
  

 
Public Works and Development 

Lima Plaza Campus – Arapahoe Room 
6954 S. Lima St., Centennial, CO 80112 

 

REGULAR MEETING OF THE  
ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

TUESDAY, JULY 19, 2016 @ 6:30 P.M. 
 
 
 

   

GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM APRIL 19, 2016 
(Click here to view the draft minutes.) VOTE:  

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM MAY 17, 2016 
(Click here to view the draft minutes.) VOTE:   

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM JUNE 7, 2016 
(Click here to view the draft minutes.) VOTE:   

 
 

REGULAR ITEMS 
 

ITEM 1: 
(Click here to view the packet.) 

CASE NO. P15-011, CENTENNIAL EAST CORPORATE CENTER / [A-PLUS 
ATHLETICS] / FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

LOCATION: 7104 S Dillon Ct VOTE: 
ACREAGE: 1.7080  IN FAVOR 
EXISTING ZONING: MU-PUD  OPPOSED 
PROPOSED USE: Gymnastics Facility  ABSENT 
APPLICANT:  City Lighting  ABSTAIN 
CASE MANAGERS: Planner, Sherman Feher;  Engineer, Spencer Smith  
REQUEST: Request approval of FDP to allow public and private 

recreational facilities. 
 CONTINUED TO: 

MOTION SUMMARY:  Date:  _____________ 
 
 

ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
 

• The next regular Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for August 2, 2016. 
• Planning Commission agendas, Board of County Commissioner agendas, and other important Arapahoe County 

information may be viewed online at www.arapahoegov.com or you may contact the Planning Division at 720-874-6650. 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS: 
 

Mark Brummel -  Richard Rader -  Paul Rosenberg, Chair -  
Diane Chaffin -  Jane Rieck -  Richard Sall -  
Brian Weiss, Chair Pro-Tem - 

 
 

Arapahoe County is committed to making its public meetings accessible to persons with disabilities.  Please contact the Planning 
Division at 720-874-6650 or 720-874-6574 TDD, at least three (3) days prior to a meeting, should you require special 

accommodations.  

http://www.arapahoe/
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

TUESDAY, APRIL 19, 2016 
 
ATTENDANCE A regular meeting of the Arapahoe County Planning Commission 

was called and held in accordance with the statutes of the State of 
Colorado and the Arapahoe County Land Development Code.  The 
following Planning Commission members confirmed their continued 
qualification to serve:  
 
Paul Rosenberg, Chair; Brian Weiss, Chair Pro-Tem; 
Mark Brummel; Richard Rader; Richard Sall, and Diane Chaffin. 
 
Also present were:  Robert Hill, Senior Asst. County Attorney; 
Chuck Haskins, Engineering Services Division Manager; Sarah 
White, Engineer; Sherman Feher, Senior Planner; Jason Reynolds, 
Current Planning Program Manager; Julio Iturreria, Long Range 
Planning Program Manager; Jan Yeckes, Planning Division 
Manager, and members of the public. 
 

CALL TO ORDER Chair Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and noted 
a quorum of the Board was present. 
 

DISCLOSURE 
MATTERS 

There were no Planning Commission member conflicts with the 
matters before them. 
 

 
GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS: 

 
APPROVAL OF THE 
MINUTES 

The motion was made and duly seconded to accept the minutes 
from the February 16, 2016, March 8, 2016, and March 15, 2016 
Planning Commission meetings, as presented. 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 

 
REGULAR ITEMS: 

 
Item 1: Case No. P14-023 / Welch Subdivision #04 / [Lanser] / Minor 

Subdivision (MS) – Bill Skinner, Senior Planner, Public Works 
and Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Skinner introduced the application and explained the request, 
history, and purpose for the Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
process.  He stated the applicant was seeking to split the single lot to 
create one additional lot for a single-family, detached home.  He 
described the zoning and provided a summary of the surrounding lot 
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sizes. Mr. Skinner stated some of the lots in the area were smaller 
than the minimum required lot size for the zone designations on the 
property. He reported staff did not know the history of why those lots 
had been approved.  He stated at least one of these lots was smaller 
than the smaller of the two proposed lots within the minor 
subdivision. He stated staff felt this was compatible with the 
surrounding residential development. Mr. Skinner noted the property 
adjoined a larger property, which was in use as a place of worship. 
He reported announced that the applicant and property owner were 
in attendance; further, he stated there might be neighbors present at 
the meeting as well. Mr. Skinner then pointed out the recommended 
height difference from what was requested.  Mr. Skinner state staff 
recommended a 30-ft height as a compromise between the 25-ft and 
35-ft homes in the area. 
 
Jamie Chambers, represented on behalf of the property owner.  She 
reported being a land surveyor and planner. Further, Ms. Chambers 
stated she had been pursuing this change since 2013 and had taken 
the time to address the issue with the area neighbors.  She said, due 
to the zoning being obsolete, she was requesting a PUD rezoning as 
their only option. She planned to sell the property and have the new 
owner proceed with the Final Development Plan (FDP) for the new 
home. He stated the restrictions of the PUD would run with the land. 
He said the Homeowner’s Association (HOA) had expressed 
concerns with the property height, which staff recommended a 
compromise. Ms. Chambers felt the request was consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  She stated the property was already bounded 
by a fence on three sides and was open on the north side. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg commented there was no new letter changing what 
the HOA originally requested. He read the stipulations into the 
record.    
 
Mr. Rosenberg and Mr. Weiss expressed their concern over the 
building height being 30 feet instead of 25 feet. 
 
Ms. Chambers indicated the owner had agreed to the setbacks.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg asked whether this requirement could be added as a 
condition of approval.  
 
Ms. Chambers said she was agreeable to that. 
 
Mr. Rader asked for clarification on the front yard of the new lot. He 
asked if it would be facing Jewell Circle and asked for clarification 
on the front setback and lot width.  
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Mr. Skinner explained the front setback was 45 feet, the lot width at 
the setback was 75 feet, and the chord length at the street was 50 feet. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comment. 
 
There was one neighbor present who had signed in, but said he had 
just come to learn about the project and had no comments.  
 
There were no further public comments.   
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Brummel and duly seconded by Mr. Sall, 
in the case of P14-023, Lansor Minor Subdivision, that the 
Planning Commission had read the staff report, received public 
testimony, and found themselves in agreement with staff findings 
1 through 3, including all plans and attachments as set forth in 
the staff report dated April 8, 2016, and recommended approval 
of this application, subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Prior to signature of the final mylar copy of the plans, the 
applicant agrees to address the Planning and Engineering 
Division comments and concerns, as outlined in their 
reports. 

2. Prior to the Arapahoe County Board of County 
Commissioners meeting date, the applicant will provide a 
“Will Serve” letter from the local water and sanitary 
service district. 

3. Fees paid as cash in lieu of land dedication, and other 
public purposes, must be paid prior to recording the 
subdivision plat in accordance with Land Development 
Code requirements.   

The vote was: 
 
Ms. Chaffin recused herself from voting on the matter, due to a real 
or perceived conflict of interest. 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Mr. Rader, Yes; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, 
Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes. 
 

Item 2: Case No. Z14-010 / Welch Subdivision #04 / [Lanser] / 
Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) – Bill Skinner, Senior 
Planner, Public Works and Development (PWD) 
 
This item had been presented and discussions held as part of the 
Agenda Item 1 presentation.   
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Mr. Weiss, prior to a vote, asked for clarification as to whether the 
current zoning limited the home height to 25 feet rather than the 30 
feet recommended by staff and the 35 feet initially requested by the 
applicant.   
 
Mr. Skinner reported the current R-2 zoning limited the height to 25 
feet.  He also noted the property adjoined the religious institution and 
could be considered transitional.  He was unable to verify the height 
of the current home on the property.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comments. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
There were discussions about whether to include a requirement for 
the HOA to provide a letter of approval of the changes.  
 
Mr. Hill recommended additional conditions of approval, stipulating 
the two items from the HOA’s current letter. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Brummel and duly seconded by Mr. Sall, 
in the case of  Z14-010, Welch Subdivision / Preliminary 
Development Plan, the Planning Commission has read the staff 
report and received public testimony and find themselves in 
agreement with staff findings 1 through 3, including all plans 
and attachments as set forth in the staff report dated April 8, 
2016, and recommend approval of the application, subject to the 
following conditions: 
 

1. Prior to signature of the final mylar copy of these plans, 
the applicant agrees to address Public Works and 
Development staff comments, including concerns 
identified in the most recent Engineering staff report. 

2. The Preliminary Development Plan will be amended to 
reflect a maximum building height of 30 feet. 

3. The minimum lot width will be 75 feet 
4. The front setback will be increased to 10 feet behind front 

building setback of the home on adjoining lot. 
 
Mr. Weiss questioned whether a compatible home could be built on 
the lot with those setbacks. He also questioned why there should be 
an exception to the height of the home when the other R-2 zoned lots 
were limited to 25 feet. He speculated that perhaps the owner wanted 
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additional height to be able to build up rather than out with the 
restrictive setbacks. He noted the odd shape of the lot.  
 
Mr. Skinner noted the buildable area within the setbacks provided a 
building envelope of 3,900 square feet.  
 
Mr. Weiss felt this was approximately one-third less than available 
to the other lots.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg also felt the height should be limited to 25 feet.  
 
Mr. Weiss noted the home width, with the lot width and side yard 
setbacks, would allow a home to be only 36 feet wide at the front 
setback.  
 
Mr. Skinner further discussed some of the challenges of the heights 
within the R-2 zone district and what people expect to build today.  
 
Mr. Rader asked about the square footage of the current home on the 
property.  
 
Mr. Lanser indicated the home was approximately 2,700 sq. ft., of 
finished living area, plus a four-car garage. 
 
Ms. Chaffin recused herself from voting on the matter, due to a real 
or perceived conflict of interest. 
 
The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, No; Mr. Rader, Yes; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, 
Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, No. 
 

Item 3: Case No. Z16-002, Watkins Farm / Conventional Rezone – Jason 
Reynolds, Current Planning Program Manager, Public Works 
and Development (PWD) 
 
Jan Yeckes, Planning Division Manager, presented the application 
and shared the purpose of the staff-initiated request for the rezoning.  
She explained the request was based on history of the development 
and an incorrect recording of the lot size requirement and underlying 
zoning designation (R-A PUD rather than R-A conventional zoning) 
in the early 1980’s.  She reported the property owners and 
surrounding property owners had been notified of the proposed 
change. Ms. Yeckes noted she had received one phone call from a 
Watkins Farm resident with questions, but had received no 
comments. She also noted that two letters distributed to the Planning 
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Commission this evening were from Xcel and the Division of Water 
Resources.  She stated their comments would be addressed with the 
future subdivision of the remaining land and were not specific to the 
rezoning of the property.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comments. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Ms. Chambers asked staff to explain the role of the East Arapahoe 
Advisory Board and the reason one of the members objected to the 
proposed rezoning.   
 
Ms. Yeckes noted the individual referral responses provided by the 
advisory members. She believed the member had been involved with 
the County for a very long time and was likely familiar with the 
original decision to require minimum five-acre lots and felt that 
decision should stand. She also explained that the action would 
resolve the nonconforming status of currently platted and developed 
lots and would allow the remaining property to be subdivided in a 
manner consistent with the current subdivision.  
 
There was also a question about the Division of Water Resources 
(DWR) comment that this was not a “subdivision” with a water 
sufficiency determination and that DWR would like to review these 
case types in the future.  
 
Ms. Yeckes explained DWR would receive referrals for any future 
subdivision/development of the remaining land and that DWR had 
no concern with the change in zoning relative to minimum lot size. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Brummel and duly seconded by 
Ms. Chaffin, in the case of Z16-002, Watkins Farm Rezoning, 
that the Planning Commission had read the staff report and 
received testimony at the public hearing.  They found themselves 
in agreement with staff findings in the staff report dated April 8, 
2016, including all attachments as set forth and recommended 
the case favorably to the Arapahoe County Board of County 
Commissioners, subject to the following condition(s): 
 

1. Minor corrections to the conventional rezoning exhibit, 
identified by Public Works and Development staff as 
necessary, must be completed prior to the submittal of the 
final plans for County signature. 
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The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Mr. Rader, Yes; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, 
Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes. 
 

Item 4: W15-003, Seasonal Farm and Ranch Events / Land Development 
Code Amendment – Tammy King, Zoning Administrator, Public 
Works and Development (PWD) 
 
Ms. King presented the case and explained the proposal to update 
Chapters 4, 5, and 19 to better define parameters and thresholds for 
Seasonal Farm and Ranch Events. 
 
Ms. Yeckes presented REAP comments. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comments. 
 
Sherry Hughes stated the roads were maintained by the homeowners 
and not by the County. She said this type of event was impacting 
their abilities to maintain a good road and their costs.  She stated 
these are individual efforts and not by an HOA. The properties were 
35-acre lots on private roads in unincorporated Arapahoe County. 
Ms. Hughes said there was also no alternate access, so having so 
many vehicles coming down the road impacted their access. She 
reported there had also been trespass incidents from people attending 
the rodeos.  
 
Mr. Rader commented that it sounded like 100 cars was an impact in 
the situation. 
 
There were no further public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Brummel asked how this would impact the rodeo in Deer Trail.  
 
Ms. King stated that event occurred in the incorporated Town of 
Deer Trail, so would not be impacted by the code change. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg stated he felt a public hearing should be held in the 
eastern community, preferably in Strasburg or Byers, so people 
could address this in their own community. 
 
Mr. Hill stated this could be deferred for an informal committee.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg stated this was not his intent.  
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For a new hearing, Mr. Hill stated no date certain was required, as 
the change in location would require new noticing with publication 
in the I-70 Scout and The Villager. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Rosenberg and duly seconded by 
Mr. Rader, in the case of W15-003, Land Development Code 
Amendment to amend Chapters 4, 5, and 19 to address Seasonal 
Farm and Ranch Events, that the Planning Commission 
determined to reschedule the meeting to be held in the eastern 
portion of the County and such hearing should be conducted 
within 90 days of today’s meeting.   
 
Ms. Yeckes noted the case would likely move forward more quickly 
than 90 days; however, the additional time would allow additional 
coordination with REAP for an informal meeting to give affected 
businesses and individuals an opportunity to discuss this further.  In 
addition, the extra time would help REAP to develop final comments 
on the proposal prior to the public hearing. 
 
The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Mr. Rader, Yes; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, 
Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes. 
 

Item 5: W15-004, Septage Regulations / Land Development Code 
Amendment – Tammy King, Zoning Administrator, Public 
Works and Development (PWD) 
 
Ms. King presented on the case.  She reported staff proposed to add 
Section 12-2500 to the Land Development Code (LDC) to better 
define parameters and thresholds for Septage and Sewage Land 
Application Regulations.  She explained the history of working with 
Tri-County Health Department (TCDH) and the Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment. Ms. King also noted 
letters from the owners of two affected properties; which had been 
provided in the Planning Commission (PC) packets along with 
agency referral comments.  Ms. King reported the individuals could 
not be present for the hearing and requested their comments be 
entered into the record. 
 
There were a number of Planning Commission questions about State 
regulations, how septage and sewage differed from reclaimed water 
in reference to Cherry Creek Basin Water Quality Authority’s 
comments, and the process for bio-solids land applications, which 
required a permit from CDPHE.  
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Mr. Hill explained how the terms in the proposed regulation were 
defined. He also explained that appropriate tillage practices were not 
occurring, which was leading to water quality contamination 
concerns for area creeks, accumulation of trash in the septic and 
sewage materials, and odor problems. He said this was not 
sufficiently regulated or enforced by the State, and the County did 
not have the expertise to manage these processes. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comment. 
 
Reed Hanks, a ranch owner in the east county, stated he was very 
familiar with MetroGrow operations. He explained the history of 
tanker trucks depositing material on a poorly maintained and very 
erosive section of land. He assumed it was regulated, and noted the 
frequency increasing over a period of six years. He had observed 
Columbia Sanitation and noted they broke every rule in the book. He 
reported the driver explained what he was doing and stated there was 
no regulation other than grinding or filtering. He said the fluid was 
not injected, and tampons, condoms, and other trash were visible on 
the ground. Mr. Hanks stated filtering was not being done and it was 
apparent that no grinding was occurring due to the presence of whole 
trash. He stated the driver had indicated some of the material came 
from mountain resort towns. He reported that Tri-County Health 
Department (TCHD) had informed him that there were no 
regulations in place. Mr. Hanks reported having then contacted 
Commissioner Bockenfeld. He said, after receiving a violation notice 
from TCHD, they just moved farther east. He said the water table 
was only 15 to 20 feet down. He had reported to the Division of 
Water Resources that some digging down to the water table was 
going on near the site of dumping; however, it was covered up by the 
time DWR got out to inspect. He said his parents’ parents had 
subsequently reported the company. Mr. Hanks stated his wife had a 
video of the occurrence.  
 
Ms. King requested the name of the owner of the property where the 
dumping occurred. 
 
Mr. Hanks, stated he was speaking for himself and his wife Tanya. 
He reported having inherited the property that had been in the family 
for a very long time. He said the ground was very erosive. He could 
not understand how TCHD could have issued a permit for the 
property. He explained the topography of the land, drainages across 
the land, and the soil types. Mr. Hands reported, after substantial 
rainfall, water ponds on the properties in this area and their cattle 
drank from the ponds on their own land. He said TCHD indicated 
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they did not have the resources to test the water to make sure these 
actions were not causing contamination. Mr. Hanks stated it was the 
worst thing ever. He said, during winter, the ground froze to about a 
foot after a summer with higher rainfall as occurred last year. He 
reported the company was dumping on the snow and frozen ground 
every day. He felt TCHD had not been successful at monitoring and 
enforcing any permits they issued. 
 
There were no further public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Weiss asked how widespread the issue was and if it was 
occurring in multiple locations. He asked what action the County 
took.   
 
Ms. King said Zoning was not out looking, but the Arapahoe County 
Board of County Commissioners felt, in this type of situation, two 
complaints were sufficient to indicate a need for regulation. She said 
the County could enforce as a zoning violation with the proposed 
regulation. 
 
Mr. Rader asked if the Sheriff’s got involved. 
 
Ms. King explained the coordination efforts. 
 
Mr. Hill further explained the process for enforcement. He stated the 
property owner was ultimately liable for the violation.  
 
Mr. Rader asked how the company could be penalized.  
 
Mr. Hill indicated that would require action beyond the County’s 
authority. 
 
It was moved by Ms. Chaffin and duly seconded by Mr. Sall, in 
the case of W15-004, Land Development Code Amendment, 
Chapter 12 Specific Regulations, addition of Section 12-2500, 
Septage and Sewage Land Application Regulations, that the 
Planning Commission had read the proposed code amendment 
and staff report and considered additional information 
presented during the public hearing and found themselves in 
agreement with staff findings one (1) through four (4), as set 
forth in the staff report dated April 8, 2016, and recommend the 
case favorably to the Arapahoe County Board of County 
Commissioners, with the following conditions of approval: 
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1. Minor modifications to the text identified as necessary are 
required prior to the incorporation of the amendment 
into the existing Land Development Code.  Staff, in 
conjunction with the County Attorney’s Office, is hereby 
authorized to make necessary modifications to the text 
and may relocate definitions to Chapter 19. 

 
The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes; Mr. Rader, Yes; 
Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes. 
 

ADJOURNMENT There being no further business to come before the Planning 
Commission, the meeting was adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

TUESDAY, MAY 17, 2016 
 

ATTENDANCE A regular meeting of the Arapahoe County Planning Commission 
was called and held in accordance with the statutes of the State of 
Colorado and the Arapahoe County Land Development Code.  The 
following Planning Commission members confirmed their 
continued qualification to serve:  
 
Paul Rosenberg, Chair; Brian Weiss, Chair Pro-Tem; 
Mark Brummel; Richard Rader; Jane Rieck; Richard Sall, and 
Diane Chaffin. 
 
Also present were:  Robert Hill, Senior Asst. County Attorney; Bill 
Skinner, Senior Planner; Jason Reynolds, Current Planning 
Program Manager; Julio Iturreria, Long Range Planning Program 
Manager; Larry Mugler, Demographics Planner; Jan Yeckes, 
Planning Division Manager, and members of the public. 
 

CALL TO ORDER Chair Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and noted 
a quorum of the Board was present. 
 

DISCLOSURE 
MATTERS 

There were no Planning Commission member conflicts with the 
matters before them. 
 

 
REGULAR ITEMS: 

 
Item 1: Case No. F15-001, Four Square Mile Sub-Area / 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Staff Initiated – Julio 
Iturreria, Long Range Planner, Public Works and 
Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Iturreria presented the case.  He reported that the hearing had 
been properly noticed and posted on the county web site.  He 
explained the proposal was for a staff-initiated, comprehensive plan 
amendment to the Four Square Mile Subarea Plan. He reported the 
amendment would adjust the subarea plan density designation, west 
of S Uinta Way and south of E Florida Avenue, from 0-1 dwellings 
per acre to 1-2 dwellings per acre.  He stated the proposal would 
affect approximately 54.5 acres of land. Mr. Iturreria noted that this 
was the only area in the Four Square Mile Subarea Plan with a 
density of 0-1 dwellings/acre and that the proposed change would 
affect about eight lots. He explained the rest of the lots in the area 
were already more dense than 1 dwelling per acre. He said staff 
recommended approval of the proposed amendment.  
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Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comment. 
 
Ten (10) members of the public spoke in favor of the proposed 
change. Twenty two (22) members of the public spoke against the 
proposal, expressing concerns about changing the character of the 
neighborhood, traffic, infrastructure, wildlife, and loss of a buffer 
between the Highline Canal and the rest of the neighborhood. 
Several people who spoke in opposition asked the Planning 
Commission to consider individual comprehensive plan amendment 
requests, from owners interested in developing, rather than 
approving a change to the entire neighborhood.  
 
There were no further public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Staff responded to the comments, noting the existing infrastructure 
was sufficient to support the potential increase in the number of 
homes. It was stated Arapahoe County Engineering and the 
water/sewer district representative reviewed the proposal and had 
no concerns. Staff reiterated the proposal was strictly a 
comprehensive plan change.  Any zoning requests would come 
later and would have a separate public hearing.  Staff noted 54% of 
the affected area was already zoned for densities greater than 1 
dwelling per acre.  
 
The Planning Commission asked questions about the option for 
individual property owners to seek comprehensive plan amendment 
changes.  
 
Staff explained the cost of privately initiated comprehensive plan 
amendments would be $7,500.00 in addition to all the other fees 
associated with the actual development of the property (ies), upon 
approval of a comprehensive plan amendment.  
 
Mr. Hill noted the distinction between the Comprehensive Plan and 
zoning on the properties. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Brummel and duly seconded by Mr. Sall, 
to approve Case No. F15-001, Four Square Mile Subarea Plan 
Amendment, as requested. 
 
The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, No; Ms. Rieck, No; Ms. Chaffin, No; Mr. Rader, 
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No; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes. 
 
The motion failed. 
 

ADJOURNMENT There being no further business to come before the Planning 
Commission, the meeting was adjourned. 
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 2016 
 
ATTENDANCE A regular meeting of the Arapahoe County Planning Commission 

was called and held in accordance with the statutes of the State of 
Colorado and the Arapahoe County Land Development Code.  The 
following Planning Commission members confirmed their continued 
qualification to serve:  
 
Paul Rosenberg, Chair; Brian Weiss, Chair Pro-Tem; 
Mark Brummel; Richard Rader; Jane Rieck; Richard Sall, and Diane 
Chaffin. 
 
Also present were:  Robert Hill, Senior Assistant County Attorney; 
Julio Iturreria, Long Range Planning Program Manager; Larry 
Mugler, Demographics Planner; Jason Reynolds, Current Planning 
Program Manager; Chuck Haskins, Engineering Services Division 
Manager; Jan Yeckes, Planning Division Manager; Bill Skinner, 
Senior Planner; Sherman Feher, Senior Planner; Caitlyn Cahill, 
Animal Control Supervisor, and members of the public. 
 

CALL TO ORDER Chair Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and noted 
a quorum of the Board was present. 
 

DISCLOSURE 
MATTERS 

There were no Planning Commission member conflicts with the 
matters before them. 
 

 
REGULAR ITEMS: 

 
ANNOUNCEMENTS Ms. Yeckes reported the June 14, 2016 Special Meeting of the 

Planning Commission was scheduled to be held in the Arapahoe 
Room; however, the June 21, 2016 Regular Meeting was scheduled 
to be held in the Colorado State University Extension Office due to 
the Primary Election. 
 

Item 1: Case No. F16-001, Strasburg Station / Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment – Julio Iturreria, Long Range Planning, Public 
Works and Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Brummell indicated he lived next door to, and has had business 
transactions with the applicant.  He stated he had no financial interest 
in the case. He offered to recuse himself if any members of Planning 
Commission or the applicant had concerns; however, there were 
none.   
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Mr. Sall disclosed that his firm had done work for the applicant.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg disclosed that he served on the board for the I-70 
Corridor Regional Economic Advancement Partnership (REAP), 
who provided a letter regarding this item; however, stated he did not 
attend the meeting where the case had been discussed.  
 
Julio Iturreria, Long Range Planning Manager, entered additional 
public comment letters into the record.  He provided an overview of 
the proposed application. He stated the Strasburg Sub-Area Plan was 
a joint effort by Adams County and Arapahoe County.  He reported 
Adams County had offered some suggested language, which was 
incorporated in the proposal. Mr. Iturreria had offered to attend an 
Adams County Planning Commission meeting; however, Adams 
County did not see a need for it. 
 
Todd Messenger, Fairfield & Woods, asked the Planning 
Commissioners to approve a change to the Low Intensity Mixed Use 
(LIMU) portion of the Strasburg Sub-Area Plan to allow residential 
uses in the LIMU portion of Strasburg, generally located south of 
Colfax and west of Wagner Street. He noted the LIMU section of the 
2002 Strasburg Sub-Area Plan said if housing conditions changed 
then the plan should consider adding housing to the LIMU area. The 
applicant said with two recessions, since 2002, housing conditions 
had changed; further, he stated the project met the criteria identified 
for comprehensive plan changes.  
 
There were discussions related to other Fairfield & Woods 
developments in Strasburg. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comments. 
 
Three members of the public spoke in opposition to the change, 
including the Principal of the elementary school and the director of 
the Parks and Recreation District. Concerns included potential 
crowding in the schools, lack of sidewalks connecting the sites to 
downtown Strasburg, increased traffic, and lack of connections to 
recreation sites south of I-70. Two attendees opposed the proposal 
but didn’t wish to speak.  
 
The applicant responded to concerns and questions and indicated a 
willingness to discuss and work through issues that might arise 
during the zoning application process.  
 
There were discussions related to potential density, the desirability 
of residential next to I-70 and the railroad, the potential for retail on 
the property (as anticipated by the Sub-Area Plan), and noise issues.  
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It was moved by Mr. Weiss and duly seconded by 
Mr. Rosenberg, in the case of F16-001 – Strasburg Subarea Plan 
Amendment to modify the definition of Low Intensity Mixed use, 
the Planning Commission has read the staff report dated May 
27, 2016, and has considered additional information presented 
during the public hearing. The Planning Commission agrees 
with the staff findings and recommendation that this is an 
appropriate change and approval is warranted using the 
language recommended by Adams County. The Planning 
Commission approves the change to: 
 

• the Characteristics and Uses of Low Intensity Mixed Use 
on page 15 to read, “Light industrial, office, retail and a 
mix of residential uses or multifamily in either planned 
unit development or straight zoning request;” 

• the Purpose of Low Intensity Mixed Use on page 15 to 
read, “Attract businesses and employment opportunities 
and diversify housing stock;” and 

• delete the sentence on the top of page 7 that reads “Policy: 
If residential market conditions change, Arapahoe 
County may look at the possibility of adding residential 
land use to the “Low Intensity Mixed Use” category in the 
next 3 to 5 years,” based on the findings outlined in the 
staff report dated May 27, 2016. 

 
The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Ms. Rieck, No; Ms. Chaffin, Yes; Mr. Rader, 
Yes; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes. 
 

Item 2: Case No. P16-002, Iliff  Avenue Townhomes / Final Development 
Plan (FDP) – Sherman Feher, Senior Planner, Public Works and 
Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Sall disclosed that his employer had worked for Alpert 
Development in the past. 
 
Mr. Feher summarized the project, which included 68 townhome 
units on 3.5 acres with about 39% open space. He stated the site was 
located northeast of S Wabash Street and E Iliff Avenue. He reported 
staff was recommending approval.  
 
Scott Alpert, applicant, presented the proposed site plan and 
indicated he had several meetings with nearby Homeowner’s 
Associations (HOAs) and the Four Square Mile neighborhood 
organization. He reported receiving favorable comments, possibly 
because of the way the site looked with dilapidated homes and junk.  
Mr. Alpert agreed to requested heights and density and believed he 
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had taken care of the FDP issues. He showed building elevations and 
the detention facility along Iliff. He said they prefered to make the 
detention ponds into amenities.  
 
Planning Commission asked questions about the ¾ access from Iliff, 
coordinating Iliff sidewalk designs with the county’s project, on-site 
recreation amenities, pricing for the units, and school district cash-
in-lieu.  
 
Chuck Haskins, Engineering Division Manager, said the access was 
adequate and that eastbound traffic could use the protected left turn 
at S Wabash Street to make a u-turn.  
 
Mr. Alpert stated he had attempted to secure access west to S Wabash 
Street but was unsuccessful.   He hadn’t determined whether to rent 
or sell the units.  He estimated rents would be around $2,000/month 
or sales price of $400,000.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comment. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
It was moved by Ms. Chaffin and duly seconded by 
Mr. Brummel, in the case of P16-002, Iliff Avenue Townhomes 
Final Development Plan, that the Planning Commission had 
read the staff report and received testimony at the public hearing 
and found themselves in agreement with staff findings, including 
the draft plan and attachments as set forth in the staff report 
dated May 23, 2016, and recommend the case favorably to the 
Board of County Commissioners, subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
1. The applicant must make all modifications to the Final 

Development Plan Amendment as requested by the Public 
Works and Development Department. 

2. The applicant agrees to address all Engineering Services 
Division and SEMSWA comments and concerns, as 
identified within their reports, prior to signed mylars. 

3. The applicant will enter into a Subdivision Improvement 
Agreement and provide collateral to the County for all public 
improvements associated with the project. 

4. The applicant will comply with all Cunningham Fire 
Protection District referral comments. 

5. Per the applicant’s letter of intent, which states they will 
provide a playground, the applicant will need to show a 



Planning Commission June 7, 2016 Page 5 of 7 
 

The audio recording is the official County record of this meeting. 
Written minutes are a summary of the meeting and provided as a courtesy only.  

playground and generalized playground equipment on the 
Final Development Plan. 

6. Per the Board of County Commissioner’s-approved 
Preliminary Development Plan condition of approval, the 
applicant will bury utilities and dedicate right-of-way as 
required by the County. 

7. Per the Board of County Commissioner’s approved 
Preliminary Development Plan condition of approval, the 
applicant will obtain and follow CPTED recommendations 
from the Sheriff’s Department. 

 
The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Ms. Rieck, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes; Mr. Rader, 
Yes; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes. 
 

Item 3: Case No. P16-006, Inverness Subdivision #57 / L3 / [Vallagio 
Retail] / Final Development Plan (FDP) – Bill Skinner, Senior 
Planner, Public Works and Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Skinner stated this project was the last open pad site in the 
Vallagio retail center, which was located south of Dry Creek Road 
and east of Inverness Drive West. He reported the County previously 
approved a FDP for this site in 2008, which included a 
retail/restaurant building. He reported the proposed site plan 
included a 9,000 square foot medical office building with 
underground parking and surface parking. He received some 
questions from retail tenants concerned about parking impacts; he 
noted there was a joint parking agreement which allowed users to 
share parking.  
 
Dan Horvat, Horvat Architects, representing the owners, 
complimented Bill Skinner on how communicative he had been 
through the process. He showed images of the building and 
explained that parking was a concern for them. Their proposed 9,000 
square foot building would remove some existing parking spaces but 
because they were providing 22 underground parking spaces there 
would be 34 surface parking spaces available on their lot for medical 
clients, retail users, or Eddie Merlot’s. Mr. Horvat presented a 
parking analysis showing expected, on-site parking space usage at 
different times of the day, as well as a parking study for the entire 
Vallagio complex.  
 
There were discussions regarding the shared parking arrangement, 
how many spaces Eddie Merlot’s was likely to use when it opened 
for lunch, the fact that Eddie Merlot’s received a reduced parking 
requirement, and the potential for valet parking.  
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Staff pointed out the proposal exceeded the minimum parking 
standards for this type of use and noted the County’s parking 
standards for restaurants were much higher than standard practice.   
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comment. 
 
One member of the public spoke in favor of the project as a 
representative of the retail building. He said they had concerns and 
performed the parking study to address their concerns, the lender’s 
concerns, and Eddy Merlot’s concerns. He said the study addressed 
those concerns. He noted that the site is near light rail and as a transit 
oriented development the parking is tight by design.  
 
There were no further public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
The Planning Commission discussed parking concerns. Mr.  
 
Rosenberg said he wouldn’t support creating a bigger parking 
problem.  
 
It was moved by Mr. Brummel and duly seconded by Mr. Rader, 
in the case of P16-006, Inverness No. 57, Lot 3, Vallagio Medical 
Offices Final Development Plan, that the Planning Commission 
has read the staff report and received testimony at the public 
hearing and find themselves in agreement with staff findings 1 
through 3, including all plans and attachments as set forth in the 
staff report dated May 25, 2016, and recommend this case 
favorably to the Board of County Commissioners, subject to the 
following condition of approval: 

1. Prior to signature of the final copy of these plans, all 
minor modifications shall be made as required by the 
Arapahoe County Public Works & Development 
Department. 

 
The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Ms. Rieck, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes; Mr. Rader,  
Yes; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, No. 
 

Item 4: Case No. P16-003, Inverness Subdivision #22 / L1 / 4th Final 
Development Plan (FDP) Amendment – Bill Skinner, Senior 
Planner, Public Works and Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Skinner presented the proposal, which was for an approximately 
50 square foot sign to be located near the top of the building, facing 
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I-25. He explained the sign did not meet Arapahoe County’s code 
requirements, but the Board of County Commissioners could adjust 
the signage through the PUD process. He said, given the context of 
the I-25 corridor, staff was recommending approval. 
 
In response to a Planning Commission question, the applicant, Mike 
Johnson, indicated that the building is about 85’ tall, or 100’ tall from 
the loading dock side.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comment. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Planning Commissioners remarked that the sign was relatively small 
compared to other signs in the area.  
 
It was moved by Ms. Chaffin and duly seconded by Mr. Sall, in 
the case of P16-003, Inverness No. 61, Lot 1, Final Development 
Plan 4th Amendment – AT&T Logo Sign, that the Planning 
Commission had read the staff report and received testimony at 
the public hearing and found themselves in agreement with staff 
findings 1 through 3, including all plans and attachments as set 
forth in the staff report dated May 25, 2016, and recommended 
the case favorably to the Board of County Commissioners, 
subject to the following: 

1. Prior to signature of the final copy of these plans, all 
minor modifications shall be made as required by the 
Arapahoe County Public Works and Development 
Department. 

 

The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Ms. Rieck, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes; Mr. Rader,  
Yes; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes. 
 

ADJOURNMENT There being no further business to come before the Planning 
Commission, the meeting was adjourned. 

 



ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA 

JULY 19, 2016 
6:30 P.M. 

 
CASE # P15-011 – CENTENNIAL EAST CORPORATE CENTER/ A – PLUS ATHLETICS – 
FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT 
 
SHERMAN FEHER, SENIOR PLANNER      JULY 8, 2016 

  
  
 
VICINITY MAP The site is located northwest of the intersection of Fremont Avenue and Dillon 
Court. This property is in Commissioner District 2. 
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ZONING MAP 
 
 
 

 
ADJACENT SUBDIVISIONS, ZONING, AND LAND USES 
 
North - Centennial East Corporate Center Subdivision, MU-PUD, Governmental 

Building. 

East  - City of Centennial Zoning and Subdivision, Flex Office Building. 

South - Centennial East Corporate Center Subdivision, MU-PUD, Office/Light 
Industrial Building. 

West - Centennial East Corporate Center Subdivision, MU-PUD, Vacant. 

 
 
 

Site 
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PROPOSAL  
 
The applicant’s representative, Brian Ostler, on behalf of City Lighting, owners, are 
requesting approval of a Final Development Plan Amendment (FDPA).  This FDPA is 
adding “Recreational Facilities, Public and Private” to the list of allowed uses.  The 
Preliminary Development Plan allows this use, however the previous FDP only allowed 
“Office/Warehouse.”  The applicant would like to have an athletic and gymnastic training 
facility for all of the existing building.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff:  Staff recommends that the Centennial East Corporate Center/A Plus Athletics 
Final Development Plan Amendment be APPROVED, subject to conditions contained in 
this Staff Report, based on findings outlined herein.   

Looking Northeast at  
Existing Building 
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I. BACKGROUND 
 
The property was originally zoned A-1 in 1961. The latest MU-PUD Amendment for this 
property was approved on September 7, 1999 (Case No.Z99-003).  The Final 
Development Plan for the existing building was approved on November 6, 2001 (Case 
No. P01-020).   
 
II.  DISCUSSION 
 
Staff’s review of this application included a comparison of the project to policies and 
goals outlined in the Comprehensive Plan, background activity, and an analysis of 
referral comments. 
 
1.  The Comprehensive Plan  
 
The Comprehensive Plan designates this property as “Employment”.  The proposed 
FDP is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan in that it provides employment 
opportunities. 
 
2. Ordinance Review and Additional Background Information 
 
Chapter 13-I00 of the Planned Unit Development section of the zoning regulations 
states that the P.U.D. process is intended to prevent the creation of a monotonous 
urban landscape by allowing for the mixture of uses which might otherwise be 
considered non-compatible, through the establishment of flexible development 
standards, provided said standards: 
 
a. Recognize the limitations of existing and planned infrastructure, by thoroughly 

examining the availability and capability of water, sewer, drainage, and 
transportation systems to serve present and future land uses.  

 
The proposed FDP does not change the existing infrastructure.  Water and sewer 
capability is provided by Arapahoe County Water and Wastewater Authority. The 
existing road system serves the proposed uses. 
 

b. Assure compatibility between the proposed development, surrounding land uses, 
and the natural environment.  
 
This proposed FDP conforms with PDP standards.  The PDP sets use standards 
that are being followed in the FDP.  The FDP complies with the PDP standards. 
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c. Allow for the efficient and adequate provision of public services.  Applicable 
public services include, but are not limited to, police, fire, school, park, and 
libraries. 
 
The proposed FDP provides for adequate provision of public services.  Public 
services appear to be adequately provided, as evidenced by the response or lack 
of response to referrals.  

 
d. Enhance convenience for the present and future residents of Arapahoe County 

by ensuring that appropriate supporting activities, such as employment, housing, 
leisure-time, and retail centers are in close proximity to one another.   
 
The proposed FDP may enhance convenience for the present and future 
residents of Arapahoe County by providing for employment.  

 
e. Ensure that public health and safety is adequately protected against natural and 

man-made hazards which include, but are not limited to, traffic noise, water 
pollution, airport hazards, and flooding.   
 
The proposed FDP seeks to ensure that public health and safety is adequately 
protected against natural and man-made hazards, as long as this proposed FDP 
meets certain standards.   
 

f. Provide for accessibility within the proposed development, and between the 
development and existing adjacent uses.  Adequate on-site interior traffic 
circulation, public transit, pedestrian avenues, parking and thoroughfare 
connections are all factors to be examined when determining the accessibility of 
a site.   
 
Public accessibility will be provided for by the existing road and pedestrian 
system. The applicant has added additional parking from the original FDP.  
Overflow parking from special events will also be provided by a cross parking 
agreement with another City Lighting lot that is in close proximity. 
 

g. Minimize disruption to existing physiographic features, including vegetation, 
streams, lakes, soil types and other relevant topographical elements.  
 
There will be minimal disruption to existing physiographic features with this FDP.  

 
h. Ensure that the amenities provided adequately enhance the quality of life in the 

area, by creating a comfortable and aesthetically enjoyable environment through  
conventions such as, the preservation of mountain views, the creation of 
landscaped open areas, and the establishment of recreational activities.  
 
Landscaping will provide amenities for these properties.   
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i. Enhance the usable open spaces in Arapahoe County, and provide sufficient 
unobstructed open space and recreational area to accommodate a project’s 
residents and employees.  
 
The FDP provides for 25% open space. 

 
Other Items: 
 
This proposed FDPA is located within the Centennial Airport Environs Planning Area 
(CAEPA) which has more stringent development standards (LDC Section 10-200).  The 
existing building was built before CAEPA regulations were approved.  The proposed 
use is not restricted or prohibited under CAEPA regulations and no exterior alteration 
are proposed for the building.   
 
III. REFERRAL COMMENTS 
 
Comments received as a result of the referral process are as follows: 
 
Engineering Comments regarding parking and Traffic Impact 

Study. Applicant provided Traffic Impact Letter.  

Mapping General comments.  Comments were addressed. 

Arapahoe County Assessor No response. 

Arapahoe County Zoning No comments. 

Arapahoe County Sheriff No comments. 

Centennial Airport No comments. 

Urban Drainage No response. 

SEMSWA No comments. 

South Metro FPD No response. 

Xcel Energy Xcel owns and operates existing electrical and 
natural gas facilities; applicant will need to complete 
Xcel’s application process if existing facilities are 
modified.  Existing building will not be modified 
externally. 

City of Centennial Ensure parking is adequate.  Parking should be 
adequate with additional parking spaces and also 
additional parking that will be available on other City 
Lighting lot(s).  Verify landscaping. Landscaping 
appears to meet requirements.  

ACCWA Requested applicant to provide information to 
ACCWA.  Applicant will need to provide information 
to ACCWA separately from the County, if 
applicable. 
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Tri-County Health Supports expansion. 

Cherry Creek Water Quality 
Basin Authority 

No exceptions as submitted. 

CDOT No response. 

Century Link/Phone No response. 
 
 
IV. STAFF FINDINGS 
 
Staff has visited the site and has reviewed the proposed Final Development Plan 
Amendment (FDPA), supporting documentation and referral comments.  Based upon 
review of applicable policies and goals in the Arapahoe County Comprehensive Plan 
and analysis of referral comments, our findings include: 
 
1. Staff finds that the proposed Final Development Plan Amendment (FDPA) appears 

to conform to the Arapahoe County Comprehensive Plan, with the property being 
designated as “Employment”.    

2. The FDPA generally appears to satisfy the Arapahoe County Zoning Regulations 
and procedures, including Chapter 13, Section 13-100, Planned Unit Development 
(P.U.D). 

3. Overflow parking may be needed for special events and will be accommodated 
through a cross parking agreement. 

 
 
V. RECOMMENDATION 
 
Considering the findings and other information provided herein, staff recommends 
approval of the proposed Centennial East Corporate Center/A Plus Athletics Final 
Development Plan Amendment (P15-011), subject to the following: 
 
1. The applicant must make all modifications to the Final Development Plan 

Amendment Exhibit as requested by the Public Works & Development Department. 
 

2. The applicant agrees to address all Engineering Services Division and SEMSWA 
comments and concerns, as identified within their reports, prior to signed mylars. 

 
VI. DRAFT MOTIONS 
 
APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS: In the case of P15-011, Centennial East Corporate 
Center/A Plus Athletics Final Development Plan Amendment, we have read the staff 
report and received testimony at the public hearing.  We find ourselves in agreement 
with staff findings including the draft plan and attachments as set forth in the staff report 
dated July 8, 2016, and recommend approval of this case, subject to the following 
conditions: 
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1. The applicant must make all modifications to the Final Development Plan 
Amendment Exhibit as requested by the Public Works & Development 
Department. 

 
2. The applicant agrees to address all Engineering Services Division and SEMSWA 

comments and concerns, as identified within their reports, prior to signed mylars. 
 

Alternate Motions 
 

Any alternate motion must include new findings and conditions where those differ from 
the Staff-recommended findings and conditions. 
 
DENIAL: In the case of P15-011, Centennial East Corporate Center/A Plus Athletics 
Final Development Plan Amendment, we have read the staff report dated July 8, 2016, 
and received testimony at the public hearing. We recommend denial of this case, based 
on the following findings:  
 

1. State new or amended findings to support PC recommendation of “Denial.” 
2. …. 

 
CONTINUE: In the case of P15-011, Centennial East Corporate Center/A Plus Athletics 
Final Development Plan, I move to continue the decision on this request to [DATE], 
2016, date certain, at 6:30 p.m., at this same location [to receive further information] [to 
further consider information presented during the hearing]. 
  
Attachments 
Application 
FDP Exhibit 
Referral Comments 
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