CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION
RECORD-OF-DECISION

THURSDAY, JULY 17, 2014

CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
107 NORTH NEVADA AVENUE
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO 80903

CHAIRMAN SHONKWILER CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 8:30 A.M.
THE MEETING ADJOURNED AT 4 P.M.

PRESENT: ABSENT:
Donley

Ham

Henninger

Markewich

McDonald

Phillips

Shonkwiler

Smith

Walkowski

ALSO IN ATTENDANCE:

Mr. Peter Wysocki, Planning and Development Director
Mr. Marc Smith, City Senior Corporate Attorney

Mr. Ryan Tefertiller, Land Use Review Manager

COMMUNICATIONS
None

RECORD OF DECISION
Moved by Commissioner Markewich, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve the June 19, 2014
Record of Decision (meeting minutes). Motion carried 9-0.

Consent Calendar
None
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NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR

DATE: July 17, 2014
ITEM: 4
STAFF: Kurt Schmitt

FILE NO.: CPC AP 14-00061

PROJECT: Loaf ‘N Jug Freestanding L.E.D. Sign

STAFF PRESENTATION
Mr. Kurt Schmitt presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A).

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Mr. Jim Keith, President of Aspen Sign and Lighting, argued that the City Code has been misinterpreted
and overreached by City staff. He stated sign face changes do not require a sign permit. He stated the
existing sign was legal, non-conforming and required no permit from the City; thus, the new sign request
should stand on its own merit. He stated the appeal meets the appeal criteria and the denial is contrary
to law, intent of the Zoning ordinance and is erroneous.

Commissioner Markewich inquired if the property management or landlord made the sign face change
without Loaf N’ Jug’s consent. Mr. Keith stated he was not involved in that decision, and it was after
installation of that sign that his company was invited into sign request.

Commissioner Ham stated the face change was a major change and the City has given Mr. Schmitt the
authority to interpret the Code.

Commissioner Donley inquired if Loaf N’ Jug is part of the Erindale Center. Mr. Keith stated yes.
Commissioner Markewich inquired if a new sign were placed inside the Erindale Center tenant sign. Mr.
Schmitt stated any EMC component would need to come into compliance with the current Sign

Ordinance, even if it were included in the coordinated sign plan.

Commissioner Phillips inquired of reclassification definitions in City Code. Mr. Schmitt stated the uses
are listed in the former code, but the classifications are not listed in the current Sign Code.

Commissioner Donley preferred a coordinated sign plan reviewed prior to any new signage allowed in
this shopping center.
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CITIZENS IN FAVOR OF APPEAL
None

CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION TO APPEAL
None

APPELLANT REBUTTAL
Mr. Keith stated there is no criteria in the sign ordinance for reclassifications. He stated the sign changes
that exist were within the code criteria.

DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Commissioner Markewich felt that City Staff made a reasonable conclusion that the existing shopping
center district sign was reclassified to include use by the Loaf N’ Jug. He encouraged the applicant to
remove the top of the sign to revert back to the former district sign to conform to the current sign code.
He felt City staff’s decision is not damaging the applicant.

Commissioner Walkowski felt the issue is interpretation of the code. He agreed with City staff’s
determinations and found it met the review criteria. He supported denial of the appeal.

Commissioner Donley stated the application represents a freestanding parcel and not the shopping
center’s sign. Any potential adverse impact would set a precedence causing a proliferation of signage
along Academy Blvd. If the appeal is denied, he did not want to preclude the applicant from requesting a
coordinated sign plan under a time restriction.

Mr. Wysocki confirmed there is no time restriction should the applicant request a coordinated sign plan.

Commissioner Henninger felt the overall impact is a result of converting a monument sign to the
shopping district sign. He would’ve preferred to speak with representative of the freestanding district
sign because that is regulated by the State. He supported the appeal.

Commissioner Shonkwiler agreed with Commissioner Donley’s comments with monument district signs
that need to advertise all businesses in the district, especially those that may not have clear street
frontage. He supported the appeal.

Moved by Commissioner Ham, seconded by Commissioner Markewich, to deny Item No. 4-File No. CPC
AP 14-00061, the appeal for Loaf ‘N Jug sign permit application, based upon the finding that the appeal

does not meet the appeal criteria outlined in City Code Section 7.5.906.

Motion carried 8-1 (Commissioner Henninger opposed).

July 17, 2014 Robert Shonkwiler

Date of Decision Planning Commission Chair
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NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR

DATE: July 17, 2014

ITEM: 5.A,5.B

STAFF: Meggan Herington

FILE NO.: CPC MP 05-00080-A4MJ14, CPC PUD 14-00020

PROJECT: Wolf Ranch Master Plan Amendment and Villages VI at Wolf Ranch

Commissioner McDonald recused herself because she owns property across the street from the proposed
site, and expressed her opinion to the proposed changes prior to her appointment to the Planning
Commission.

STAFF PRESENTATION
Ms. Meggan Herington, City Principal Planner, presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A).

Mr. Don Smith, Academy School District 20 planning consultant, stated the proposed park relocation will
improve access to their site considerably. He felt the community park nearby the school location would
create a community advantage, and he looks forward to coordinating with the City Parks Dept. as they
develop their school site.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION
Mr. Ralph Braden, Nor'wood Development Group, introduced the consultant’s team. He reviewed the
initial master plan process and presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit B).

Commissioner Walkowski stated that in 2005 the applicant understood the implications and impacts of
relocating the park to its current location. He questioned the reason for its relocation now. Mr. Braden
stated issues are the same now as they were back then. He wished they would’ve relocated the park site
to its proposed location in 2005 due to impacts of development over the years.
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Commissioner Markewich inquired of any stormwater issues. Mr. Richard Ray, Kiowa Engineering, stated
there is an approved calculated density and discharge for Wolf Ranch community overall to Cottonwood
Creek, but the densities stay the same despite a change in use.

Commissioner Donley requested to speak with Chris Lieber, City Parks Dept., about the facilities and the
site master plan. Mr. Lieber does not have specific site plan for Wolf Ranch community park.
Community parks are intended to serve a two-mile radius. The current park site would serve more
individuals. The proposed park site would serve individuals not served by other community parks. The
advantage to the proposed park site is 16,000 additional unique residents would be served by the new
location.

Commissioner Walkowski inquired of sharing facilities with the school district. Mr. Lieber stated the City
has not taken advantage of that on larger scale, only modeled on smaller sites. One advantage is shared
parking lots.

CITIZENS IN FAVOR

1. Ms. Mary Peterson, Wolf Ranch resident, felt it would be a win-win for Wolf Ranch residents
and tax payers.

2. Mr. Marc Peterson supported the park relocation and felt it is unreasonable to expect
something planned years ago to be valid today.

3. Ms. Sarita Bonner appreciated her community and planned activities.

4. Ms. Robin Searle, realtor, was requested to look at the impact to nearby homes. She stated that
with less traffic around the site and eliminating the existing dirt lot to a smaller park will not
have a negative impact on property owners.

5. Ms. Grace Covington, Covington Homes also represented a homeowner whose home will be a
300 feet from the community park and had concerns. Ms. Covington understood master plans
are subject to change due to economies and composition of neighborhoods.

CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION

1. Mr. Matt Veits and Mr. Keith Kirkby presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit C). Mr. Veits
referenced the petition that was distributed last week to the Planning Commission after the
printing of the agenda (Exhibit D).

2. Ms. JiYoung Smith resides diagonally across from current park location and opposed the park
relocation. She preferred the developer develop the lots of the current park location to fund
development of a future community park. She preferred the park closer to her home despite the
possible light pollution and increased vehicle and pedestrian traffic that a community park
attracts.
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3. Mr. Johnny Lee Smith purchased his property with the understanding that the park will be built
near his home.
4. Ms. Kelly Peterson opposed the park relocation and paid a premium for her home.

Commissioner Ham asked her to clarify her comments. Ms. Peterson paid a premium based on the view
and the park location, but felt the view would be taken away if more residences are built.

5. Mr. Justin Churchill resides many blocks away from park location, and opposed the manner the
park relocation discussion and neighborhood notification was processed.

APPLICANT REBUTTAL

Mr. Braden distributed Wolf Ranch Land Use Plan and Wolf Ranch developer agreements (Exhibit E) that
outlined any undeveloped land may be developed different than what is shown on land use plan or
master plan in the future. A community park will not be built in the foreseeable future, but there is the
guarantee of a neighborhood park to be constructed very soon. The City Parks Dept. has other
obligations and priorities ahead of this park. He referenced other community parks close by. All homes
along Tutt Boulevard will be ranch level homes to show the developer’s commitment to help reduce the
impacts of existing homes and potential views.

Commissioner Walkowski inquired of the reason over 500 owners signed a petition in opposition to the
park relocation. Mr. Braden stated a survey was sent following the October 2012 neighborhood
meeting. The results found that there was more support than anticipated. He felt there is basically a
resistance to change.

Commissioner Shonkwiler opened up the floor to new information.
Mr. Matt Veits stated no one he knows of saw or were notified of the survey Mr. Braden referenced.
Mr. Braden stated the survey was sent to a high percentage of Wolf Ranch residents.

DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Commissioner Ham expressed his frustration with the future development of a community park near his
home, and how he’s learned that master plans do change quickly. He was a bit conflicted regarding his
decision, but did not find any review criteria that was violated with the proposed park relocation.

Commissioner Markewich felt the park relocation should’ve been done years prior before an increased
number of residents were affected. Comprehensive Plan Policy LU201 supports the park relocation. He
supported the applications.

Commissioner Walkowski agreed with Commissioner Markewich’s comments. There is better synergy
next to a K-12 campus that makes the relocation more attractive. The issue comes down to the review
criteria and reliance on a master plan with promises of a developer. He was still wrestling with his
decision because there were good arguments on both sides.
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Commissioner Phillips agreed with Commissioner Ham’s comments. This is a difficult decision.

Commissioner Smith stated the developer has promised a neighborhood park in the near future as
opposed to a community park sometime after multiple generations have passed. He was leaning toward
supporting the applications.

Commissioner Henninger stated the proposed park relocation is better suited for its new location and
the neighborhood park will still be connected with the existing trail system and a better layout with
immediate development versus future possibility of a community park.

Commissioner Donley felt there is value in consistency of a master plan. Amenities within a master plan
are important, and product changes over time and amendments occur most often due to needs and
marketplace changes. Initially he opposed the community park relocation. Service standards are not
changing. The funding from the City is not readily available that could’ve had a major influence to the
park relocation. Yet, he’s glad the neighborhood park will be developed in the immediate future rather
than an empty open space that would not be developed for future generations. Coming into the
meeting he opposed the amendment, but after hearing all the comments he is supporting the
amendment.

Moved by Commissioner Phillips, seconded by Commissioner Henninger, to approve Item No. 5.A-File
No. CPC MP 05-00080-A4MJ14, the major amendment to the Wolf Ranch Master Plan, based upon the
finding that the amendment meets the review criteria for master plan amendments as set forth in City
Code Section 7.5.408. Motion carried 7-1 (Commissioner Ham opposed and Commissioner McDonald
recused).

Moved by Commissioner Phillips, seconded by Commissioner Henninger, to approve Item No. 5.B-File
No. CPC PUD 14-00027, the Villages VI PUD Development Plan based upon the findings that the PUD
development plan meets the review criteria for PUD development plans as set forth in City Code Section
7.3.606 and the development plan review criteria as set forth in Section 7.5.502.E. Motion carried 7-1
(Commissioner Ham opposed and Commissioner McDonald recused).

July 17, 2014 Robert Shonkwiler

Date of Decision Planning Commission Chair
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NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR

DATE: July 17, 2014

ITEM: 6

STAFF: Peter Wysocki & Bret Waters
FILE NO.: CPC CA 14-00065

PROJECT: Code Amendment Amending Park Site Fee Waiver Within the Imagine
Downtown Master Plan Area

Commissioner Donley recused himself because he owns a few properties downtown and could financially
benefit from this item.

Commissioners Walkowski and Markewich now excused.

STAFF PRESENTATION
Mr. Bret Waters, City Deputy Chief of Staff, presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A), and stated the Parks
Board recommended a three-year time frame rather than five years.

Commissioner Ham understands the need and passion of Parks but questioned if another applicant
wants a pass on Park fees.

Commissioner Henninger questioned the value received if fees are waived for downtown only, and felt
there is too much focus on downtown.

Mr. Ryan Tefertiller, City Land Use Review Manager, stated in 2011 the Urban Land Institute (ULI) did an
analysis for immediate demand for downtown residential units needed. Once that need is fulfilled,
urban needs can be met elsewhere.

Commissioner Shonkwiler felt it were not possible to not encourage too much development downtown.
The infrastructure and transit opportunities are already in place. A larger issue is parking that could
require publicly-assisted or new parking areas.

CITIZENS IN FAVOR
1. Sarah Harris, Development Director with Downtown Partnership, supported the temporary fee
waiver effort. There are 230 developable acres in the downtown area. She felt no investment
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been made to date because there has been no ability to market competitive rents downtown.
Parking could be the biggest expense to building downtown.

Commissioner Henninger felt there is more acreage elsewhere in the city to build apartments. He did
not see the incentive even with the proposed fee waiver. He felt there was a need to provide something
further to attract development downtown.

2. Ms. Darsey Nicklasson, Blue Dot Place, was surprised that Park fees would be required to build
in the downtown area because it is surrounded by parks within a one-mile radius. Infill
development is more costly with asbestos removal and demolition, but infrastructure is already
in place. Park fees should not be applicable for downtown development; however, the waiver of
fees should be a much bigger discussion and include all types of infill development. The
ordinance that was written in 1973 was for green field development and was not set up for infill
development and should not apply to infill.

3. Mr. Eddie Bishop referenced his involvement in the Gabion Apartments project and other
projects (Exhibit B). He has coordinated three other projects within the last year just outside the
downtown area, west of I-25. The cost to develop outside of the Imagine Downtown Master
Plan area is over $200,000 in Park fees. He felt sites west of I-25 are the same as downtown
development and should not be assessed a different set of fees. This proposal is penalizing infill
residential development rather than greenfield development. More incentives should be given
to building infill but this proposal does not do that.

CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION
None

STAFF/APPLICANT REBUTTAL
Mr. Bret Waters stated the Imagine Downtown boundaries have been established. The proposal
requests a five-year limitation that would allow staff to analyze and revisit the process at that time.

DECISION OF PLANNING COMMISSION:
Commissioner Henninger thought this was too little an effort and needed expansion into other areas of
the city.

Commissioner Smith agreed with Mr. Bishop and Commissioner Henninger. He was not ready to vote
and needed to know whether the waiver boundaries could be expanded.

Commissioner Phillips agreed with the ‘too little’ statement. He preferred to review the demographics
of the City without the transportation component.

Commissioner McDonald saw there are still issues to be worked out, but felt this will help the
Downtown synergy and stimulate development.
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Commissioner Ham stated the City needs a vibrant downtown. Yet, City services should not suffer just
because of the desire for a vibrant downtown. The sunset is scheduled for five years with the possibility
of extension. He questioned if other areas such as the west side or southeast side could benefit as well.

Commissioner Shonkwiler felt this was not far reaching enough. He supported the proposal and was
supportive of City administration to return with another proposal.

Moved by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner McDonald, to recommend approval to the
City Council of ltem No. 6-File No. CPC CA 14-00065, an ordinance creating a new Section 1211
(Temporary Exemption from park Land Dedication and Fees) of Part 12 (Park and School site
Dedications) of Article 7 (Subdivision Regulations) of Chapter 7 (Planning, Development and building) of
the code of the City of Colorado Springs 2001, as amended, pertaining to a park site fee waiver within
the Imagine Downtown Master Plan area. Motion carried 4-2 (Commissioners Henninger and Ham in
opposition, Commissioner Donley recused and Commissioners Markewich and Walkowski excused).

July 17, 2014 Robert Shonkwiler

Date of Decision Planning Commission Chair




























