon Estates, Inc. 
Neighbors Dedicated to the Protection and Preservation of Our Neighborhood! 

PO Box 63183, Colorado Springs, CO 80962 
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Carleo, Katie

From: CenturyLink Customer <scnauert@q.com>
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2016 7:23 PM
To: Carleo, Katie
Subject: CPC DP 98-00366-A7MN16

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Katie,�
�
We�are�residents�of�Falcon�Estates�and�attended�the�neighborhood�meeting�on�behalf�of�Natural�Grocers'�application�to�
the�city�to�change�the�zoning�of�the�Ethan�Allen�building�to�specialty�food�sales.��
As�we�stated�in�the�meeting�we�have�concerns�regarding�the�change�in�zoning�and�they�are�outlined�below:�
�
1.�Traffic�Q�The�configuration�of�the�parking�lots�and�the�exit�from�the�lot�onto�Academy�Blvd.via�Shrider�can�not�
accommodate�the�anticipated�traffic�counts�as�presented�in�the�application.�An�increase�of�nearly�500�trips�will�put�
significant�pressure�on�the�existing�traffic�movement�resulting�in�a�gridlock�at�peak�times.�Megan�stated�in�the�meeting�
that�city�traffic�would�be�involved�and�some�information�would�be�forthcoming.�To�date�we�have�not�received�any�
further�information.�Our�concern�is�not�just�the�time�involved�in�sitting�in�traffic�while�we�exit�our�neighborhood�for�
work,�school,�church,�etc.�but�the�potential�impact�on�the�ability�of�emergency�services�to�access�our�neighborhood.�
Another�point�we�discussed�was�the�need�for�a�left�turn�arrow�for�the�east/west�bound�Shrider�traffic�accesses�on�to�
Academy�Blvd.�This�would�certainly�alleviate�some�of�the�traffic�problems�that�exist�now�and�which�will�only�be�
exacerbated�by�500�additional�trips�through�the�area.�
�
2.�Deliveries�Q�We�were�told�at�the�meeting�that�deliveries�would�continue�to�be�made�at�the�existing�south�delivery�
doors.�Our�concern�on�delivery�vehicles�is�that�the�vehicles�for�a�grocer�are�generally�larger�than�that�for�Ethan�Allen.�
Truckers�may�find�it�easier�to�deliver�behind�the�store.�Delivery�trucks�parking�on�the�frontage�road�(neighborhood�
access�road�between�Shrider�and�Collins)�would�cause�a�traffic�hazard�for�the�residents�of�Falcon�Estates�as�well�as�
emergency�vehicles.�We�would�request�installation�of�"Fire�Lane�no�parking�signs"�on�that�section�of�the�road.�
�
3.�Dumpsters�Q�Ethan�Allen�currently�produces�a�small�amount�of�"clean�trash",�i.e.�cardboard,�plastic�sheets,�etc.�A�
grocer�will�generate�dirtier,�messier�and�smellier�trash�as�can�be�seen�behind�Natural�Grocers'�existing�store�just�down�
the�street.�Currently�Ethan�Allen�has�a�small�dumpster�in�an�enclosure�which�is�gated�and�has�a�stucco�exterior�to�match�
the�building.�We�would�expect�Natural�Grocers�to�do�the�same.�We�would�certainly�expect�it�to�be�larger�but�it�should�
continue�to�be�unobtrusive�to�our�views�as�we�enter�and�exit�our�neighborhood.��
�
4.�Landscape�Q�There�is�currently�a�grass�and�treed�landscape�buffer�immediately�behind�and�to�the�west�of�the�building.�
We�would�expect�that�to�be�maintained�as�it�has�been�in�the�past.�Therefore�the�dumpsters�mentioned�in�item�3�above�
must�not�be�installed�behind�the�building�but�in�the�parking�lot�as�the�existing�one�is�now.��
�
Therefore,�if�the�city�can�address�and�resolve�some�of�our�concerns�outlined�above,�we�would�support�the�change�in�
zoning�for�Natural�Grocers.�We�hope�that�by�changing�the�zoning�on�this�property,�we�are�not�opening�the�door�to�any�
other�changes�in�this�shopping�center.�We�worked�very�hard�with�the�city�and�developers�during�the�initial�development�
and�annexation�to�keep�the�integrity�of�our�neighborhood.�We�certainly�hope�the�city�will�continue�to�protect�the�
neighborhood.�
�
Respectfully,�
Chuck�and�Steph�Nauert�
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7.5.502 (E): DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA: 

E. Development Plan Review Criteria: A development plan shall be reviewed using the criteria listed 
below. No development plan shall be approved unless the plan complies with all the requirements of 
the zone district in which it is located, is consistent with the intent and purpose of this Zoning Code 
and is compatible with the land uses surrounding the site. Alternate and/or additional development 
plan criteria may be included as a part of an FBZ regulating plan.

1. Will the project design be harmonious with the surrounding land uses and neighborhood?

2. Will the proposed land uses be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood? Will the proposed 
development overburden the capacities of existing streets, utilities, parks, schools and other 
public facilities?

3. Will the structures be located to minimize the impact of their use and bulk on adjacent properties?

4. Will landscaping, berms, fences and/or walls be provided to buffer the site from undesirable 
views, noise, lighting or other off site negative influences and to buffer adjacent properties from 
negative influences that may be created by the proposed development?

5. Will vehicular access from the project to streets outside the project be combined, limited, located, 
designed and controlled to channel traffic to and from such areas conveniently and safely and in 
such a manner which minimizes traffic friction, noise and pollution and promotes free traffic flow 
without excessive interruption?

6. Will all the streets and drives provide logical, safe and convenient vehicular access to the facilities 
within the project?

7. Will streets and drives within the project area be connected to streets outside the project area in 
such a way that discourages their use by through traffic?

8. Will adequately sized parking areas be located throughout the project to provide safe and 
convenient access to specific facilities?

9. Will safe and convenient provision for the access and movement of handicapped persons and
parking of vehicles for the handicapped be accommodated in the project design?

10. Will the design of streets, drives and parking areas within the project result in a minimum of area 
devoted to asphalt?

11. Will pedestrian walkways be functionally separated from vehicular traffic and landscaped to 
accomplish this? Will pedestrian walkways be designed and located in combination with other 
easements that are not used by motor vehicles?

12. Does the design encourage the preservation of significant natural features such as healthy 
vegetation, drainage channels, steep slopes and rock outcroppings? Are these significant natural 
features incorporated into the project design? (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 95-125; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 02-64; 
Ord. 03-74; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 09-50; Ord. 09-78)





City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC DP 15-00104, Version: 1

A request by Olsson Associates on behalf of Kum & Go and FN, LLC - Wiepking Real Estate
Investment for approval of a development plan for Kum & Go # 687 for the purpose of a convenience
store including fuel sales.  The site consists of 2.47 acres and located just east Wooten at the
northeast corner of Wooten and E. Platte Ave., is zoned C-5/AO/APZ-2 (Intermediate Business with
Airport Overlay and Accident Potential Subzone 2).
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Mike Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the Kum & Go Development Plan, based upon the finding that development plan complies
with the development plan 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. Continue coordination with City and Traffic Engineering to ensure all points of access issues
have been resolved.
2. Continue coordination with City and Traffic Engineering regarding turn/stacking lane on west
bound Platte as part of proposed access.
3. Please add the following note to the development site plan: "In lieu of constructing the median
in Wooten Road, the developer/owner is required to escrow $17,600.00 to City Traffic Engineering
prior to issuing the building permit."
4. The proposed public utility easement must allow 15’ on the north side of the water line.  If this
cannot be achieved, the water main can be relocated within the new Edison Avenue alignment.
5. No trees/structures shall be located within any utility easements and/or within 15’ of any
Colorado Springs Utilities’ wastewater and water mainlines. Modify the Landscape/Development Plan
to reflect this requirement. The proposed trees located within the utility easement cannot be installed
as proposed and cannot be installed in the easement or within 15’ of the water main.
6. The proposed porous detention cannot be located within the PUE or over the existing water
and electric facilities.

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/9/2016Page 1 of 1
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7.5.502 (E): DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA: 

E. Development Plan Review Criteria: A development plan shall be reviewed using the criteria listed 
below. No development plan shall be approved unless the plan complies with all the requirements of 
the zone district in which it is located, is consistent with the intent and purpose of this Zoning Code 
and is compatible with the land uses surrounding the site. Alternate and/or additional development 
plan criteria may be included as a part of an FBZ regulating plan.

1. Will the project design be harmonious with the surrounding land uses and neighborhood?

2. Will the proposed land uses be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood? Will the proposed 
development overburden the capacities of existing streets, utilities, parks, schools and other 
public facilities?

3. Will the structures be located to minimize the impact of their use and bulk on adjacent properties?

4. Will landscaping, berms, fences and/or walls be provided to buffer the site from undesirable 
views, noise, lighting or other off site negative influences and to buffer adjacent properties from 
negative influences that may be created by the proposed development?

5. Will vehicular access from the project to streets outside the project be combined, limited, located, 
designed and controlled to channel traffic to and from such areas conveniently and safely and in 
such a manner which minimizes traffic friction, noise and pollution and promotes free traffic flow 
without excessive interruption?

6. Will all the streets and drives provide logical, safe and convenient vehicular access to the facilities 
within the project?

7. Will streets and drives within the project area be connected to streets outside the project area in 
such a way that discourages their use by through traffic?

8. Will adequately sized parking areas be located throughout the project to provide safe and 
convenient access to specific facilities?

9. Will safe and convenient provision for the access and movement of handicapped persons and
parking of vehicles for the handicapped be accommodated in the project design?

10. Will the design of streets, drives and parking areas within the project result in a minimum of area 
devoted to asphalt?

11. Will pedestrian walkways be functionally separated from vehicular traffic and landscaped to 
accomplish this? Will pedestrian walkways be designed and located in combination with other 
easements that are not used by motor vehicles?

12. Does the design encourage the preservation of significant natural features such as healthy 
vegetation, drainage channels, steep slopes and rock outcroppings? Are these significant natural 
features incorporated into the project design? (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 95-125; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 02-64; 
Ord. 03-74; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 09-50; Ord. 09-78)



City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC V 15-00106, Version: 1

A request by Olsson Associates on behalf of Kum & Go and FN, LLC - Wiepking Real Estate
Investment for approval of Vacation of Right-of-Way for a portion of Edison Rd.  The vacation request
consists of the 40-foot right-of-way width and a length of approximately 180-feet consisting of 16,737
square feet (.384 acres). The site consists of 2.47 acres and located just east Wooten at the
northeast corner of Wooten and E. Platte Ave., is zoned C-5/AO/APZ-2 (Intermediate Business with
Airport Overlay and Accident Potential Subzone 2).
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Mike Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the vacation of right-of-way, based upon the finding that the vacation request complies with
the vacation of right-of-way review criteria in City Code Section 7.7.402.C, contingent upon the
following technical and/or informational modifications to the plat:

1. Change verbiage in the title from “sketch” to “plat”.
2. On vicinity map, identify the location of the right-of-way to be vacated in lieu of the entire
property.

N/A
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NEW BUSINESS

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEM NO:

STAFF:    MIKE SCHULTZ

FILE NO(S):
CPC V 15-00106 – LEGISLATIVE

CPC DP 15-00104 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: EAST PLATTE & WOOTEN KUM & GO

APPLICANT: OLSSON ASSOCIATES

OWNER: FN, LLC 



PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Description: This proposal is to vacate a portion of Edison Avenue and realign the 

roadway to the north along Wooten Road. Accompanying the vacation request is a development 
plan for a convenience/fuel sales use comprised of a 2.47-acre site.  The property is located at 
the northeast corner of Platte Avenue and Wooten Road.

The applicant is requesting a vacation of right-of-way of .384 acres and approval of a 
development plan that illustrates the proposed realignment of Edison Avenue to the north 
connecting at Wooten Road. The development plan for the property includes a 6,217 square foot 
convenience store and fueling area with 10 fuel pumps. (FIGURE 1) 

A subdivision plat is being processed administratively.

2. Applicant’s Project Statement: (FIGURE 2)
3. Planning and Development Department’s Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the 

applications, subject to the listed modifications.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address: 4810 Edison Avenue
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use: C-5/Vacant parking lot
3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use: North: PIP-1/Mix of Commercial/Industrial

South: C-5/RV Sales and PIP-2/Mini-storage
East: PIP-1/Vacant Parking Lot (proposed for rezone)
West: PIP-1/Office

4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use: Employment Center
5. Annexation: Smartt’s Addition #9, 1963 
6. Master Plan/Designated Master Plan Land Use: There is no master plan for this site.
7. Subdivision: Platte Business Center Filing No. 2
8. Zoning Enforcement Action: No enforcement cases are active.
9. Physical Characteristics: The site is mostly paved, being a portion of a parking lot and the Edison 

Avenue frontage.

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT: The public process included posting of the site 
and sending postcards to 13 property owners within 500 feet during the internal review and prior to 
the City Planning Commission meeting. No public comments in opposition were received. Calvary 
Chapel Eastside (5090 Edison Avenue) sent an e-mail in support of the project.

Staff also sent the plans to the standard internal and external review agencies for comments. 
Commenting agencies included Colorado Springs Utilities, City Engineering, City Traffic, City Fire, 
City Landscape, Police and E-911.

ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER PLAN 
CONFORMANCE:

1. Review Criteria / Design & Development Issues:
The Kum & Go project proposes to vacate .384 acres of the Edison Avenue frontage road
(FIGURE 3) and realign Edison Avenue to the north and away from the Platte Avenue 
intersection. The development plan proposes a 6,217 square foot convenience store and fueling 
area with 10 covered fuel pumps on the 2.47 acre property.  The purpose of realigning the 
frontage road is two-fold: the intersection design now is unsafe for motorists due to the proximity 
of the Platte Avenue intersection and secondly, realignment provides the applicant a “hard 
corner” for identification purposes.  Removal of the roadway asphalt will be the responsibility of 
the developer; the area will be replaced with required site landscaping.

The realignment of Edison Avenue is also being coordinated with a separate, but concurrent, 
application for a zone change and concept plan for the property immediately to the east of the 
site. That project will be considered as part of the same February CPC agenda and proposes a 



small shopping center building.  The anticipated combination of commercial traffic for both uses 
triggered the need to redesign the easterly frontage road from Wooten Road to reduce risks of 
vehicle turning conflicts at the intersection. The City plans to monitor the intersection to determine 
if or when other traffic improvements may be warranted. Those improvements could include a 
center lane median or a potential realignment of the west leg of Edison Avenue away from the 
Platte Avenue intersection.  

Access points into the commercial/industrial site to the north will be reconfigured and will continue 
to allow vehicular access off the realigned frontage road. City Traffic has also agreed to allow a 
new access from Platte Avenue onto the Edison Avenue frontage road.  Attached is an aerial 
photo providing an overall layout of the proposed street realignment (with access locations), the 
Kum & Go station along with the adjacent concept plan. (FIGURE 4)

Staff is processing a concurrent subdivision plat that dedicates the realigned frontage road right-
of-way. The vacation is being processed as a vacation plat which will require signatures by 
various departments and the Mayor. The subdivision plat and vacation plat will be recorded 
concurrently.

Staff has reviewed the vacation of right-of-way and development plan and has found that the 
applications are consistent with the review criteria and standards of City Code. 

2. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan:
Objective LU 3: Develop A Mix of Interdependent, Compatible, and Mutually Supportive Land 
Uses
Over the past several decades, the location and design of development have created a pattern of 
isolated, disconnected, single-purpose land uses. An alternative to this type of land use pattern is 
one that integrates multiple uses, shortens and reduces automobile trips, promotes pedestrian 
and bicycling accessibility, decreases infrastructure and housing costs, and in general, can be 
provided with urban services in a more cost-effective manner.

Objective LU 4: Encourage Infill and Redevelopment 
Encourage infill and redevelopment projects that are in character and context with existing, 
surrounding development. Infill and redevelopment projects in existing neighborhoods make good 
use of the City's infrastructure. If properly designed, these projects can serve an important role in 
achieving quality, mixed-use neighborhoods. In some instances, sensitively designed, high quality 
infill and redevelopment projects can help stabilize and revitalize existing older neighborhoods.

Objective LU 7: Develop Shopping and Service Areas to be Convenient to Use and
Compatible with Their Surroundings 
Colorado Springs has numerous commercial areas that provide the necessary goods and 
services for visitors and regional, community, and neighborhood residents. The location and 
design of these areas not only has a profound effect on the financial success of commercial 
businesses, but also on the quality of life for the residents. Regardless of whether a commercial 
development is intended to serve neighborhood, community, citywide, or regional functions, it 
must be located and designed to balance pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, and, in many cases, 
transit access. In addition, the location and design of commercial uses must be integrated into 
surrounding areas, rather than altering the character of surrounding land uses and 
neighborhoods. Incorporating a mix of uses will increase the diversity and vitality of commercial 
areas.

The Kum & Go project will provide a commercial use within an area that is void of these services 
east of Murray Boulevard. This infill project will help reinvigorate a stretch of Platte Avenue that is 
underserved for convenience store and retail uses. Staff anticipates additional commercial 
interest could eventually occur on the south side of Platte Avenue near the existing flea market.

3. Conformance with the Area’s Master Plan:



This property is not part of a master plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Item No: CPC V 15-00106 – VACATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY
Approve the vacation of right-of-way, based upon the finding that the vacation request complies with the 
vacation of right-of-way review criteria in City Code Section 7.7.402.C, contingent upon the following 
technical and/or informational modifications to the plat:

1. Change verbiage in the title from “sketch” to “plat”.
2. On vicinity map, identify the location of the right-of-way to be vacated in lieu of the entire property.

Item No: CPC DP 15-00104 – DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Approve the Kum & Go Development Plan, based upon the finding that development plan complies with 
the development plan 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. Continue coordination with City and Traffic Engineering to ensure all points of access issues have 

been resolved.
2. Continue coordination with City and Traffic Engineering regarding turn/stacking lane on west 

bound Platte as part of proposed access.
3. Please add the following note to the development site plan: "In lieu of constructing the median in 

Wooten Road, the developer/owner is required to escrow $17,600.00 to City Traffic Engineering 
prior to issuing the building permit."

4. The proposed public utility easement must allow 15’ on the north side of the water line.  If this 
cannot be achieved, the water main can be relocated within the new Edison Avenue alignment.

5. No trees/structures shall be located within any utility easements and/or within 15’ of any Colorado 
Springs Utilities’ wastewater and water mainlines. Modify the Landscape/Development Plan to 
reflect this requirement. The proposed trees located within the utility easement cannot be 
installed as proposed and cannot be installed in the easement or within 15’ of the water main.

6. The proposed porous detention cannot be located within the PUE or over the existing water and 
electric facilities.
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WOOTEN ROAD
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VACATION PLAT REVIEW CRITERIA:
7.7.402 (C): VACATION PROCEDURES 

C. Review Criteria: The vacation of right of way is solely at the discretion of the City Council. An 
application for vacation of public right of way may be approved by City Council only if the request 
complies with the following criteria: 

1. The right of way is no longer needed for public transportation purposes; 
2. The vacation will not adversely impact use of the right of way for public utility and/or drainage 

purposes;
3. The vacation will not adversely impact the uniform width of the remaining portions of the public 

right of way along the block frontage for which vacation is sought; 
4. Access to lots or properties surrounding the public right of way will not be adversely affected; and 
5. The vacation is consistent with the purpose of this Subdivision Code. (Ord. 96-44; Ord. 01-42; 

Ord. 06-13) 





City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC ZC 15-00130, Version: 1

A request by FN, LLC for approval of a zone change from PIP-1/CU/AO/APZ-2 (Planned Industrial Park with a
Conditional Use and Airport Overlay and Accident Potential Subzone 2) to C-5/AO/APZ-2 (Intermediate
Business with Airport Overlay and Accident Potential Subzone 2).

Presenter:
Mike Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the zone change request from PIP-1/AO (Planned Industrial Park with Airport Overlay) to C-
5/AO (Intermediate Business with Airport Overlay) 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.

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/10/2016Page 1 of 1
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7.5.603: FINDINGS:

A. Amendments To This Zoning Code: Amendments to the text of this Zoning Code may be 
approved by the City Council.

B.  Establishment Or Change Of Zone District Boundaries: A proposal for the establishment or 
change of zone district boundaries may be approved by the City Council only if the following findings 
are made:

1. The action will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare.

2. The proposal is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

3. Where a master plan exists, the proposal is consistent with such plan or an approved 
amendment to such plan. Master plans that have been classified as implemented do not have to 
be amended in order to be considered consistent with a zone change request.

4. For MU zone districts the proposal is consistent with any locational criteria for the 
establishment of the zone district, as stated in article 3, "Land Use Zoning Districts", of this 
chapter. (Ord. 94-107; Ord. 97-111; Ord. 01-42; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 12-76)



City of Colorado Springs

Memorandum

City Hall
107 N. Nevada Avenue

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

File #: CPC CP 15-00131, Version: 1

A request by FN, LLC for approval of a concept plan for Platte Business Center Filing 2B to allow for
two commercial lots. This plan is in conjunction with the proposed realignment of Edison Ave.

The subject property consists of 5.62 acres, located at 4930 Edison Ave and is currently zoned PIP-
1/CU/AO/APZ-2 (Planned Industrial Park with a Conditional Use and Airport Overlay and Accident
Potential Subzone 2).
(Quasi-Judicial)

Presenter:
Mike Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Community Development

  Proposed Motion:
Approve the Platte Business Center Filing 2B Concept Plan, based upon the finding that the concept
plan complies with the concept plan review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.501.E. contingent upon
addressing the technical and informational modifications listed below.

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Concept Plan:
1. Continue coordination with City and Traffic Engineering to ensure all points of access issues
have been resolved.
2. Continue coordination with City and Traffic Engineering regarding turn/stacking lane on west
bound Platte as part of proposed access.
3. An Avigation Easement or proof of previous filing (book/page or reception number) is
requested.

N/A

City of Colorado Springs Printed on 2/10/2016Page 1 of 1
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NEW BUSINESS

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

ITEM NO:

STAFF:    MIKE SCHULTZ

FILE NO(S):
CPC ZC 15-00130 – QUASI-JUDICIAL
CPC CP 15-00131 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

PROJECT: PLATTE BUSINESS CENTER

APPLICANT: OLSSON ASSOCIATES 

OWNER: FN, LLC 



PROJECT SUMMARY:
1. Project Description: There are two applications as part of this proposal. A zone change request 

from PIP-1/AO (Planned Industrial Park with Airport Overlay) to C-5/AO (Intermediate Business 
with Airport Overlay) and a concept plan that illustrates a general layout for a commercial 
shopping center building on one lot of the two planned lots (FIGURE 1).  Due to a visibility 
concern with one of the tenants, they have left one of the lots vacant.

The proposed zone change and concept plan are closely tied with the adjacent property requests 
involving a vacation of right-of-way for a portion of Edison Avenue and a development plan for a 
convenience store.  

A subdivision plat is being processed administratively.

2. Applicant’s Project Statement: (FIGURE 2)
3. Planning and Development Department’s Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the 

applications, subject to the listed modifications.

BACKGROUND:
1. Site Address: 4930 Edison Avenue
2. Existing Zoning/Land Use: PIP-1/Vacant parking lot
3. Surrounding Zoning/Land Use: North: PIP-1/Mix of Commercial/Industrial

South: C-5/RV Sales and PIP-2/Mini-storage
East: PIP-1/Office
West: PIP-1/Office

4. Comprehensive Plan/Designated 2020 Land Use: Employment Center
5. Annexation: Smartt’s Addition #9, 1963 
6. Master Plan/Designated Master Plan Land Use: There is not a master plan for this site.
7. Subdivision: Platte Business Center Filing No. 2
8. Zoning Enforcement Action: No enforcement cases are active.
9. Physical Characteristics: The site is mostly a paved parking lot.

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AND INVOLVEMENT: The public process included posting of the site 
and sending postcards to 10 property owners within 500 feet during the internal review and prior to 
the City Planning Commission meeting. Initially the Asian Market tenant had issues involving future 
buildings blocking visibility to the business.  The applicant spoke with the tenant and resolved the 
issue (see below discussion in review of issues).

Staff also sent the plans to the standard internal and external review agencies for comments. 
Commenting agencies included Colorado Springs Utilities, City Engineering, City Traffic, City Fire, 
City Landscape, Police and E-911.

ANALYSIS OF REVIEW CRITERIA/MAJOR ISSUES/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & MASTER PLAN 
CONFORMANCE:

1. Review Criteria / Design & Development Issues:
The proposed zone change and concept plan are tied together with the proposed vacation of 
right-of-way of Edison Avenue and the Kum & Go project directly to the west of this site.  Points of 
access have been agreed upon and are shown as part of an attached diagram (FIGURE 3).  The 
purpose of realigning the frontage road is two-fold: the intersection design now is unsafe for 
motorists due to the proximity of the Platte Avenue intersection and secondly, realignment 
provides the applicant a “hard corner” for identification purposes.

The anticipated combination of commercial traffic for both uses triggered the need to redesign the 
easterly frontage road from Wooten Road to reduce risks of vehicle turning conflicts at the 
intersection. The City plans to monitor the intersection to determine if or when other traffic 
improvements may be warranted. Those improvements could include a center lane median or a 
potential realignment of the west leg of Edison Avenue away from the Platte Avenue intersection.  



The site located to the west of the subject property was rezoned to C-5 in 2010. The proposed 
rezone for the remainder of the property to the east would complete the C-5 zoning to allow 
commercial center frontage along Highway 24/Platte Avenue.  The property owner, FN, LLC, is 
working with the tenants of the building to the north; which has become a mix of uses including an 
Asian grocery market on the south side of the building facing Platte Avenue.  Access points into 
the commercial/industrial site will be reconfigured and will continue to allow vehicular access off 
of the realigned frontage road.  City Traffic has agreed to allow a new access from Platte Avenue 
to the Edison Avenue frontage road; east/west traffic would have stop conditions along Edison 
Avenue.

As stated above, the owner of the Asian Market had some initial concerns of a future building pad 
blocking the visibility to his business.  The applicant has removed the building pad from Lot 1 on 
the concept plan which will remain as a free standing parking lot for the foreseeable future. If and 
when a future building is located on the lot, the property owner and staff will work with the tenant 
to appropriately site the building to minimize obstructed views to the market.

Staff is processing concurrent subdivision plats for both properties. Platte Business Center Filing 
2A dedicates the realigned frontage road right-of-way and Filing 2B plats the subject property.  

The vacation request is being processed as a vacation plat which will require signatures by 
various departments and the Mayor. The subdivision plats and vacation plat will be recorded 
concurrently.

Staff has reviewed the zone change and concept plan and has found that the applications are 
consistent with the review criteria and standards of City Code. 

2. Conformance with the City Comprehensive Plan:
Objective LU 3: Develop A Mix of Interdependent, Compatible, and Mutually Supportive Land 
Uses
Over the past several decades, the location and design of development have created a pattern of 
isolated, disconnected, single-purpose land uses. An alternative to this type of land use pattern is 
one that integrates multiple uses, shortens and reduces automobile trips, promotes pedestrian 
and bicycling accessibility, decreases infrastructure and housing costs, and in general, can be 
provided with urban services in a more cost-effective manner.

Strategy LU 302e: Incorporate Mixed-use Activity Center Principles into the Design of New and 
Redeveloping Employment and Commercial Centers 
Design and develop commercial and employment centers as activity centers that include a range 
of integrated uses, such as retail, concentrated office, research and development, institutional, 
entertainment, and civic activities.

Objective LU 4: Encourage Infill and Redevelopment 
Encourage infill and redevelopment projects that are in character and context with existing, 
surrounding development. Infill and redevelopment projects in existing neighborhoods make good 
use of the City's infrastructure. If properly designed, these projects can serve an important role in 
achieving quality, mixed-use neighborhoods. In some instances, sensitively designed, high quality 
infill and redevelopment projects can help stabilize and revitalize existing older neighborhoods.

Strategy LU 701e: Combine Commercial and Employment Uses in Regional Centers Designed to 
Serve Residents throughout the City and the Region 
Combine commercial center with employment center uses so that they are mutually supportive in 
a single, integrated regional destination. Include the full range of mixed uses from regional mall 
anchor stores and corporate headquarters to specialty retail and higher density housing. Design 
commercial uses in regional centers with good external access from limited access freeways and 



good internal circulation via a system of commercial streets, pedestrian paths, and well-designed 
parking.

The future commercial use of the property will provide a commercial/retail component use within 
an area that is void of these services east of Murray Blvd. This infill project will help reinvigorate a 
stretch of Platte Avenue that is underserved for retail uses. Staff anticipates additional 
commercial interest could eventually occur on the south side of Platte Avenue near the existing 
flea market.

3. Conformance with the Area’s Master Plan:
This property is not part of a master plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Item No: CPC ZC 15-00130 – ZONE CHANGE
Approve the zone change request from PIP-1/AO (Planned Industrial Park with Airport Overlay) to C-
5/AO (Intermediate Business with Airport Overlay) 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

Item No: CPC CP 15-00131 – CONCEPT PLAN
Approve the Platte Business Center Filing 2B Concept Plan, based upon the finding that the concept 
plan complies with the concept plan review criteria in City Code Section 7.5.501.E. contingent upon 
addressing the technical and informational modifications listed below.

Technical and Informational Modifications to the Concept Plan:
1. Continue coordination with City and Traffic Engineering to ensure all points of access issues have 

been resolved.
2. Continue coordination with City and Traffic Engineering regarding turn/stacking lane on west 

bound Platte as part of proposed access.
3. An Avigation Easement or proof of previous filing (book/page or reception number) is requested. 



FIGURE 1 



FIGURE 2



FIGURE 2



WOOTEN ROAD
MINOR ARTERIAL-PUBLIC

(80' ROW) (35 MPH)

E
. P

LA
TT

E
 A

V
E

N
U

E
E

X
P

R
E

S
S

W
A

Y
-P

U
B

LI
C

(R
O

W
 V

A
R

IE
S

) (
50

 M
P

H
)

T

M
P

 - 
LP

 - 
20

15
v1

6,
21

7 
S

Q
. F

T.

E
D

IS
O

N
 A

V
E

N
U

E
LO

C
A

L-
P

U
B

LI
C

 (5
0'

 R
O

W
)

(2
5 

M
P

H
)

F
IG

U
R

E
 3



7.5.501: CONCEPT PLANS:

E. Concept Plan Review Criteria: A concept plan shall be reviewed using the criteria listed below. No 
concept plan shall be approved unless the plan complies with all the requirements of the zone 
district in which it is located, is consistent with the intent and purpose of this Zoning Code and is 
compatible with the existing and proposed land uses surrounding the site.

1. Will the proposed development have a detrimental effect upon the general health, welfare and 
safety or convenience of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the proposed 
development?

2. Will the proposed density, types of land uses and range of square footages permit adequate 
light and air both on and off the site?

3. Are the permitted uses, bulk requirements and required landscaping appropriate to the type of 
development, the neighborhood and the community?

4. Are the proposed ingress/egress points, traffic circulation, parking areas, loading and service 
areas and pedestrian areas designed to promote safety, convenience and ease of traffic flow 
and pedestrian movement both on and off the site?

5. Will the proposed development overburden the capacities of existing streets, utilities, parks, 
schools and other public facilities?

6. Does the proposed development promote the stabilization and preservation of the existing 
properties in adjacent areas and surrounding residential neighborhoods?

7. Does the concept plan show how any potentially detrimental use to use relationships (e.g., 
commercial use adjacent to single-family homes) will be mitigated? Does the development 
provide a gradual transition between uses of differing intensities?

8. Is the proposed concept plan in conformance with all requirements of this Zoning Code, the 
Subdivision Code and with all applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan? (Ord. 94-107; 
Ord. 01-42; Ord. 03-157; Ord. 09-78; Ord. 12-72)




