
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 15, 2015  
 

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 9:47 P.M. 
 
 

 
 
PRESENT:   ABSENT: 
Donley   McDonald 
Henniger    
Markewich 
Gibson  
Phillips  
Shonkwiler  
Smith  
Walkowski  
 
ALSO IN ATTENDANCE: 
Mr. Peter Wysocki, Planning and Development Director 
Mr. Marc Smith, City Senior Corporate Attorney 
 
RECORD OF DECISION 
Moved by Commissioner Markewich, seconded by Commissioner Phillips, to approve the December 18, 
2014 Record of Decision. Motion carried 8-0 (Commissioner McDonald excused) 
 
Moved by Commissioner Markewich, seconded by Commissioner Henninger, to approve the October 16, 
2014 Record of Decision. Motion carried 8-0 (Commissioner McDonald excused). 
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COMMUNICATIONS 
Mr. Wysocki announced a new employee Mike McConnell a new Planner I at the Development 
Review Enterprise.  Also the joint meeting between the Planning Commission and the City 
Council is scheduled for February 12, 2015 after the regular informal planning commission 
meeting.  The meeting will be held in room 102 of the City Administration Building from 9:30 
a.m. to 11:30 a.m.  Due to the joint meeting with City Council, the Traffic engineering 
presentation that was originally scheduled for February’s informal meeting will need to be 
rescheduled. 
 
RECORD OF DECISION 
Moved by Commissioner Markewich, seconded by Commissioner Walkowski, to approve the November 
20, 2014 Record of Decision. Motion carried 8-0. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

ITEM NO. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
PAGE 

NO. 

ITEM.:  A.1 
CPC ZC 14-00114 
ITEM.:  A.2 
CPC CP 14-00115 
(Quasi-Judicial)  
 
PARCEL NO.: 
6233201003 
 
PLANNER:   
Meggan Herington 

A request by NES, Inc. on behalf of Focus on the Family for the 

following development applications: 

1. Rezone 41.7 acres from PIP-1 (Planned Industrial Park) to 
PBC (Planned Business Center).  

2. The Highlands at Briargate Concept Plan that illustrates a 
commercial center with a mix of retail, restaurant and a 
hotel.  
 

The property consists of 41.7 acres and is located west of Chapel 

Hills Drive, south of Briargate Parkway and north of Research 

Parkway. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
 
DATE:   January 15, 2015 
ITEM:  A 
STAFF:  Meggan Herington 
FILE NO.: CPC ZC 14-00114 
  CPC CP 14-00115 

PROJECT:  Rezone and Concept Plan for Focus on the Family 
 
 
 
Disclosure- Potential Conflict of Interest: 
Commissioner Donley announced that around 1992 he was the project manager of traffic study 
for Focus on the Family as he was subcontracted at that time by N.E.S. Inc, he states that he 
does not believe it is a conflict of interest as it was many years ago and he has not had any 
further interaction since but felt it worth disclosing for the record.   
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Moved by Commissioner Henniger, seconded by Commissioner Smith, to approve Item A-File 
No. CPC ZC 14-00114 and CPC CP 14-00115, the change of zoning from PIP-1 (Planned Industrial 

Park) to PBC (Planned Business Center) based upon the finding that it complies with the review 
criteria of City Code Sections 7.5.603.B and 7.3.402.A.  Motion carried 8-0 (Commissioner 
McDonald excused). 
 
 
 
 January 15, 2015     Robert Shonkwiler    
 Date of Decision           Planning Commission Chair 
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NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 

ITEM NO. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
PAGE 

NO. 

ITEM NO.:  4 

CPC MP 14-00059  

(Legislative)  

 

PARCEL NOS.: 

7401300060,25,26,70,

71,32,31,30,37, 

7412200054,74013080

03,04,69 

 

PLANNER:   

Steve Tuck 

A request by Property Owners for the approval of the Rawles Open 

Space Neighborhood Master Plan. The area within the master plan 

boundaries is zoned R/HS (Estate, Single Family with Hillside 

Overlay), consists of approximately 73 acres and is generally 

located on both sides of Mesa Road south of 19th Street and north 

of Terrace Road. 

 

ITEM NO.:  5.A 

CPC CU 14-00110 

 

ITEM NO.:  5.B 

CPC NV 14-00111 

(Quasi-Judicial)  

 

PARCEL NO.: 

6418115007 

 

PLANNER:   

Ryan Tefertiller 

A request by David Gorman of M.V.E. Inc. on behalf of Martin 

Newton of MPN LLC for the following development applications:  

A. The conditional use for 525 E. Kiowa Duplexes to allow the 
construction of two residential duplexes in the C6 (General 
Business) zone district.   

B. A Non-use Variance request for the 525 E. Kiowa Duplexes 
to allow four, two-bedroom residential units with four on-site 
parking stalls where seven (7) are required.     

C.  
The subject property is located at 525 E. Kiowa Street, is roughly 

9,000 square feet in size, is zoned C6 (General Business), and is 

located on the south side of E. Kiowa Street between N. El Paso 

Street and N. Corona Street.   
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NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 
 
 
DATE:   January 15, 2015 
ITEM:  4 
STAFF:  Steve Tuck 
FILE NO.: CPC MP 14-00059  

PROJECT:  Rawles Open Space Neighborhood Master Plan 
 
 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Mr. Tuck gives a presentation of application.  Neighborhood group submitted master plan for 
this area that is zoned R/HS (Estate, Single Family with Hillside Overlay).  The master plan is legislative 
and is an advisory document.  This master plan establishes land use of single family and recognizes the 
rural character of Mesa Road.  
 
Carl Schueler, Comprehensive Planning Manager, provides expansion on his comments (as 
provided in the staff report) as a reviewer of this project.  
 
Brent Schubloom, System Extension Manager with Colorado Springs Utilities (CSU) added to 
staff’s presentation.   Brent gives some explanation to the city’s line extension policy as it 
applies to wastewater, the way the policy is set forth in city code and utility tariffs.  Generally 
for new development the property owner/developer is required to extend the waste water 
system infrastructure and connect all the new homes.  The city code and city tariffs identify that 
any extension of the waste water facilities is the property owner/developers cost and expense.  
Furthermore, a connection is required if a property is within 400 feet or less of a waste water 
main.  Many of the properties in this area are much further than 400 feet from a waste water 
main.   
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler inquired regarding the policy on water.  Mr. Schubloom stated that 
water would need to be extended as well.  Commissioner Shonkwiler stated if someone had an 
existing 1000 square foot house and wanted to expand it to double in size, what would the 
utilities policy be as far as expanding the septic system, if waste water was not available?   Mr. 
Schubloom stated that is something that El Paso County Environmental Health Department 
would handle. Commissioner Shonkwiler also inquired if someone had a new residence, say 
they had a vacant lot and build a new home with a septic system.  Mr. Shubloom stated that 
situation does occur occasionally if you’re outside the 400 foot boundary they could apply for a 
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permit and utilities would then review it and if it meets the various conditions, and then it 
would be approved.   
 
Commissioner Markewich stated that with this master plan, the residents within the 
boundaries know what they are getting into in terms of in the future not having this waste 
water connection.  He also inquired if there is any detrimental effect to any of the surrounding 
area’s whether East, South or West, would anyone be damaged in the future by not having the 
ability to connect to a waste water system through this area?  Mr. Shubloom replied not to his 
knowledge. 
 
Commissioner Donley asked how far on the scale of the map (included in Exhibit A) is 400 feet.  
How many lots are included in the current extension policy?  Mr. Shubloom replied he is not 
able to determine how many lots would be included, without a scale.  Commissioner Donley 
asked if a lot was within that 400 foot radius, it has an ISDS (septic system) and it were to fail, 
would the city require them to connect to the sewer system?  Mr. Schubloom responded, yes, if 
they were within that 400 foot radius.  Commissioner Donley stated, again this master plan 
doesn’t say that we’re over riding the rules on sewer extension; the master plan can’t replace 
those rules.  Mr. Schubloom confirms that is correct.  He also points out the area’s for which 
changes need to be made to the master plan since they conflict with the city code and city 
tariffs: 
 

In the draft master plan delete:   

 Section V, Paragraph C 1:  the last sentence of the paragraph reads:  “Should 
sewer extension be mandated by the City for an exceptional reason, it should be 
at City cost, so as to avoid the necessity of high densities to offset significant 
cost.”  Colorado Springs Utilities recommends that sentence needs to be 
removed. 

  Section IV, Paragraph 10:  the last sentence of the paragraph reads:  “Properties 
with existing septic systems should not be required to connect to the city sewer 
system and lose the cost of their investment.”  Colorado Springs Utilities 
recommends that sentence needs to be removed. 
 

Commissioner Donley stated that septic systems, [ISDS systems] fail over time.  So 

incrementally the prospect is that systems will fail, sewer lines will be extended, and additional 

systems up stream will be extended further and so in the longest term, were going to end up 

with a sewer line that goes all the way up Mesa Road.  Mr. Schubloom stated, ideally, that is 

correct. 
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Mr. Tuck concludes staff’s presentation, with recommending approval of the master plan with 

three technical changes: 

1. Note density change of 0-1 dwelling units per acre instead of 0-1.99. 
2. Delete the language that was recommend by Brent from Colorado Springs Utilities, for 

Section V, Paragraph C 1, delete the last sentence. 
3. Delete the language that was recommend by Brent from Colorado Springs Utilities, for 

Section IV, Paragraph 10, delete the last sentence. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Bruce Warren, resident at 1560 West Mesa Road, stated that the code requires any 
developments to be harmonious and compatible with surrounding properties, and it 
encourages master planning so that neighborhoods can identify and protect significant 
features.  The neighborhood group hopes to help set guidance and give clarity with this master 
plan to anyone in the neighborhood or any future owners. 
 
James Kin, resident at 1530 Mesa Road, stated they want to preserve the neighborhood and its 
beauty of the open space.  He also stated that this process he has provided in the Timeline 
(Exhibit A) had been inclusive and included neighborhood meetings, questionnaires and a 
committee.   
 
Commissioner Walkowski asked in regards to the technical modifications that list the density at 
0-1.99 he asked if they were in agreement with that.  Mr. Kin stated no that they agreed with 
Mr. Tuck’s recommendation of 0-1.0 dwelling units per acre.  
 
Commissioner Markewich asked if the neighborhood group had the number of that were in 
favor of the master plan.  Mr. Kin responded that Ms. Stith would be able to answer that 
question. 
 
CITIZENS IN FAVOR 
Ms. Stith handed out a packet of the neighborhood support (Exhibit B) that showed 28 in 
support of the 32 residents and that concluded her comments. 
 
 
CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION  
None  
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QUESTIONS: 
Commissioner Donley asked where in the master plan recommendations was the density set at  
0-1 units per acre.  Mr. Warren stated that it was not in the document but would be added.  
Commissioner Donley asked why the statement and drawing in regards to Mesa Road and its 
character were not included.  Mr. Warren stated that they included the description as Mesa 
Road, as it exists.  
 
Mr. Tuck answered Commissioner Donley’s questions:  The density range was required by the 
city code for a master plan, but the applicant did not include it.  The questions on Mesa Road 
specifications are listed on page 27 of the Staff Report, item number 7.   
 
Commissioner Donley asked if the master plan is enforceable on subdivision activities.  Mr. Tuck 
stated yes and this master plan is to be used in the evaluation of zone changes, plats and other 
development applications, but it is only advisory, as there is more discretion with a master plan.  
Commissioner Donley asked hypothetically if someone comes in and wants divide 4 acres, and 
want to subdivide into 8 lots, since it’s allowed under zoning, but inconsistent with the master 
plan, so he asked whether or not it would come before the Planning Commission as a 
subdivision request being that it is inconsistent with the master plan.  Mr. Tuck responded that 
with the kind of difference, twice the density recommended by the master plan that would be a 
significant change, so it could end up before the planning commission.  
 
Commissioner Smith stated that this route is one of two ways he can commute from his home 
to downtown and he does enjoy the drive through the area.  He understands that the Traffic 
Department has “okayed” the street [Mesa Road] as it is, but the area north of this area has a 
possibility of more development, perhaps apartments or other high density things that would 
travel this street so he wondered if there was a time when it could come before the planning 
commission whether this street does need to be changed from its rural appearance to 
something that is more of a minor arterial. Mr. Tuck responded that that could absolutely 
happen in the future but this document [the master plan] would help to guide that decision, 
but it could be that the growth in the surrounding area is such that this needs to be your typical 
minor arterial cross section, any of that is possible.  We amend master plans regularly, we 
modify zoning regularly, so this doesn’t preclude that from ever happening in the future but it 
does provide another tool to help us evaluate that possible project.  There would be a public 
process, there could be an amendment to this master plan that the city would have to take on 
and further, convince the neighbors and others that this made sense.  Mr. Kin added that this 
would allow us to engage with Traffic Department to come up with ideas to allow for greater 
traffic, but also maintain a rural character and that is the kind of relationship that they want to 
maintain to have with the city. 
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Commissioner Markewich asked Mr. Tuck to clarify the technical modifications that CSU has 
asked to be removed.  The sections marked for modification in the master plan are:   

 Section V-subsection C, Item number 1, remove last sentence of the paragraph that 
states “Should sewer extension be mandated by the City for an exceptional reason, it 
should be at City cost, so as to avoid the necessity of high densities to offset the 
significant cost.” 

 Section IV-item number 10, remove last sentence of the paragraph that states 
“Properties with existing septic systems should not be required to connect the city 
sewer system and lose the cost of their investment.” 

 

Commissioner Shonkwiler asked some policy questions in regards to Utilities.  When an area is 

annexed into the city is the Utility department engaged in that process and able to say that the 

area that is being annexed in to the city and CSU will be able to provide utilities?  Primarily 

Shonkwiler is inquiring about water and sewer; he asked if there is an obligation or an 

assumption that if a property is in the city limits and is zoned and so forth if there is any 

obligation on the part of the utility to provide those utilities and upfront some of the cost?  He 

asked what the distinction is between infill projects versus something that is coming into the 

city from way out.  He asked if there was any distinction in the ordinances that Mr. Schubloom 

earlier referred to.  Mr. Schubloom responded that it does address the issues in the enclave 

areas but really what they broadly set forth is the cost obligation and that obligation is the 

responsibility of the property owner and the premise for that is not to spread the cost across a 

larger rate base.   

Commissioner Shonkwiler asked what happens when there is an existing master plan that has 

an overlay area into the area that the said master plan is also proposed for, what happens, is 

one eliminated?  Mr. Tuck stated that both are still in effect, just one has more specifics on the 

density.  This new master plan is in a sense a refinement.  Commissioner Shonkwiler asked what 

obligation we have to people that purchase property in an area that is master planned to and 

for them to be able to count on that master plan for their area.  Mr. Tuck answered that all 

existing property owners were notified numerous times and are able to be a part of this open 

process.  The master plan is also on file with the city planning department and a potential 

property owner can come in and learn about the neighborhood before they buy property. 
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DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
Commissioner Markewich stated that he feels that this is a better solution than that which was 
previously submitted and the neighborhood involvement was admirable.  Based on city code 
7.5.401 that discusses master plans and that this plan also consistent with our 2001 
Comprehensive Plan, he will be in support of the master plan with the proposed items being 
removed in regards to utilities.  He also stated that he wanted the neighborhood group to know 
that this document is somewhat of a blue print in the sense that it can be changed should a 
significant public need arise. 
 
Commissioner Walkowski stated that the neighborhood did a great job with this and the master 
plan meets the criteria so he will be in support.   
 
Commissioner Donley stated that he wished that the plan was clearer with regards to density.  
He also stated that most master plans have an implementation stage which would be a rezone.  
Otherwise, he was delighted and will be in support of the plan. 
 
Commissioner Henninger stated that this master plan is an advisory document that overlaps 
another advisory document.  He also understands that the group wants to preserve the area as 
it has been, but the group has a big challenge ahead of them with the development to the north 
of you as that will be the larger impact of any development along this stretch.  He advised that 
they keep an open mind in regards to the type of road as the need of safe and proper roads 
might override anything that is in this master plan.  He stated that he will probably approve this 
however the relevancy will be in question as time goes by.   
 
Commissioner Smith stated that he is in support of the master plan. 
 
Commissioner Phillips stated he was in support of the applicant. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Walkowski with assistance of 
technical specifications to approve Item 4, file number CPC MP 14-00059, the Rawles Open 
Space Master Plan based on the findings that the master plan meets the review criteria as set 
forth in the City Code Section 7.5.408 subject to compliance with the following technical 
modifications to the master plans: 

1. Revise Section IV.2 on page 7 of the master plan recommendation to specify a density 
range of 0-1.0 dwelling units per acre. 

2. Revise Section 4, item 10 of the master plan to delete the last sentence of that 
paragraph. 
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3. Revise Section 5, item C-1 of the master plan to delete the last sentence of that 
paragraph 

Motion carried 7-1 (Commissioner Shonkwiler opposed) 

 
 
 
 
 January 15, 2015     Robert Shonkwiler    
 Date of Decision            Planning Commission Chair 
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NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR  
 
 
DATE:   January 15, 2015 
ITEM:  5.A – 5.B 
STAFF:  Ryan Tefertiller 
FILE NO.: CPC CU 14-00110, CPC NV 14-00111 

PROJECT:  525 E. Kiowa Duplexes  
 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
Mr. Tefertiller delivered a power point presentation. 
 
Mr. Tefertiller stated that there was community feedback via e-mail and letters; positive 
feedback was received from the neighboring property to the west.  Negative feedback was 
received from nearby property owners as well as the Middle Shook’s Run Neighborhood 
Association.  The concerns are related to parking, density of the project and architecture 
aspects. 
 
Mr. Tefertiller advised that any multi-family project within a C-6 zone requires approval of a 
conditional use permit with the following three criteria:  
 

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

2. 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.  

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

Mr. Tefertiller stated that the second application for this project consists of a Parking Variance, 

in which the standard parking requirements state that 7 off street parking stalls must be on the 

site.  The plan indicates 4 under the car port and 4 immediately behind the stalls, making a total 

of 8 parking spots, however only 4 can be counted for zoning purposes.  He advised that there 

is also on street parking on East Kiowa, immediately diagonal from the property. These diagonal 

stalls will be repainted with the project.  
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Staff finds that the project is consistent with the image and the City Comprehensive plan, 

therefore the staff’s recommendations are to approve both applications based on the facts that 

they substantially comply with the review criteria and standards. 

APPLICANT PRESENTATION 

Dave Gorman with Monument Valley Engineers speaking on behalf of Martin Newton: 

Mr. Gorman spoke on the concept of this project and the goal to provide higher density living quarters, 

closer downtown and in accordance with the Master Plan for that block.  Designed to have single family 

size structures on the East and West, with a little more contemporary design than the similar location at 

507 E. Kiowa. 

Mr. Gorman reviewed a few modifications made to the development plans in order to address the 

neighborhood concerns.  (Exhibit C).  The main changes including; the sliding glass doors have been 

replaced with standard doors and the windows are more in line with the older houses next door.   

Mr. Gorman then addressed the concerns with the parking situation by stating that the 55 foot lot does 

not allow for the parking spaces to be in a line, and placing the parking spaces on one side sacrifices the 

type of development and density the developer is going for.    

Commissioner Phillips stated that a citizen by the name of Ms. Ann McKenzie has a concern about a 

fence that she does not want put up, and asked Mr. Gorman to speak on this topic. 

Mr. Gorman replied by stating that the requirement by code is that there be a 6 foot opaque fence along 

the property line and that the owner has spoken with Ms. McKenzie and has suggested that instead they 

could put up a shorter metal fence along that line.  Mr. Gorman believes that Ms. McKenzie is satisfied 

with this solution. 

Commissioner Markewich stated  that a citizen had a concern with a landscape buffer to the west and 

questioned whether or not there would be landscaping or a concrete pad as a buffer in between on the 

west side 

Mr. Gorman advised that the west side is the open area of this project and that there is no sidewalk and 

the area is all landscaping with the exception of the southwest corner, which will have a trash enclosure 

and referenced (Included in Exhibit C). 

Commissioner Markewich indicated that a citizen from the Middle Shook’s Run Neighborhood 

Association abject to the conditional use to the development and he would like to know what the 

specific abjections are, what negotiations have taken place and if changes have been made since 
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October 28, 2014 to reflect the most recent concerns from Lewis Conner with Middle Shook’s Run 

Neighborhood Association? 

Mr. Gorman advised that he has seen their comments and has made adjustments to the architecture 

aspects of the project, as their concerns are from a visual standpoint.   He then confirmed that the 

current plans include the most recent changes to comply with the surrounding neighborhood comments 

and they have not received any additional feedback on the revised plan.  

Commissioner Walkowski asked for Mr. Gorman to confirm that the finished gray was going to be above 

the FEMA flood plain? 

Mr. Gorman advised that yes, it would be.  

Commissioner Shonkwiler asked Mr. Gorman to address the difference in lost size and requirements 

from 3 units per lot vs. 4. 

Mr. Gorman stated that the difference is in the size and shape of the structures.  In the previous project 

two structures were single family homes and the others were multifamily homes.  In the current project 

to make full use of half the lot size they took advantage of placing the structures differently and stacking 

them. 

Commissioner Shonkwiler asked for Mr. Gorman to speak on the concern that this lot has a C-6 zone and 

the plan is to use it for multifamily-residential, he would like to know how the zoning refers to the 

number of units for a lot, whether it is 3 or 6 per lot?  

Mr. Gorman advised that he is not aware of any density requirements.  However, there is a coverage 

requirement, and the zone would allow for 40% of the lot to be place under roof.  

Ryan Tefertiller offered to clarify that in the C-6 zone in order to allow for a multifamily-residential-

multifamily use they would utilize the R-5 standards, setbacks, heights and density requirements.  In an 

R-5 zone the density minimum amount of lot area needed per unit is based on the height of the 

structure.  So for a 2 story unit there would need to be 1,100 square feet per unit.  A 9,000 square foot 

lot would allow for 8 units.  Mr. Tefertiller advised that the same standards were used down the road a 

few years ago and in both projects the developer chose not to use the maximum number of units the 

density requirements would allow.  

Commissioner Shonkwiler stated that as he understood it, to be granted a conditional use all of the 

options must have been explored to meet the requirements.  He then asked Mr. Gorman to speak on 

the concern that all options were not explored?  
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Mr. Gorman advised that before they decided on the current plan, they looked at several configurations 

to meet Commissioners Shonkwiler’s concerns and other configurations did not allow the developers to 

have the single family structures and landscaping desired for this plan.   

Commissioner Shonkwiler suggested that a developments transportation needs and requirements 

should be solved first and structures built around that.  

Commissioner Smith asked if the trash enclosure is considered as a temporary structure and can be 

removed if it needs to be. 

Mr. Gorman advised that the trash enclosure is on a concrete pad and it is not un-allowable to have 

those types of things in the setback and that it is not something that is considered to be a building 

structure. 

CITIZENS IN FAVOR 
There were none present  
 
CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION  
 
1) Elecia Lee; owner of three properties in that block on E. Kiowa Street:   

Ms. Lee stated that she supports the C-6 zone request, and has no abjections to granting the 

conditional use for this project.  However, she has abjections to granting the non-use variance 

to accommodate the parking design for the following reasons: 

 They are trying to accommodate parking for too many structures for the lot size.   

 Although tandem parking has been allowed in the past, she does not feel that it should 
be granted for this street or alley.  

 The zoning code prohibits backing into an alley and this can only be waived if there is 
clear visibility into the alley.  She does not feel there is clear visibility due many items 
being stored at El Paso Glass and drivers cannot see this lot in time.   

 One of the parking spaces is right next to the trash enclosure and she thinks a parked 
car will block access to the trash container as well as the door to the trash enclosure 
open out into the direction of the tandem parking place.  

 The impacts to the available street parking in this area.  She does not feel that there is 
an abundance of parking; the El Paso Glass Business uses parking Monday thru Friday 
and if additional street parking is being used for this development it will impact the 
available parking in the area. 
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 The design would like to see pitched roofs, normal front porches and a front porch roof 
so that it makes a better effort to fit in. 

 
QUESTIONS: 
 
Commissioner Philips asked Mr. Gorman to address Ms. Lee’s concern about the safety of alley. 

Mr. Gorman advised that the parking spaces are not right up against the alley property line, 

they are 20 feet long side the front of the building and another 5 foot from the property line.  

Referred to (Exhibit C).  Mr. Gorman pointed out that in the exhibit the Westside fencing stops 

short so there is advisability there.  On the East side there is a existing fence for El Paso Glass: 

our fence will stop where their fence stops leaving availability to the East.  

Commissioner Smith asked Mr. Gorman to address Ms. Lee’s concerns regarding the trash 

enclosure. 

Mr. Gorman replied that the enclosure extends slightly pass the concrete wall adjacent to the 

trash enclose, a typical parking space is 18 feet long, the spaces on the map are about 20, so 

there is plenty of room. 

Commissioner Markewich asked Mr. Tefertiller to address the concern Ms. Lee mentioned regarding a 

section of the code and backing into an alley.  

Mr. Tefertiller advised that the City code does permit backing into an alley in a couple of 

situations: 

 Single or two family homes 

 Multifamily, if, 1) the backing does not cross a sidewalk, 2) there is no practical 
ability to provide the required parking without backing into the alley. 
 

Mr. Tefertiller advised that, as the reviewing planner he supports that given the narrow 50 foot 

width and proposed number of units and bedrooms, this is the most practical and best solution 

to provide parking for this project.  This is a low volume alley that connects to Kiowa, and the 

portions of the alley that are associated with El Paso Glass are very low. 

Commissioner Markewich asked Mr. Tefertiller if in his prospective the applicant met the 

requirements of reviewing all possible options in order to grant the non-use variance.  
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Mr. Tefertiller confirmed, yes and addressed another parking issue per stake holder comments 

by stating that there is fairly good utilization of street parking on Kiowa.   

Commissioner Donley wanted to address an item mentioned at the CPC informal meeting: he 

stated that the percentage in census tract 22 is 13.5 % for no car households. 

Mr. Tefertiller wanted to clarify that census tract 22 is fairly large including areas South to 

fountain, East to Hancock and is a significant portion of the Hillside and Midshooks run 

neighborhood.  

DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
Commissioner Philips:  Is in support of both 5.A and 5.B.  He believes that these projects are 
consistent with the City Comprehensive plan and is an infill project.  
 
Commissioner Markewich: Is in support of both 5.A and 5.B.  He believes that the homes to the 
West will benefit by having the buffer that this project will provide for the neighborhood.  That 
this project could have been designed as a higher density structure but the developer has done 
an admirable job filling the space.  Commissioner Markewich stated that the project meets the 
non-use variance criteria for the parking design as well as the conditional use for the 
construction of the two duplexes.  
 
Commissioner Gibson: Nothing to add at this time.  
 
Commissioner Walkowski: Is in support of both 5.A and 5.B.  He agrees that the conditional use 
criteria is met and there will be no substantial injury or adverse impact on the surrounding 
community. 
 
Commissioner Henninger:  As long as it complies with the City’s comprehensive and master plan 
he will be in support of both 5.A and 5.B.  In reviewing the request and visiting the property the 
only concern is the parking has to be done correctly to avoid conflicts with the traffic from El 
Paso Glass.   
 
Commissioner Donley:  Is in support of both 5.A and 5.B.  The application meets the variance 
criteria because it is a narrow lot width and given the configuration of car movements it would 
be difficult to move through the site and create parking spaces.  Therefore, the design meets 
the non-use variance criteria.  
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Commissioner Smith:  Is in support of both 5.A and 5.B.  He finds that the plan meets the City 
Code that is referenced and agrees with City staff recommendations.  
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler:  Intends to support 5.A.  Does not support 5.B; there is the 
opportunity for a design with the proper modifications needed to provide adequate number of 
parking spaces.  He does not feel the neighborhood should be burdened with on the street 
parking.  
 
Moved by Commissioner Walkowski, seconded by Commissioner Smith, to approve Item No. 
5.A-File No. CPC CU 14-00110 14-00011, the proposed conditional use development plan, 
based upon the finding that the plan complies with the review criteria in City Code Sections 
7.5.704 and 7.5.502.E.  Motion carried 8-0 (Commissioner McDonald excused). 
 
Moved by Commissioner Walkowski, seconded by Commissioner Smith, to approve Item No. 
5.B-File No. CPC NV 14-00111, the proposed non-use variance to allow four on-site parking 
stalls where 7 are required, based upon the finding that the requests comply with the criteria in 
City Code Section 7.5.802.B. Motion carried 6-2; Commissioners Shonkwiler and Gibson 
opposed (Commissioner McDonald excused). 
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler read into the record the City Appeal Process. 
 
 
 January 15, 2015     Robert Shonkwiler   
 Date of Decision           Planning Commission Chair 
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