
  

 
Public Works and Development 

Administration Building – East Hearing Room 
5334 S Prince St., Littleton, CO 80120 

 

REGULAR MEETING OF  
ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

TUESDAY, AUGUST 2, 2016 @ 6:30 P.M. 
 

AT A SPECIAL LOCATION 
ADMINISTRATION BULDING – EAST HEARING ROOM 

5334 S PRINCE ST., LITTLETON, CO 80120 
 
 

   

GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM JUNE 14, 2016 VOTE:  Approved 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM JUNE 21, 2016 VOTE:  Approved, as amended. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM JULY 5, 2016 VOTE:  Approved 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM JULY 19, 2016 VOTE:  Approved 

 

 

REGULAR ITEMS 

ITEM 1: CASE NO. Z16-001, LITTLETON VALLEY VILLAS / PRELIMINARY 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PDP) 

LOCATION: 5977 S. Platte Canyon Road, Littleton VOTE: 
ACREAGE: 5.65 acres 3 IN FAVOR 
EXISTING ZONING: R-2 Residential District (R-2) 2 OPPOSED 
PROPOSED USE: 50 paired units (25 buildings); Residential PUD-Moderate 

Density (R-PM) 

2 ABSENT 

APPLICANT:  KB Homes - Colorado  ABSTAIN 

CASE MANAGERS: Planner:  Molly Orkild-Larson;  Engineer:  Spencer Smith  
REQUEST: Approval of a Preliminary Development Plan for single family 

attached residential homes. 
 CONTINUED TO: 

MOTION SUMMARY: PC recommended denial with staff findings; BOCC action 

required. 
Date:  _____________ 

ITEM 2: CASE NO. P16-010, SKY MARK APARTMENTS / FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
(FDP) 

LOCATION: Northwest of Intersection of Parker Road and Ulster VOTE: 
ACREAGE: 2.14 Acres N/A IN FAVOR 
EXISTING ZONING: R-PH  OPPOSED 
PROPOSED USE: Multi-Family Residential  ABSENT 
APPLICANT:  Sky Mark Apartments LLC  ABSTAIN 

CASE MANAGERS: Planner:  Sherman Feher;  Engineer:  Sarah White  
REQUEST: Approval of a Final Development Plan for multi-family 

residential homes. 
 CONTINUED TO: 

MOTION SUMMARY: Motion to continue to a later date. Date:  08-16-2016  
 

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
 

 The next regular Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for August 16, 2016 at the Lima Plaza Arapahoe Room. 
 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 - Absent Richard Rader - Present Paul Rosenberg, Chair - Present 
Diane Chaffin - Absent Jane Rieck - Present Richard Sall - Present 
Brian Weiss, Chair Pro-Tem - Present 

 

 
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 SPECIAL MEETING OF THE 
ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

TUESDAY, JUNE 14, 2016 
 
ATTENDANCE A special 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; Jane Rieck; 
Richard Sall, and Diane Chaffin. 
 
Also present were:  Jason Reynolds, Current Planning Program 
Manager; Jan Yeckes, Planning Division Manager; Molly Orkild-
Larson, Senior Planner; Spencer Smith, Engineer; 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. L16-004, Dove Valley V #02 [ACWWA-CWSD Joint 

Water Purification Plant] / Location and Extent Plan (L&E), 
Molly Orkild-Larson, Senior Planner, Public Works and 
Development (PWD) 
 
Ms. Orkild-Larson stated the noticing requirement had been 
completed and the Planning Commission (PC) had jurisdiction to 
proceed.  She introduced the case, stating the nature and purpose of 
the requested amendment and the location affected within the Dove 
Valley Business Park in areas zoned Mixed Use. She reported staff 
recommended approval with conditions, based on findings in the 
staff report. 
 
Commissioner Rosenberg asked whether the neighborhoods in 
Douglas County were sent referrals on the case. 
 
Ms. Orkild-Larson stated referrals were sent to Douglas County 
Planning and Engineering; however none were sent to the 
neighborhoods in Douglas County because they weren’t within close 
proximity to the site. 
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Pat Mulhern, Mulhern MRE, Inc, on behalf of Arapahoe County 
Water and Wastewater Authority (ACWWA) / Cottonwood Water 
and Sanitation District (District) and Dove Valley Business Park 
Associates, LTD., introduced the project team.  He presented a 
PowerPoint, a copy of which was retained for the record.  He 
explained the history of water and wastewater for development in the 
south metro area, noting his involvement since 1984. He reported 
dependence on the deep-water aquifer had long been a concern. He 
stated Cherry Creek was a source of water, but the water quality was 
challenging. Mr. Mulhern reported Inverness was the fourth user in 
a 12-mile stretch.  He explained the sequence of water use, treatment, 
and reuse by subsequent users. He explained water quality 
challenges related primarily to total dissolved solids (TDS), which 
caused the water to be “hard,” as well as other components not well 
managed by water treatment processes.  He said reverse-osmosis was 
the preferred system for bottling water, because it resulted in 
excellent water quality. However, Mr. Mulhern reported it also 
produced a “reject stream” that was discharged back to the natural 
stream. He said, in 2010, selenium became a problem in discharges, 
resulting in the plant being converted to micro-filtration, which met 
standards, but did not produce the desired quality of drinking water. 
He explained the project was intended to address the selenium 
problem and allow the plant to go back to the reverse-osmosis 
process. Mr. Mulhern reported the team had looked at a number of 
options, and the natural, biologic treatment system rose to the top. 
He stated the second option would cost $12 million in comparison to 
$5 million capital cost for the preferred method, which also has a 
lower annual cost.  He explained the modeling study was completed 
in August 2015.  Mr. Mulhern reported selenium occurred in nature 
at higher concentrations than the plant would need to treat. He also 
explained the steps taken to bring them here today and the many 
agencies that had to be consulted, as well as finding and getting a 
contract on land to locate the facility.  
 
Sarah Foster, CH2M Hill, explained selenium was very difficult to 
remove to low concentrations, which made the treatment 
complicated and expensive.  She said selenium could be taken up by 
soils and plants. She stated the process used an organic substrate to 
drive microbial and chemical reactions to reduce concentrations of 
metals, acidity, and other components. Ms. Foster reported 
subsurface vertical flow aerobic polishing “cells” finish the process 
prior to discharge to the stream. She explained the biologic treatment 
cell construction process. She compared the smell to a garden center 
at lower levels and the various layered components of each cell laid 
out across the site.  Ms. Foster explained the path that water followed 
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as it entered the system to the point it is eventually discharged to 
Windmill Creek, explaining the reject stream was the component of 
flows that would go through the selenium treatment process to 
prepare it for discharge. She described benefits of the biological 
treatment system, as already described, and the disadvantages, which 
were necessary for odor control and periodic hauling of depleted 
materials. Ms. Foster reported that occurred primarily when the cells 
needed to be deactivated and reconstructed for future use (estimated 
ten to twenty years after initial construction). She stated some 
maintenance activities occurred at 5 years.  She reported a piloting 
of the bio-treatment system occurred over 12 weeks in the winter and 
spring. She said the two trains resulted in 88-93% removal of 
selenium and 83-96% removal of phosphorus, with good removal of 
other compounds, metals, and bacteria. 
 
Mr. Mulhern addressed the question from the Planning Commission 
and explained the various outreach efforts made to neighborhoods to 
ensure people had an opportunity to learn about the project and get 
their questions answered. He said meetings were offered and the 
team met with those who opted to attend.  He distributed two 
brochures that had been given to attendees, copies of which were 
retained for the record, to the Planning Commission.  Mr. Mulhern 
further discussed the maintenance, hauling, and odor control 
anticipated and stated they would be good neighbors. He addressed 
the proposed schedule for the project.  
 
Mr. McBrien described the customer base, which was more heavily 
weighted toward commercial and business users than residential 
users. 
 
Mr. Mulhern answered questions from the Planning Commission 
about the site, whether neighbor concerns related primarily to odor 
(which they did), about current complaints with regard to water 
quality since having to stop using the R-O process, water quality 
impacts farther down the user line. He noted comparison TDS 
numbers in various locations north and south. He also explained the 
truck traffic associated with construction and maintenance. He 
reported some neighbors had asked about air quality impacts for 
people with asthma.  Mr. Mulhern stated this does not seem to be a 
problem from Mr. Lambert’s research.  
 
Jim Bays, CH2M Hill, addressed questions about the results of the 
pilot study and variations in water quality as the system came on-
line. 
 



Planning Commission June 7, 2016 Page 4 of 5 
 

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.  

Mr. Rosenberg asked about the Prairie Waters project in Aurora and 
a treatment system that was built near Brighton and whether these 
were similar.  
 
Ms. Foster explained the similarities and differences between the two 
systems and the problems each addressed.  
 
Mr. Mulhern noted that reverse-osmosis was not an option, but they 
were able to blend the high-TDS water with low-TDS water from 
mountain flows.  
 
Ms. Orkild-Larson asked about fencing for the project.  
 
Mr. Mulhern reported neighbors questioned whether the system 
would be at risk for vandalism if not fenced. He said the team felt 
the fence could be an attractant; his thought was to not fence it unless 
problems came up.  
 
Ms. Rieck asked whether the road would be gated to prevent 
undesired users. 
 
Mr. Mulhern said that was likely. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comments. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
It was moved by Ms. Rieck and duly seconded by Mr. Sall, in the 
case of L16-004, Arapahoe County Water and Wastewater 
Authority / Cottonwood Water and Sanitation District Joint 
Water Purification Plant Location and Extent 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 all plans and 
attachments as set forth in the staff report dated May 26, 2016, 
and move to approve this case, subject to the following 
conditions: 
 

1. The applicant will make modifications to plans, as 
requested by the Public Works and Development 
Department. 

 

2. Place a note on the site plan that indicates that a future 
Southeast Metro Stormwater Authority (SEMSWA) 
detention facility is to be placed on Tract C. 
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The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Ms. Rieck, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, 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, JUNE 21, 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; 
Jason Reynolds, Current Planning Program Manager; Jan Yeckes, 
Planning Division Manager; Bill Skinner, Spencer M. Smith, 
Engineer, Julio Iturreria, Long Range Planning; 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. 
 

ANNOUNCEMENT Ms. Yeckes reported there would not be a need to conduct a special 
meeting of the Planning Commission on July 12th; however, the July 
5th and 19th regular meetings would be held as scheduled. 

 
REGULAR ITEMS: 

 
Item 1: Case No. U16-001, Arapahoe County Land Board [Solar 

Facility] / Use by Special Review (USR) – Bill Skinner, Senior 
Planner, Public Works and Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Skinner explained that in this case type, the Planning 
Commission (PC) made a recommendation to the Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC) and the BOCC made the final decision.  He 
reported the case was a 1041 Permit with a USR component for a 
solar garden.  He said the solar facility would be located on State 
Land Board (SLB) property.  He stated the SLB had been involved 
throughout the entire process. Mr. Skinner reported the City of 
Aurora (Aurora) was an adjacent property owner to the proposed 
site.  He said Aurora hadn’t formally responded to the case referral; 
however, he had been in communication with them.  Mr. Skinner 
stated staff recommended the case for approval.  
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Richard Miller, Clean Energy Collective, on behalf of the State Land 
Board (SLB) presented a PowerPoint, a copy of which was retained 
for the record.  He explained SLB’s interest in generating income for 
schools and reported the company had four (4) facilities on SLB 
properties, in more than one Colorado county.  He provided a history 
of the company, a summary of current facilities, and reviewed the 
proposed plans for the current project. 
 
There were discussions regarding the solar garden projects, 
including similar projects, size and scope, unexploded ordinances, 
access to transmission lines along Quincy, conditions of the lease, 
groundcover, fencing, maintenance, and cost/credits to consumers 
verses other utility methods and companies. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comments. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Skinner reported there were a couple of items that needed to be 
updated before finalizing the plans. He explained the applicant 
would need to update the fence detail and adjust the access road 
location.  
 
Mr. Rader expressed concern over the height of the fence.  He said 
it would be easily scaled and provide for very little security at 6-8 
feet in height.  He proposed a fence with barbed wire. 
 
Mr. Miller said if the PC wanted a fence with barbed wire, they could 
do that. 
 
There were discussions regarding site security and the installation of 
monitoring cameras.  
 
It was moved by Mr. Brummel and duly seconded by Mr. Weiss, 
with a friendly amendment by Ms. Chaffin to revise conditions 2 
and 3 to remove the words ‘strive to’, in the case of U16-001, 
Arapahoe State Land Board Solar Garden, Use by Special 
Review, that the Planning Commission 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 June 13, 
2016 and recommend this case favorably to the Board of County 
Commissioners, subject to the following conditions of approval: 
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1. The applicant will modify the plans as requested by the 
Public Works & Development Department, prior to the 
signing of the mylars and before the commencement of 
any construction activities relating to this project.   

 
2. The applicant will avoid any areas of paleontological, 

historic, or archaeological importance.  If avoidance is 
not possible, further testing will be conducted, with 
landowner’s permission, to determine the site’s eligibility 
for historic status and a treatment plan will be developed 
that will be followed to protect eligible sites.  The 
applicant will notify the County of any plans or activities 
to deal with historic, paleontological or archaeological 
sites that cannot be avoided by the construction of the 
solar garden.    

 
3. The applicant will avoid any Federal and/or State 

Threatened and Endangered Species, as well as State 
Species of Concern, if found to exist in areas where the 
solar garden will be constructed.  If any Federal and/or 
State Threatened and Endangered Species or any State 
Species of Concern is found to exist in areas where the 
solar garden will be constructed, then the applicant will 
collaborate with Colorado Parks and Wildlife and 
Arapahoe County to mitigate and minimize any potential 
impact to these species. 

 
4. The applicant will provide the County with a noxious 

weed control plan for the site prior to construction. 
 
Mr. Rader moved to further amend the motion to require the 
applicant install a barbed wire fence.   
 
The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
The vote was: 
 
Mr. Weiss, Yes; Ms. Rieck, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes; Mr. Rader, 
No; Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes. 
 

 
STUDY SESSION ITEMS: 

 
Item 1: Discussions re: Comprehensive Plan and Planning Commission 

By-laws – Jan Yeckes, Planning Division Manager and Julio 
Iturreria, Long Range Planning 
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There were discussions related to another entity’s project as it 
pertained to approval of projects based on ownership versus rental.  
It was noted cities might have more authority than the County.  It 
was stated there must be a basis in the Land Development Code 
(LDC) to allow for that kind of condition of approval.  It was 
explained the County considered the impact of residential and single-
family versus multi-family projects.   
 
Discussions regarding issues and concerns heard from the public, as 
a result of the Uinta Comp Plan hearing, were had.   
 
Ms. Yeckes and Mr. Hill spoke individually with each Planning 
Commission member to discover whether there was confusion, as 
some neighbors had asserted. 
 
Ms. Yeckes offered to send audio recordings of the hearing to the 
PC, so they could listen back to the discussions. 
 

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, JULY 5, 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:  
 
Mark Brummel, Richard Rader; Jane Rieck; Richard Sall, and Diane 
Chaffin. 
 
Also present were:  Robert Hill, Senior Assistant County Attorney; 
Jason Reynolds, Current Planning Program Manager; Sherman 
Feher, Senior Planner; Chuck Haskins, Engineering Services 
Division Manager; Sue Liu, Engineer III; Jan Yeckes, Planning 
Division Manager; Caitlyn Cahill, Animal Control Supervisor, and 
members of the public. 
 

CALL TO ORDER It was noted both the Chair and Chair Pro-Tem were absent for the 
meeting.  As a result, an Acting Chair needed to be chosen. 
 
Ms. Rieck nominated Mr. Brummel as Acting Chair for the 
meeting.  Ms. Chapman seconded the nomination and 
Mr. Brummel accepted the nomination.   
 
The vote was: 
 
Ms. Rieck, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes; Mr. Rader, Yes; 
Mr. Brummel, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes. 
 
Acting Chair Brummel called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and 
noted a quorum of the Board was present. 
 
It was stated the minutes were missing from the Planning 
Commissioner (PC) packets; as a result, a vote on the approval of the 
minutes was deferred until the next regular meeting. 
 

DISCLOSURE 
MATTERS 

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

 
REGULAR ITEMS: 
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Item 1: Case No. Z15-007, Iliff Avenue Single Family Homes / 
Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) -  Sherman Feher, Senior 
Planner, Public Works and Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Feher introduced the case and the positive staff 
recommendation. He stated the proposed development included 121 
single-family dwelling units on 8.75 acres, for a density of about 
13.83 dwellings/acre.  He noted an additional referral comment had 
been provided by the Open Spaces Department, along with modified 
staff findings and recommended conditions of approval for the case. 
Mr. Feher reported Open Spaces did not receive the referral at the 
appropriate time, and that was the reason for the late modification to 
the staff report. 
 
Scott Alpert, Alpert Development, Inc., applicant, on behalf of 8811 
E. Iliff LLC and Warren and Iliff LLC, owners, presented a 
PowerPoint, a copy of which was retained for the record.  He 
explained that the proposal took neighborhood requests into 
consideration.  Originally, they had proposed a single townhome-
style product for the entire site and the neighborhood asked for a 
mixture of different housing types. As a result, Mr. Alpert reported 
they would be developing townhomes on the property just west of 
this site and single-family homes on the property being considered 
today.  He stated there were plans to erect a wall along E Iliff Avenue 
and that there would be a cleanup of the wood lot as part of the 
project.  
 
The Planning Commission (PC) asked questions about open space, 
the proposed playground, the private roadway widths, and the 
proposed wall.  
 
Mr. Alpert explained the site would have about 35% open space and 
would provide a playground near the proposed pool and clubhouse. 
He said the amenities would serve both the townhomes and the 
single-family area. He stated the 26’ wide private streets were 
intended to serve the alley-loaded garages and would meet fire 
requirements. Mr. Alpert reported guest parking would be provided 
throughout the project. He said the wall along Iliff Avenue would be 
six feet tall and they’re were still determining whether it would be 
brick or stone.  
 
Mr. Brummel opened the hearing for public comments. 
 
Three adjacent and nearby business owners expressed concerns 
about the proposed project. Their concerns included traffic on 
Yosemite, fencing between the proposed residential and adjacent 
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commercial/industrial properties, and potential for complaints about 
noise, activity, and industrial yards from future residents of the 
project.  
 
One neighbor expressed support of the proposal on the sign-in sheet, 
but had no desire to speak. 
 
There were no further public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Alpert responded to the public concerns.  He explained there 
wouldn’t be access on Warren, the street with many 
commercial/industrial users. Further, he reported that in their 
outreach efforts, response had been overwhelmingly positive. He 
stated traffic would access Yosemite across from an existing access 
point.  He noted the existing commercial/residential zoning on the 
property would have generated even more traffic than the residential 
proposal. Mr. Alpert said they would do the best they could to 
mitigate noise and view concerns using privacy fences. 
 
It was moved by Ms. Chaffin and duly seconded by Ms. Rieck in 
the case of Z15-007, Iliff Avenue Single-Family Homes, 
Preliminary Development Plan, that the Planning Commission 
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 June 23, 2016 and revised on July 5, 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 
Preliminary Development Plan 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 comply with all Cunningham Fire 
Protection District referral comments. 

4. The applicant will use the appraised value cash-in-lieu 
method as mentioned in the Cherry Creek School District 
referral letter at the Final Plat stage.  Also the applicant will 
use the appraised value cash-in-lieu method for public parks 
and other public purposes. 

5. The applicant will bury utilities and dedicate right-of-way as 
required by the County. 
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6. The applicant will label the “playground area” on the future 
final development plan and provide a note on the preliminary 
development plan that will provide the residents of Iliff 
Avenue Townhomes access to the pool and playground area 
of Iliff Avenue Single Family Homes. 

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

ANNOUNCEMENT(S) Ms. Yeckes noted that this week was the early registration deadline 
for the Colorado American Planning Association fall conference to 
be held in Colorado Springs in September. She said if any of the 
Planning Commissioners would like to attend, they needed to notify 
Jan Yeckes or Terri Maulik so registration and hotel reservations 
could be confirmed this week. She stated a schedule of sessions to 
be attended would be needed. 
 

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, JULY 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; Richard Rader; 
Jane Rieck; and Diane Chaffin. 
 
Also present were:  Robert Hill, Senior Assistant County Attorney; 
Sherman Feher, Senior Planner; Spencer Smith, Engineer; Jason 
Reynolds, Current 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 by Mr. Weiss and duly seconded by 
Ms. Chaffin to accept the minutes from the April 19, 2016 
Planning Commission meeting, as presented. 
 
The motion passed 4-0-1; Ms. Rieck, Abstained. 
 
The motion was then made by Ms. Rieck and duly seconded by 
Mr. Weiss to accept the minutes from the May 17, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting, as presented. 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
The motion was then made by Ms. Chaffin and duly seconded by 
Mr. Rader to accept the minutes from the June 7, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting, as presented. 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 

 
REGULAR ITEMS: 
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Item 1: Case No. P15-011, Centennial East Corporate Center #03 [A-

Plus Athletics] / Final Development Plan (FDP)  – Sherman 
Feher, Senior Planner, Public Works and Development (PWD) 
 
Mr. Feher introduced the case and explained the applicant was 
requesting the addition of recreational uses to the existing Final 
Development Plan (FDP) for the property. He stated their 
Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) included recreational uses, 
among a list of permitted uses; however, the current FDP finalized 
only office / warehouse uses for the project.  He reported the 
applicant wanted to lease additional space to a gymnastics training 
facility that already occupied a portion of the building. 

Brian Ostler, applicant, on behalf of City Lighting, owners, 
explained that City Lighting, had not included recreational uses 
when the office / warehouse development was approved through a 
Final Development Plan.  He reported City Lighting, subsequently, 
had leased a portion of the space to A-Plus Athletics, and a 
Certificate of Occupancy was issued by the County Building 
Division.   He explained City Lighting was relocating its business to 
a new building within the subdivision and the gymnastics facility 
owner would like to expand to occupy the area formerly occupied by 
City Lighting. Mr. Ostler reported, when applying for interior tenant 
finish permits, County staff determined that the gymnastics facility 
was not an allowed use and the FDP needed to be amended.  He 
explained the interior changes to the building to accommodate the 
expanded and relocated use for the gymnastics facility was an A-
class occupancy.  Mr. Ostler circulated tenant finish plans to the 
Planning Commission (PC).  He reported no changes were proposed 
to the exterior of the building for this use. 

There were PC questions related to parking, drop-off and pick-up of 
students, the use of queuing lanes, and trip counts.   

Erik Oldham, owner of A-Plus Athletics, addressed questions about 
occupancy, parking, queuing, and traffic circulation. He stated the 
expansion was not for the purpose of expanding the number of 
students (currently 35 students at one time). He explained that the 
students were growing up and advancing their skills.  As a result, 
more space was needed to allow for movement and to reduce 
interactions between younger and older students who have different 
needs.  He also explained how the trip data was gathered and how 
traffic would circulate at the building to allow for drop-offs and pick-
ups. 

There were questions regarding landscaping and date of anticipated 
occupancy. 

Mr. Rosenberg opened the hearing for public comments. 
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There were no public comments. 

The public hearing was closed. 

Mr. Feher stated the application was recommended for approval with 
conditions as outlined in the staff report. 

Mr. Weiss cautioned the applicant that there might be additional 
steps to go through with the Building Division due to the occupancy 
type and the occupancy level being greater than his requirements.  

Mr. Ostler stated he had already discussed the expansion with 
Building Division staff and understood what was needed. 

It was moved by Ms. Chaffin and duly seconded by Ms. Rieck, 
in the case of P15-011, Centennial East Corporate Center/A Plus 
Athletics Final Development Plan Amendment, 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 July 8, 2016, 
and recommended approval of the case, subject to the following 
conditions:  

1. The applicant will make all modifications to the Final 
Development Plan Amendment Exhibit as requested by 
the Public Works and Development Department. 

2. The applicant will address all Engineering Services 
Division and SEMSWA comments and concerns, as 
identified within their reports, prior to signing of the 
mylars. 

 

The vote was: 
 

Mr. Weiss, Yes; Ms. Rieck, Yes; Ms. Chaffin, Yes; Mr. Rader, 
Yes; Mr. Rosenberg, Yes. 
 
Ms. Yeckes stated the application would move forward to the Board 
of County Commissioners (BOCC) for final action. 
 

ANNOUNCEMENTS Ms. Yeckes made the following announcements:  

 Notices were distributed for two upcoming public meetings/open 
houses, copies of which were retained for the record. 

 Ms. Yckes reported the I-25/Creek Interchange and Corridor 
Study was scheduled for July 28. 2016. She said the County 
was conducting the study in partnership with the City of 
Centennial and the Southeast Public Improvement 
Metropolitan District.  
 
Mr. Rosenberg noted the meeting date conflicted with the 
Arapahoe County Fair opening dinner on Thursday night.  He 
also asked about having the Transportation Division come 
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and explain the project to the PC, as the PC reviewed many 
projects in the area.  
 
Mr. Reynolds stated Bryan Weimer, Transportation Division 
Manager, was scheduled to attend the August 16, 2016 PC 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg also asked that staff pass along concerns to the 
Transportation Division about the safety of traffic control at 
I-25 and Dry Creek.  He stated it was very confusing. 
 

 Ms. Yeckes reported two County open houses were planned 
for August 2nd at the Administration Building and August 9th 
at the Arapahoe County Fairgrounds. She stated the meetings 
were primarily scheduled to receive public input on the 
proposed changes to the Planned Unit Development process 
within the Land Development Code, but also to provide 
information on a number of other County projects and 
services, including the bicycle/pedestrian plan currently 
underway. 

 Ms. Yeckes reported the Highline Canal Conservancy was 
holding a series of meetings on future management plans of the 
Highline Canal. She noted this was not a County project. She 
said the project was discussed at the July, 2016 Four Square Mile 
Neighborhoods Association meeting. 
 

 Ms. Yeckes stated the August 2, 2016 Planning Commission 
meeting was scheduled to be held at the Arapahoe County 
Administration Building, East Hearing Room. She reported two 
public hearings would be heard that evening. 

 
The Planning Commissioners requested the staff reports be 
provided early, if possible. 

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

 



1

Jason Reynolds

From: Julie Britt <jbritt@msheldonlaw.com>
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 9:22 AM
To: Jan Yeckes
Cc: Jared Carlon (jcarlon@norris-design.com); Ryan McBreen (rmcbreen@norris-

design.com); Derrell Schreiner (derrellschreiner@gmail.com); Chris Grady 
(ChrisG@kephart.com); Sherman Feher; Jason Reynolds

Subject: SkyMark Apartments FDP Planning Commission Public Hearing 

Importance: High

Jan:  
 
I received a call from Jason in your office late Friday afternoon advising that it is the policy of the Planning Commission 
to adjourn at approximately 10pm, and that it looks like the item before us may take most of the evening.  On behalf of 
the applicant, we therefore request that the SkyMark Apartments matter be tabled to August 16th, so that we can 
attend the BOCC hearing which is scheduled on September 6th.   
 
Regards,  
Michael A. Sheldon  
Sheldon & Associates, LLC  
5340 South Quebec Street  
Suite 225‐N  
Greenwood Village, CO 80111 
(303) 770‐0200 
(303) 220‐8027 – Telefax  
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ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  
PUBLIC HEARING 

August 2, 2016 
6:30 P.M. 

 
SUBJECT: Z16-001 – LITTLETON VALLEY VILLAS, PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

 
MOLLY ORKILD-LARSON, SENIOR PLANNER                             JULY 25, 2016 
 

 

 
LOCATION: 
The Littleton Valley Villas development is proposed at the southwest corner of S. Platte 
Canyon Road and W. Bowles Avenue intersection.  It is also situated in Commissioner 
District No. 1.   

 
Vicinity Map 

SITE 

WYNETKA PARK 

W. Bowles Ave. 
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ADJACENT SUBDIVISIONS, ZONING, AND LAND USES: 
 

North - Immediately north and west of the property is single family residential 
zoned Residential Estate (R-E).  Across W. Bowles Avenue is Wynetka Ponds 
Park and Denver Water – Wynetka Facility.  The zoning is Park and Open 
Space (OS) and Planned Unit Development – Commercial (PD-C), 
respectively.  All these parcels are located within the City of Littleton. 
 

South - Single family residential zoned R-2 Residential District (R-2).  The R-2 zoning 
requires a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet (approximately 2.18 
dwelling units per acre).  This property is located within unincorporated 
Arapahoe County. 
 

East - Denver Water Board land with a trail (Platte Canyon Trail) and parking lot.  
The zoning is R-2 and is within unincorporated Arapahoe County.  Across S. 
Platte Canyon Road is situated a commercial strip development and a future 
Circle K, zoned B-1 and B-2 respectively.   These commercial areas are both 
within the City of Littleton.  South of the commercial development is a single 
family development named Wilder Lane located within the Town of 
Columbine Valley.  This development is zoned Mixed Use. 
  

West - Single family residential zoned Single Family Residential R-2 located within 
the City of Littleton. 
 

PROPOSAL: 
Valerian LLC, on behalf of the applicant, KB Home – Colorado, is seeking approval of a 
Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) known as Case No. Z16-001 - Littleton Valley Villas 
PDP. 
 
The property borders the City of Littleton to the north and west and is contiguous to 
unincorporated Arapahoe County to the east and south.  East of the unincorporated trail 
corridor and across S. Platte Canyon Road is a commercial area and single family 
residential located in the City of Littleton and Town of Columbine Valley, respectively. 
 
The PDP proposes to rezone the 5.65 acre parcel from Residential District (R-2) to 
Residential PUD-Moderate Density (R-PM) with a gross density of 8.85 dwelling units per 
acre (du/ac).  The applicant proposes 50 attached single family paired homes.  The 
applicant has indicated these are intended as “for sale” units.  The proposed buildings will 
be two stories with a maximum height of 30 feet.  The building setbacks from the property 
lines are:  north and south - 30 feet (minimum); west - 20 feet (minimum); and east - 10 
feet (minimum). 
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Site Plan 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff:  Staff recommends the application be denied because it does not generally conform 
to and does not otherwise achieve the goals of the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Comprehensive Plan identifies the parcel as Urban Residential, which allows a density 
range of 6 to 12 du/ac for single family attached and small multi-family.  The proposed 
density of 8.85 du/ac falls within the recommended density range, but other guiding 
principles need to be taken into consideration such as compatibility with surrounding 
development.   
 
While compact residential development can provide transitional and complementary use 
for lower density residential uses near a major transportation corridor, such as the 
property’s location near the intersection of W. Bowles Avenue and S. Platte Canyon Road 
and is typically recommended along corridors served by bus transit, the project’s density 
of 8.85 du/ac is greater than other transitional densities in the immediate area.  Land uses 
to the west, south and east are single family residential developments at a density of 2-4 
du/ac, which is considerably less dense than the proposed development. 
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The application does not adhere to all the criteria for Section 13-100 Planned Unit 
Development, which also speaks to compatibility of the project with surrounding land 
uses. 

I. BACKGROUND 
The existing zoning for this property is R-2, which allows a density of 2.18 du/ac, and 
the property is developed with a single family residence with some accessory 
outbuildings.  The property is unplatted.  The parcel is irregular in shape and borders 
unincorporated Arapahoe County and the City of Littleton.   
 
The applicant submitted an application to the City of Littleton to annex the subject 
parcel and develop the site in 2015.  The applicant withdrew the application when the 
City indicated that the proposal did not demonstrate any significant benefit to the City 
and decided to not support the annexation. 

 
II. DISCUSSION 

Staff review of this application included a comparison of the proposal to: 1) applicable 
policies and goals outlined in the Comprehensive Plan; 2) review of pertinent zoning 
regulations; and 3) analysis of referral comments.  
 
1.  The Comprehensive Plan 

The Comprehensive Plan identifies the land use category for the subject property 
as Urban Residential.  The primary uses allowed in this land use designation 
include: single family detached, single family attached (duplexes, triplexes, 
fourplexes, townhomes, row houses and multi-family units).  Secondary uses 
allowed include: support services such as neighborhood commercial centers with 
locally oriented shops and services, parks and recreation facilities, places of 
worship and schools.  The density allowed in this category is 1-6 du/ac for single 
family detached homes and 6-12 du/ac for single family attached and small multi-
family residential developments. 
 
This application does not comply with the following Goals and Policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan as follows:  
 

 Comprehensive Plan Principles – Appropriate Land Use Patterns 
The proposed development is located within the growth area of the County, 
and typically higher-density residential homes (multi-family, single family 
attached) are located near major street intersections. However, other factors 
such as compatibility (height, scale, character, density, etc.) also need to be 
taken into consideration with new development.  This application proposes a 
density of 8.85 du/ac, which is not compatible with the surrounding single 
family residential neighborhoods with densities of 2-4 du/ac. While some form 
of a paired-home, single-family project may be appropriate for the property, 
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adequate site layout and design would be critical to support development at 
the lowest end of the density range within the Urban Residential category. 
These are not demonstrated by this project.  
  

 Comprehensive Plan Principles – Safe, Functional and Attractive 
Neighborhoods 
The incorporation of a new development into existing neighborhoods can 
successfully be done through the scale and design of the transitions between 
developments.  The proposed development does not provide an adequate 
buffer or transition between itself and adjacent neighbors.  In the vicinity of 
the subject parcel, transitions between developments of differing densities 
have been accomplished through the provision of open space and buffers.  
Examples of this include the Willowcroft subdivision and the development to 
the east and Columbine Lakes Townhomes with its surrounding neighbors. 
 

 Goal NH 2 – Reconcile New Development with Existing Neighborhoods in 
Growth Areas 
The density of the infill development is not compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhoods. See the narrative discussing transition/buffers above.  This 
concept is also discussed in more detail later in the staff report (see density 
map on page 9). Even with appropriate buffers, the density currently proposed 
exceeds what staff can recommend as compatible. 
 

 Policy GM 4.3 – Promote Infill Development and Redevelopment in the Urban 
Service Area. 
The proposal, if approved, would provide infill development in the Urban 
Service Area.  However, there are other factors such as compatibility with 
surrounding residential development that needs to be considered.   
 
Also, staff has not received verification from the Platte Canyon Water and 
Sanitation District that the District can and will serve the property.  The 
applicant is currently working with this district for inclusion. 

 
This application complies with the following Goals and Policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan as follows:  

 

 Goal GM 1 – Promote a Compact Growth Pattern for the County 
Application promotes compact development. 
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 Strategy GM 4.2(a)  - Annex Urban Development Land in the Urban Service 
Area 
The applicant submitted an application to annex to the City of Littleton. The 
City decided not to support this annexation since there was no apparent benefit 
to the City with the proposed residential development. 

 
2.  Land Development Code (LDC) Review 

Section 6-300 Residential PUD-Moderate Density (R-PM):  
The applicant proposes to rezone the parcel to R-PM.  The proposed 
development’s land use, building height, density and open space meet this zoning 
district’s criteria. 

 
Section 13-100 Planned Unit Development: 
This Section of the LDC states that the PUD 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 thorough 

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

 
Presently, the property isn’t within a water and sanitation district. The 
applicant is working with Platte Canyon Water and Sanitation District (District) 
for inclusion into this district.  Since Platte Canyon Water and Sanitation 
District buys its water from Denver Water, Denver Water will also review the 
proposed plans for service.  No comments were received from the District, and 
Denver Water indicated in their referral comments that they would review the 
water connection once approved by the District.   
 
On-site stormwater will be accommodated by the proposed detention ponds 
on the parcel. The development will also be required to convey developed 
runoff from the pond located in The Hamlet at Columbine subdivision to the 
west, across the site to the existing storm sewer system in S. Platte Canyon 
Road. 
 
The roads that provide access to the property are W. Bowles Avenue and S. 
Platte Canyon Road.  W. Bowles Avenue is under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Littleton whereas S. Platte Canyon Road is governed by the Colorado 
Department of Transportation (CDOT).   
 
The main access to the development is from S. Platte Canyon Road.  The 
applicant is proposing a full movement at this intersection, which has been 
reviewed and approved by CDOT; however, no access permits have been issued 
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at the time of this staff report.  Another access point is proposed off of S. 
Bowles Avenue and is designated for right turns into the site and is to be used 
only by school buses and emergency vehicles.  All vehicles are to exit the parcel 
by way of S. Platte Canyon Road.  The applicant is open to a gate or other 
solution that would restrict residents from accessing the site off of W. Bowles 
Avenue. The design of this access will need to consider traffic on W. Bowles 
Avenue and be acceptable to the School District.   
 
In the referral received from the City of Littleton, City staff indicated that they 
will not allow a right-in access to the development without an adequate 
deceleration lane.  This type of lane is suggested by the City in order to address 
their concerns of rear-end accidents due to the speed limit on W. Bowles 
Avenue and proximity to S. Platte Canyon Road.  A deceleration lane is shown 
on the proposed site plan, which the applicant states will be further developed 
during the Final Development Plan (FDP).  

 
The applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) that has been reviewed by 
the Engineering Services and Transportation Division staff.  Staff is working 
with the applicant’s traffic engineering consultant to provide additional 
analysis and address comments and concerns.  All County comments have not 
yet been adequately addressed.  See County Engineering staff report. 

 
RTD bus service is available on S. Platte Canyon Road in front of the 
development and on E. Bowles Avenue. 

 
B. Assure compatibility between the proposed development, surrounding land 

uses, and the natural environment. 
 
 The proposed density is 8.85 du/ac.  The residential development within close 

proximity to the subject parcel ranges from 2.2 to 3.7 du/ac, see map on 
following page.  The proposed density is two to four times greater than the 
density of the surrounding neighborhoods and therefore considered not 
compatible with the adjacent residential development.  Also, the proposed 
setbacks of the proposed development ranges from 5’ (parking) to 20’ 
(building) and do not adequately transition between densities or sufficiently 
buffer the proposed development from adjacent neighborhoods. Staff feels 
that both lower density and improved site design would need to be 
incorporated to sufficiently improve compatibility with surrounding 
development.  
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Density Map 

 
C. Allow for the efficient and adequate provision of public services.  Applicable 

public services include, but are not limited to, police, fire, school, parks, and 
libraries. 
 
The proposal is to be served by existing public services. Some City services and 
some County services are likely to be utilized by residents of the development, 
as well as those of special districts within both jurisdictions. Water and 
sanitation services are still being resolved. 

 
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 development provides a different housing type for the area, 
which may be a benefit to some home-buyers wishing to live in the community, 

Current Zoning: R-2 
2.178 DU/AC 
Proposed Density:  
8.85 DU/AC 
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and has retail centers in close proximity.  The Platte Canyon Trail is adjacent to 
the development which allows easy access to the trail system in the area. 

 
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 development facilitated by the proposed rezoning will be required to 
comply with certain engineering, building code, drainage and water quality 
standards, in order to ensure that public health and safety are adequately 
addressed. 
 
An existing pond is located in The Hamlet at Columbine subdivision adjacent 
and west of the subject property.  In the past, water from this pond has flooded 
the subject parcel. The applicant will be required to convey this offsite flow 
through the site, to the existing storm sewer system in S. Platte Canyon Road. 
 
The development’s access points onto W. Bowles Avenue and S. Platte Canyon 
Road will be required to meet the access standards of the City of Littleton and 
CDOT, respectively.    

 
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 by the existing roads (W. Bowles Avenue 
and S. Platte Canyon Road) adjacent to the property and existing pedestrian 
sidewalks and a trail along W. Bowles Avenue and S. Platte Canyon Road, 
respectively. 

 
G.  Minimize disruption to existing physiographic features, including vegetation, 

streams, lakes, soil types and other relevant topographical elements. 
 

There are existing mature trees located around the house on the subject 
property; these will be removed when the parcel is developed. Landscaped 
open spaces will be addressed with a future FDP application if the PDP request 
is approved.   

 
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. 
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The proposed PDP sets requirements in the form of a minimum open space 
requirement.  Additional detail in the form of landscape plans, vegetation 
specifications, and architectural elevations will be required with the FDP. 

 
The subject site is located west and adjacent to the Platte Canyon Trail on land 
owned by Denver Water Board. This trail is part of the South Suburban Parks 
and Recreation District’s network of trails and connects directly to many of the 
area’s significant bike/pedestrian trail corridors as well as regional park 
facilities. 
 

The site is located at a lower elevation than the properties to the west; trees 
on properties west of the property block the views of the mountains.   

 
I. Enhance the usable open spaces in Arapahoe County and provide sufficient 

unobstructed open spaces and recreational areas to accommodate a project’s 
residents and employees. 
 
The PDP allocates 30% of the property.  Open space must be unobstructed (not 
located within public rights-of-way and on-site detention areas).   

 
3.  Referral Comments 

 Comments received during the referral process are as follows: 
 

Referral Agency Comments 

Arapahoe County Long 
Range Planning 

No comments received. 

Arapahoe County 
Engineering Services 
Division 

See Engineering staff report. 

Arapahoe County 
Mapping 

No comments. 

Arapahoe County Open 
Spaces 

Actively working with South Suburban Parks and Recreation on the trail 
alignment, fencing, landscaping, signage, sight distances and amenities.  
These items can be addressed further at FDP. 

Arapahoe County 
Zoning   

No comments. 

Arapahoe County Sheriff No comments. 

Arapahoe County 
Library District 

This agency requests a share of the monies received collected through 
cash-in-lieu. This can be addressed under the FDP. 

City of Littleton 

Will not allow the Bowles Avenue right-in access without an adequate 
deceleration lane.  Other comments received on the design of S. Platte 
Canyon Road, drainage, sanitary sewer and trail connections which can 
be addressed at FDP. 

Town of Columbine 
Valley 

Major concern of this development is the traffic impact to S. Platte 
Canyon Road and future residents turning left onto S. Platte Canyon 
and crossing three lanes of traffic to turn right on W. Bowles Avenue 
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will increase the accidents/fatalities on this road.  The town believes 
that future residents, due to long wait to turn left on S. Platte Canyon 
Road, will turn right and then left at Village Court or Fairway Lane in 
Columbine Valley, resulting a cut through problem for the town. 

Littleton Fire Protection 
District 

The referral letter identified specific design criteria that the 
development will need to adhere to and can be addressed at FDP. 

South Suburban Parks & 
Recreation District 

Will coordinate with the applicant on the trail connection, parking lot 
design, location of amenities, fencing, landscaping and signage.  These 
items can be addressed further at FDP. 

Post Office Growth 
Coordinator 

No comments. 

Littleton School District District indicated that it can accommodate the development. 

Tri-County Health 
Department 

Suggests if there are any existing septic tanks on-site that they be 

properly abandoned.  As per state air quality regulation, contact CDPHE 

to demolish the existing home.  Recommends additional sidewalks along 

the development’s main private road to connect to the adjacent trail and 

to increase the sidewalks to five feet in width. 

West Arapahoe 
Conservation District 

No comments received. 

CDOT 

This agency gave approval for a full movement on S. Platte Canyon 
Road.  At time of FDP, the applicant will be required to provide all turn 
lane access associated with this access point.  Request that this access 
point align with Wilder Lane and a street light at this entrance; this can 
be addressed at FDP. 

RTD No comments received. 

Century Link 
This agency states that utility easements will be required.  This can be 
further addressed under the FDP. 

Xcel Energy (PSCo) 

This agency states that PSCo has existing natural gas and electric 
facilities within the subject site and requests that the applicant work 
with them to prevent conflicts.  Additional easements may be 
necessary.  This can be addressed at FDP. 

Southeast Metro 
Stormwater Authority 
(SEMSWA) 

Included with engineering comments. 

Denver Water 
The applicant is working on being included in the Platte Canyon Water 
and Sanitation District. Other comments received were specific to site 
design which can be addressed at FDP.   

Platte Canyon Water 
and Sanitation District 

No comments received; will-serve letter has not been received from the 
District at the time of the staff report. 

Urban Drainage No comments received. 

The Hamlet HOA No comments received. 

Village at Columbine 
Valley HOA 

No comments received. 

Bow Mar South HOA 
Opposes the development due to the density, building heights, 
setbacks, increased traffic and tactics to get their project approved. 
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4. Meetings 
Staff recommended that the applicant hold a public meeting to inform the 
surrounding neighborhoods of the proposed development and discuss any 
differences from the previous plan which was previously presented to the 
neighbors.  No additional meetings were held.  

 
5. Public Comment 

In Opposition: 
Staff received over 90 emails/phone calls in opposition of the proposed 
development.  The concerns expressed include: 
 

 Increased Traffic and Full Turn Movement – Both W. Bowles Avenue and S. 
Platte Canyon Road are already congested, especially during rush hour and the 
proposed development will only add to the problem.  Also, having a full turn 
movement at the access point on S. Platte Canyon Road will increase 
accidents. 
County Engineering staff is working with the applicant’s traffic engineer to 
further analyze and address concerns of the traffic impacts of the proposed 
development. 
 

 Density – The proposed density is too high compared with the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
See staff comments under 2.B. 
 

 Compatibility – This development is not compatible with the surrounding 
single family residential development in the area. 
The density is much higher than the surrounding neighborhoods, making it not 
compatible, as noted in the staff analysis. 
 

 Schools – The development will add more students to the already 
overcrowded schools in the area. 
Staff spoke with the Littleton School District representative, who indicated that 
students generated from this development would be accommodated since 
they’d be located within the district.  Students residing within this district have 
priority over those students out of district attending their schools. 
    

 Safety of Children – Children using the Platte Canyon Trail and sidewalk along 
W. Bowles Avenue coming and going from school will be more at risk with the 
development’s road crossing these pedestrian paths.  
Safety of these crossings can be increased through signage, traffic calming 
devices or site design (location of landscaping and fencing, mirrors, etc.); these 
would be addressed with the FDP. 
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 Crime – Crime will increase with this development. 
Staff has no evidence to substantiate this concern. No referral comments were 
received from the Arapahoe County Sheriff’s Office for this PDP request. 
 

 Property Values – The development will decrease the value of the residential 
homes in the area. 
Staff has no evidence related to this concern. 
 

 Notification of Proposed Development – The development was not 
communicated well to the neighborhoods; there was insufficient notice and 
polling of the neighborhood communities. 
Although not by required by the Land Development Code (LDC), staff 
recommended to the applicant that a neighborhood meeting should be held 
for this development since there was neighborhood concern when reviewed 
through the City of Littleton.   
 
When reviewed through the City of Littleton, the applicant held a 
neighborhood meeting in May 2015.  Based on the comments received, the 
applicant altered the site plan including, but not limited to, reduction of total 
lots/density, increase of buffer/setback from adjacent property owners to the 
west and the revision of the W. Bowles Avenue access from a right-in/right-out 
condition to a right-in only. The applicant feels that they received clear input 
and direction from the neighbors at this meeting and therefore no further 
neighborhood meetings have been held. 

 
Due to the interest in this application, information submitted is posted on 
Arapahoe County’s website, and anyone inquiring about this project has been 
directed to its location.   
 
Per the LDC, adjacent property owners shall be notified of a public hearing. 
Posting of the property and mailing of required adjacent property owner 
notification letters will be verified by standard procedures to establish 
jurisdiction for the public hearing.  Staff also recommended that the applicant 
notify Home Owner Associations in the area of the upcoming hearings.  Staff 
sent notice of the Planning Commission hearing to all individuals who provided 
comments through email.  
 

 The setback of the buildings is too close to adjacent single family lots and look-
up ratio/bulk plane of the proposed buildings will be overwhelming for 
adjacent homes. 
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The site plan proposes the paired homes to be set back 20 feet from the west 
property line.  In a PUD, applicants can propose setbacks for their projects.  
Staff believes a larger setback with just landscaping may assist with 
transitioning this development with the surrounding residential development 
provided densities are also adjusted.  Also, the County does not have a bulk 
plane requirement, but has minimum setbacks and maximum building heights 
as a means of guiding development. These basic parameters are established 
with the PDP and further developed through the site plan with the FDP 
application. 

 

 Noise and lighting of the proposed development will invade adjacent 
properties. 
Staff has no evidence that this development will generate an unusual amount 
of noise that would affect the neighbors more than any other type of 
residential development.  Applications within the County are required to 
adhere to Section 12-1300 Lighting Standards of the LDC; these standards are 
intended to protect adjoining properties from excess light and directional light 
that could be disruptive. 
   

In Support: 
Staff received 18 letters of support from the property owner.  These letters 
support affordable, low-maintenance, energy-efficient attached residential 
housing that is proposed to be located at the southwest corner of the intersection 
of W. Bowles Avenue and S. Platte Canyon Road.   The letters also state that while 
they understand that increasing density is not easy for the existing neighbors, they 
believe this development is “smart growth,” which is supported by the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
STAFF FINDINGS:   
Staff has visited the site and reviewed the plans, supporting documentation, referral 
comments and citizen input in response to this application.  Based on the review of 
applicable policies and goals, as set forth in the Comprehensive Plan, review of the 
development regulations and analysis of referral comments, our findings include: 
 
1. The proposed Preliminary Development Plan for single family attached development 

generally does not conform to the overall goals and intent of the Arapahoe County 
Comprehensive Plan with the proposed density being two to four times greater than 
the surrounding residential development without adequate design to mitigate such a 
degree of increased density.  
 

2. The proposed Preliminary Development Plan does not meet all review and approval 
criteria for a Preliminary Development Plan, and particularly does not comply with 
Section 13-101.03, which provides for compatibility with surrounding development. 
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3. The proposed Preliminary Development Plan complies with the requirements of the 

Land Development Code for an application under Section 6-300 R-PM Residential PUD 
– Moderate Density and meets the requirements of the zone for land use, building 
height, density and open space.   

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Considering the findings and other information provided herein, staff recommends denial 
of Case No. Z16-001, Littleton Valley Villas Preliminary Development Plan. 

 
DRAFT MOTIONS: 
The following motion would be consistent with the staff recommendation and the findings 
of the staff report: 
 
Recommend Denial: In the case of Z16-001, Littleton Valley Villas Preliminary 
Development Plan, we have read the staff report and received testimony at the public 
and find ourselves in agreement with staff findings 1 through 3, including all plans and 
attachments as set forth in the staff report dated July 25, 2016, and recommend the Board 
of County Commissioners deny the request for a Preliminary Development Plan to change 
from Residential District (R-2) to Residential PUD-Moderate Density (R-PM).  
 
Alternate Motions: 
The following motion would not be consistent with the staff recommendation and requires 
new findings to replace 1. and 2. in the staff report.  Staff is recommending conditions of 
approval to include if the Planning Commission recommends approval of the request; 
however, the applicant’s agreement to these conditions would not change the staff’s 
recommendation. 
 
Recommend Conditional Approval:  
In the case of Z16-001, Littleton Valley Villas Preliminary Development Plan, we have read 
the staff report, including all plans and attachments as set forth in the staff report dated 
July 25, 2016, and received testimony at the public hearing. We do not find ourselves in 
agreement with staff findings 1 and 2 and recommend the Board of County 
Commissioners conditionally approve the request for a Preliminary Development Plan to 
change from Residential District (R-2) to Residential PUD-Moderate Density (R-PM), based 
on the following findings and with conditions of approval: 
 
Planning Commission Findings: 
1. State one or more findings consistent with a recommendation of Conditional Approval 

as part of the motion. 
2. The proposed Preliminary Development Plan complies with the requirements of the 

Land Development Code for an application under Section 6-300 R-PM Residential PUD 
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– Moderate Density and meets the requirements of the zone for land use, building 
height, density and open space.   

 

Recommended Conditions of Approval: 
1. The applicant agrees to modify the plans to comply with all conditions of approval and 

requirements of the Public Works and Development Department prior to completing 
the mylar for the Preliminary Development Plan. 

2. The applicant agrees: 
a. To restrict the number of units on the property to six dwelling units per acre.  
b. Provide a 30 foot wide landscaped buffer along the west property line.  This buffer 

will not contain any buildings, structures, sidewalks or parking. 
3. All access entering and exiting the subject property shall be permitted by and meet 

the access and design standards of the applicable governing agency. 
4. If school buses are to enter the property from W. Bowles Avenue, the roadway shall 

be designed to accommodate these vehicles.  
5. At Final Development Plan, the applicant shall provide Arapahoe County staff with 

evidence that Platte Canyon Water and Sanitation District will serve the subject 
property. 

6. The applicant will pay cash-in-lieu fees at Final Plat or Final Development Plan to the 

applicable school, fire, library and park districts using the Appraised Value method of 

calculation established within the Land Development Code (Section 14-111.05.02). 

7. The applicant will comply with all conditions and requirements listed in the Littleton 

Fire Protection District referral letter at Final Development Plan. 

8. The amendments to the design of the Platte Canyon Trail and parking lot shall be to 

the satisfaction of South Suburban Parks and Recreation, Arapahoe County Open 

Spaces and Denver Water Board.  

Continue:  
In the case of Z16-001, Littleton Valley Villas Preliminary Development Plan, I move to 
continue [the public hearing] [action on this item] to [DATE], 2016, date certain, to be 
held at 6:30 p.m., at the Lima Plaza Arapahoe Board Room, 6954 South Lima Street, 
Centennial CO, [to receive additional information] [to further consider information 
presented at the public hearing].  
 
Attachments: 
Application & Exhibits 
Engineering Staff Report  
Referral Comments 
Public Comment 
Support Material 





 

 

 

March 11, 2016 
 
Applicant Info: 
KB Home Colorado 
7807 E. Peakview Ave. 
Suite #300 
Centennial, Colorado 80111 
Phone: 303-323-1142 
 
RE: Littleton Valley Villas; Preliminary Development Plan 
 
Dear Public Works and Development: 
 
Our Company, Valerian llc on behalf the applicant KB Home Colorado (“KB”) and property owner, Mr. Royce 
Smith, is proposing a project within unincorporated Arapahoe County.  The project is located at 5977 S. Platte 
Canyon Rd, Parcel number 2077-19-1-00-045.  The project includes 5.6 acres and is currently zoned R-2.   
 
The applicant has contacted and conducted meetings with both adjacent municipal entities and private property 
owners.  A neighborhood meeting was held and many adjacent property owners were in attendance.  A sketch 
plan was provided that had a higher density proposed and many comments were provided.  Based on their 
comments and concerns, an almost 15% reduction in density and a significant increase in adjacent property 
buffers has been incorporated into the attached plans.  The intent of the proposed application is to develop the 
existing land into a community with the following objectives: 
 
Project Objectives: 
1. 50 Paired Units – 50 paired lots (25 buildings) is the minimum number of units required to make the project 

economically feasible.  Based on other successful KB Home neighborhoods. 
2. Lot & Floor Plans – floor plan and square foot options similar to other successful recent KB projects in 

Arapahoe County.  All lots are constructed as ‘for sale’ products. 
3. Two-Story Units – All lots are constructed as 2-story homes with optional basements (where feasible). 
4. Project Amenities –30% common green space, highly walkable community with adjacency and connectivity 

to retail and commercial options for future homeowners, along with abundant and safe pedestrian access. 
5. 8.95 Units Per Acre – Rezone existing property from the original zoning of R-2, to R-PM (Residential–Medium 

Density less than 10.9 DU/Ac). 
6. Density Buffer - Provide a necessary density break/buffer from the adjacent commercial areas to the adjacent 

single family lots directly to the west. 
7. Adhere to all safety access requirements – Pedestrian, vehicular, and emergency vehicle requirements.   
 
Project Detail: 
1. Lot, Block, and Subdivision:  The Project site is completely contained within a single parcel of unincorporated 

Arapahoe County.  County records do not indicate the parcel is included in a subdivision plan on file. 
2. Gross Site Area:  5.583 Acres (243,197 sq. ft.) 
3. Existing Zoning:  R-2 (Original zoning). 
4. Current Status of Site:  The existing site contains a single family residential dwelling and vacant land. 
5. Proposed Uses and Structures:  The development of 25 paired home products/50 lots on site.  These ‘for 

sale’ units will have 2 resident/garage parking spaces accessed via private drives.  Approximately 30% of 
the site will be open space (common areas and accessible portions of lots) and allow for on-site detention 
and water quality on the southern portion of the site. 



 

 

 

6. How Proposal Differs from Existing Site:  This project would develop the existing single family dwelling and 
vacant land. 

7. How Proposal Differs from Existing Zoning:  KB proposes a 50 unit, medium-density paired home 
development with an average net density of 8.95 units per acre.  The existing zoning classification is 
obsolete but allowed for single family dwelling units.   

8. Other Relevant Information:   
a. Parking:  2.0 Standard parking spaces per unit (100 garage spaces); guest parking spaces shall be 

provided in multiple off-street parking areas for a total of 0.25 guest stalls per unit. 
b. Private Drives:  Vehicle and emergency access – 26 foot private drive in most locations. 
c. Easements:  This project was designed to meet dry and wet utility standards. 

 
In conclusion, we hope Littleton Valley Villas will be an outstanding and welcome addition to the county, 
supplementing the area with an additional housing type and providing a necessary density buffer from the 
adjacent commercial and single family uses. This community will offer county residents an attractive, high quality 
community in which to live and visit.  We thank you in advance for consideration of this proposal and welcome 
any questions or comments you may have.  
 
 
 
Very Sincerely; 
 

 
 
Paul McMahon  
Valerian llc. 
 
cc: Morris Barbera, KB Home Colorado 
 Cory Hunsader, KB Home Colorado 
 Rick Holpp, Site Dynamics Inc. 
 Jim Fitzmorris, JR Engineering 



 

                                                          

                                                           

Planning Commission Summary Report 

Date:  July 25, 2016  
 
To: Arapahoe County Planning Commission 
 
Through: Molly Orkild-Larson 

 Planning Division, Case Planner 
 

Through: Chuck Haskins, PE 
 Engineering Services Division, Manager 
 
From:  Spencer M. Smith, PE 
  Engineering Services Division, Case Engineer 
 
• Case name: Z16-001 – Littleton Valley Villas PDP  

 
Purpose and Recommendation 
The purpose of this report is to communicate the Engineering Staff findings, comments, and recommendations 
regarding the land use application identified above. 
 
Engineering Staff has reviewed the land use application and has the following findings: 
 

1. The applicant is proposing two accesses to the site.  A right-in only access from eastbound W. Bowles Ave. 
and a full-movement access onto S. Platte Canyon Rd.   

 
a) The W. Bowles Ave. access is within the City of Littleton’s jurisdiction.  The applicant will need to 

receive approval from the City to access W. Bowles Ave.  The City has commented that they would 
not allow the proposed access without an adequate deceleration lane.   

 
County ESD staff has safety concerns with the proposed layout of the site/access at W. Bowles 
Ave.  The proposed residential units will not have full length driveways.  Vehicles backing out of 
garages into the private drive will be in the roadway before the driver is able to see vehicles coming 
into the site from W. Bowles Ave.  The distance from W. Bowles Ave. to the first residential units is 
approximately 50’.  Staff has recommended that the site/lot configuration be revised in this area to 
provide better sight distance and improve safety. 
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b) The S. Platte Canyon Rd. access is within the Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) 

jurisdiction.  CDOT has given preliminary approval of a full-movement access with conditions that 
the developer provide all turn lanes to the access, extension of the existing south bound 
acceleration lane and a street light at the access.  CDOT also prefers that the access line up with 
the newly constructed access on the east side of S. Platte Canyon Rd. (Wilder Lane).  CDOT 
believes that a full-movement access at this location is safer than a right-in right-out access, 
because of the potential for U-turns at accesses south of the proposed site.  

 
County staff has concerns that outbound left turn movements onto S. Platte Canyon Rd. will be 
problematic during morning peak hour traffic due to the existing poor level of service of the W. 
Bowles Ave. and S. Platte Canyon Rd. intersection. 

 
Comments from the County’s Transportation Division have been provided and discussed with the 
applicant’s traffic engineering consultant.  Some additional analysis was requested that included: 
adding the existing commercial access and traffic data for the Shoppes at Columbine Valley and the 
future Circle K, analyze the impact of cut-through traffic on Columbine Valley neighborhoods, 
evaluate site with W. Bowles Ave. access eliminated, adding discussion of safety/accident data for 
the intersection of W. Bowles Ave. and S. Platte Canyon Rd.  The additional analysis requested by 
the County has not been provided as of the date of this report.           

   
2. Stormwater detention and water quality will be provided on site.  Storm runoff will be released from the site 

into an existing storm sewer system in S. Platte Canyon Rd.  These flows will ultimately be released to the 
South Platte River, to the east.  Offsite storm runoff from the existing detention pond to the west (Lot 4, 
Block 1 Les Maisonettes) historically flows onto the Littleton Valley Villas property.  The applicant will be 
required to convey these flows through the proposed site, to the existing storm sewer system in S. Platte 
Canyon Rd.   

 
Engineering Staff is not able to recommend the land use application favorably at this time for the 
following reasons: 

 
1. Safety concerns with the right-in access from W. Bowles Ave.  Lots and the access alignment would need 

to be reconfigured to satisfy Staff concerns.    
2. Concerns with the safety and operations of the full-movement access to S. Platte Canyon Rd. (outbound 

left turn movements specifically). 
3. Engineering Services and Transportation Division comments and redlines have not been  

fully addressed at this time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Cc:  Case File: Z16-001 
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PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN
LITTLETON VALLEY VILLAS

LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 68 W OF THE 6TH P.M.

COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, STATE OF COLORADO
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NORTH
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

A TRACT OF LAND IN THE NE 1/4 NE 1/4 OF SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 68 WEST OF THE SIXTH
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID NE 1/4 NE 1/4 WHICH IS 268.7 FEET SOUTH OF THE NORTHWEST
CORNER OF SAID NE 1/4 NE 1/4;

THENCE EAST PARALLEL TO THE NORTH LINE OF SAID NE 1/4 NE 1/4, 208.7 FEET, THENCE NORTH PARALLEL TO THE WEST LINE OF SAID
NE 1/4 NE 1/4, 208.7 FEET TO THE SOUTH LINE OF WEST BOWLES AVENUE;

THENCE EAST PARALLEL TO THE NORTH LINE OF SAID NE 1/4 NE 1/4, 271.43 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF THE RIGHT-OF WAY OF THE
CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER, AND THE BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONER OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF
DENVER;

THENCE ON AN ANGLE OF 110 DEG. 49 MIN. 15 SEC. TO THE RIGHT (SOUTH 21 DEG. 15 MIN. WEST), ALONG THE
WEST LINE OF SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY, FOR A DISTANCE OF 1105.45 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 89 DEG. 27 MIN. 30 SEC. WEST, 89.1 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID NE 1/4 NE 1/4;

THENCE NORTH ALONG SAID WEST LINE 824.0 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING;

EXCEPT THOSE PORTIONS CONVEYED IN DEEDS RECORDED AUGUST 7, 1968 IN BOOK 1770 AT PAGE 634; JANUARY
19, 1972 IN BOOK 1988 AT PAGE 385; JUNE 18, 1982 IN BOOK 3645 AT PAGE 187; MAY 4, 1987 IN BOOK 5135
AT PAGE 465; JUNE 15, 1987 IN BOOK 5180 AT PAGE 90 AND ANY PORTION OF SUBJECT PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE
DEED RECORDED MARCH 23, 1989 IN BOOK 5656 AT PAGE 9, COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, STATE OF COLORADO.

CONTAINING A CALCULATED AREA OF 246,089 SQUARE FEET, OR 5.6494 ACRES.

STANDARD NOTES

THE OWNER(S), DEVELOPER(S) AND/OR SUBDIVIDER(S) OF THE PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN KNOWN AS
LITTLETON VALLEY VILLAS, THEIR RESPECTIVE SUCCESSORS, HEIRS AND/OR ASSIGNS AGREE TO THE FOLLOWING NOTES:

STREET MAINTENANCE

IT IS MUTUALLY UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED THAT THE DEDICATED ROADWAYS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT/PLAN WILL NOT BE MAINTAINED
BY THE COUNTY UNTIL AND UNLESS THE STREETS ARE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS IN
EFFECT AT THE DATE CONSTRUCTION PLANS ARE APPROVED, AND PROVIDED CONSTRUCTION OF SAID ROADWAYS IS STARTED
WITHIN ONE YEAR OF THE CONSTRUCTION PLAN APPROVAL. THE OWNERS, DEVELOPERS AND/OR SUBDIVIDERS, THEIR SUCCESSORS
AND/OR ASSIGNS IN INTEREST, SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR STREET MAINTENANCE UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE COUNTY ACCEPTS THE
RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAINTENANCE AS STATED ABOVE.

DRAINAGE MAINTENANCE

THE PROPERTY OWNER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE OF ALL DRAINAGE FACILITIES INSTALLED PURSUANT TO THE
SUBDIVISION AGREEMENT. REQUIREMENTS INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO MAINTAINING THE SPECIFIED STORM WATER
DETENTION/ RETENTION VOLUMES, MAINTAINING OUTLET STRUCTURES, FLOW RESTRICTION DEVICES AND FACILITIES NEEDED TO
CONVEY FLOW TO SAID BASINS. ARAPAHOE COUNTY SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TO ENTER PROPERTIES TO INSPECT SAID FACILITIES AT
ANY TIME. IF THESE FACILITIES ARE NOT PROPERLY MAINTAINED, THE COUNTY MAY PROVIDE NECESSARY MAINTENANCE AND ASSESS
THE MAINTENANCE COST TO THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY.

EMERGENCY ACCESS

EMERGENCY ACCESS IS GRANTED HEREWITH OVER AND ACROSS ALL PAVED AREAS FOR POLICE, FIRE AND EMERGENCY VEHICLES.

LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE

THE OWNERS OF THIS PLAN OR PLAT, THEIR SUCCESSORS AND/OR ASSIGNS IN INTEREST, THE ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER(S),
HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION OR OTHER ENTITY OTHER THAN ARAPAHOE COUNTY IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE AND UPKEEP
OF PERIMETER FENCING, LANDSCAPED AREAS AND SIDEWALKS BETWEEN THE FENCE LINE/PROPERTY LINE AND ANY PAVED
ROADWAYS.

THE OWNERS OF THIS SUBDIVISION, THEIR SUCCESSORS AND/OR ASSIGNS IN INTEREST, OR SOME OTHER ENTITY OTHER THAN
ARAPAHOE COUNTY, AGREE TO THE RESPONSIBILITY OF MAINTAINING ALL OTHER OPEN SPACE AREAS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS
DEVELOPMENT.

SIGHT TRIANGLE MAINTENANCE

THE OWNERS OF PRIVATE PROPERTY CONTAINING A TRAFFIC SIGHT TRIANGLE ARE PROHIBITED FROM ERECTING OR GROWING ANY
OBSTRUCTIONS OVER THREE FEET IN HEIGHT ABOVE THE ELEVATION OF THE LOWEST POINT ON THE CROWN OF THE ADJACENT
ROADWAY WITHIN SAID TRIANGLE.

DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN

THE POLICY OF THE COUNTY REQUIRES THAT ALL NEW DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT SHALL PARTICIPATE IN THE REQUIRED
DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS AS SET FORTH BELOW:

1. DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT THE LOCAL DRAINAGE SYSTEM AS DEFINED BY THE PHASE III DRAINAGE REPORT AND PLAN.
2. DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT THE CONNECTION OF THE SUBDIVISION DRAINAGE SYSTEM TO A DRAINAGEWAY OF ESTABLISHED

CONVEYANCE CAPACITY SUCH AS A MASTER PLANNED OUTFALL STORM SEWER OR MASTER PLANNED MAJOR
DRAINAGEWAY. THE COUNTY WILL REQUIRE THAT THE CONNECTION OF THE MINOR AND MAJOR SYSTEMS PROVIDE
CAPACITY TO CONVEY ONLY THOSE FLOWS (INCLUDING OFFSITE FLOWS) LEAVING THE SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT SITE. TO
MINIMIZE OVERALL CAPITAL COSTS, THE COUNTY ENCOURAGES ADJACENT DEVELOPMENTS TO JOIN IN DESIGNING AND
CONSTRUCTING CONNECTION SYSTEMS. ALSO, THE COUNTY MAY CHOOSE TO PARTICIPATE WITH A DEVELOPER IN THE
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE CONNECTION SYSTEM.

3. EQUITABLE PARTICIPATION IN THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE MAJOR DRAINAGEWAY SYSTEM THAT SERVES THE
DEVELOPMENT AS DEFINED BY ADOPTED MASTER DRAINAGEWAY PLANS (SECTION 3.4 OF THE ARAPAHOE COUNTY
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT MANUAL) OR AS REQUIRED BY THE COUNTY AND DESIGNATED IN THE PHASE III DRAINAGE
REPORT.

MAINTENANCE OF COMMON AREAS

THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY (ALONG WEST BOWLES AVENUE), THE DETENTION/WATER QUALITY POND(S), THE PRIVATE ROADWAY AND
COMMON OPEN SPACE INCLUDING THE COMMON GREENSPACE, PROPERTY LINE BUFFERS AND ALL 'NON-ENCLOSED' PRIVATE SIDE
YARDS SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY A COMMON HOA.

LANDSCAPE DEVELOPMENT

FRONT AND REAR YARDS VISIBLE FROM THE COMMON AREAS OUTSIDE OF A FENCED AREA AND ADJACENT TO PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY
SHALL BE LANDSCAPED BY THE BUILDER PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
ARAPAHOE COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE.  RIGHT-OF-WAY FRONTAGES AND PERIMETER BUFFERS SHALL BE LANDSCAPED BY
THE DEVELOPER IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ARAPAHOE COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE PRIOR TO 80% COMPLETION OF THE
PROJECT.  ENHANCED LANDSCAPE SCREENING/BUFFERING AND/OR FENCING SHALL BE PROVIDED ADJACENT TO THE SINGLE FAMILY
PARCELS, LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE WESTERN BOUNDARY OF THE PROPERTY.

SIGNAGE

ALL PROPOSED MONUMENTATION AND SIGNAGE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT SHALL CONFORM TO THE ARAPAHOE COUNTY SIGN CODE
FOR TYPES, LOCATIONS, MAXIMUM DIMENSIONS, ETC.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS APPROVAL

APPROVED BY THE ARAPAHOE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS,
THIS________________ DAY OF ______________________________________________ A.D., 20____________.

              CHAIR: ______________________________________

ATTEST: _____________________________________

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

NOT RECOMMENDED/RECOMMENDED BY THE ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION,
THIS________________ DAY OF ______________________________________________ A.D., 20____________.

CHAIR: ______________________________________

CERTIFICATE OF OWNERSHIP

I_________________________________________________ HEREBY AFFIRM THAT I AM THE OWNER OR AUTHORIZED AGENT OF ALL
INDIVIDUALS HAVING OWNERSHIP INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREIN, KNOWN AS LITTLETON VALLEY VILLAS,
CASE NO. Z16-001.

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
OWNER OF RECORD OR AUTHORIZED AGENT

STATE OF______________________________________________ }
S.S.

COUNTY OF ____________________________________________ }

THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME THIS
______ DAY OF____________, 20___ BY __________________________ __

AS ________________OF __________________AN AUTHORIZED SIGNATORY.

BY_____________________ WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL
NOTARY PUBLIC

_______________________        MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ______________________

ADDRESS

_________________________________________________________________________
CITY STATE ZIP CODE

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS:

THE SITE OF THE  LITTLETON VALLEY VILLAS APPLICATION IS AN INFILL DEVELOPMENT INTENDED TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE
SURROUNDING SINGLE-FAMILY NEIGHBORHOODS IN TERMS OF USE AND PROVIDE A DENSITY BUFFER FROM THE ADJACENT
COMMERCIAL/RETAIL DEVELOPMENT DIRECTLY ADJACENT TO THE SITE.

THIS SITE SHALL BE COMPATIBLE TO THE EXISTING/DEVELOPING RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISIONS ADJACENT TO THIS PROPERTY IN
SETBACK FROM ADJACENT PROPERTY LINES/BUFFERS PROVIDED, OVERALL HEIGHT OF PROPOSED STRUCTURES AND MASSING OF
THE PAIRED STRUCTURES ON THE SITE.  THE SINGLE FAMILY ATTACHED STRUCTURE (TWO LOTS) SHALL BE SIMILAR IN SIZE AND BULK
TO HOMES CURRENTLY BEING DEVELOPED IN THE AREA AND SHALL ACT AS A DENSITY BUFFER FROM THE ADJACENT COMMERCIAL
ZONING AND MAJOR ROADWAY INTERSECTION WITHOUT USING TYPICAL HIGHER DENSITY USES AS PER THE PRECEDENTS NORTH OF
THIS SITE ON S. LOWELL BLVD.  THIS APPLICATION SHALL ALSO BE COMPATIBLE IN HEIGHT TO THE EXISTING PROPERTIES AS OPPOSED
TO LARGER HIGHER DENSITY MULTI-FLOOR/MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL OPTIONS.

THIS APPLICATION SHALL ALSO ADDRESS MANY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE CURRENT ARAPAHOE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN.  THE APPLICATION SHALL PROVIDE A COMPACT GROWTH PATTERN WITHIN THE COUNTIES DEFINED URBAN SERVICE AREA AND
ALSO PROVIDE A NEW AND VIBRANT COMMUNITY WITH A DIVERSIFIED HOUSING STYLE AND PRICE POINT TO ENCOURAGE ADDITIONAL
DEMOGRAPHICS THE OPPORTUNITY TO LIVE AND WORK WITHIN THE COMMUNITY.

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN GUIDELINES:

THE TWO (2) STORY SINGLE-FAMILY ATTACHED HOMES PROPOSED WITHIN THE PROJECT SHALL BE COMPRISED OF A UNIFIED
ARCHITECTURAL THEME THAT INCLUDES CONSIDERATION OF BUILDING FORM, COLORS, MATERIALS, DOOR/WINDOW PROPORTIONS
AND OTHER BUILDING ELEMENTS THAT WILL INCLUDE:

A. PITCHED ROOFS SHALL BE UTILIZED.
B. ROOF MATERIALS SHALL BE CONSISTENT THROUGHOUT THE PROJECT AND WILL BE CONSTRUCTED OF ARCHITECTURAL

DIMENSIONED COMPOSITE SHINGLES.  COLOR'S TO VARY ACCORDING TO FINISH OPTIONS SELECTED BY
DEVELOPER/BUILDER.

C. THE PALETTE OF MATERIALS SHALL CONSIST OF ANY OF THE FOLLOWING: MASONRY (BRICK OR TEXTURED CONCRETE
STONE VENEER), CEMENTIOUS LAP SIDING, METAL, LUMBER OR GLASS AS A MAJOR VISUAL ELEMENT OF THE STRUCTURES.

D. COLOR PALETTE SHALL BE A COMBINATION OF PRESELECTED COMPLEMENTARY COLORS AS DETERMINED BY THE
DEVELOPER/BUILDER.

E. ALL SINGLE-FAMILY ATTACHED STRUCTURES SHALL UTILIZE A COMBINATION OF MATERIALS AS IDENTIFIED IN THE PALETTE
ABOVE.

F. VISUAL INTEREST SHALL BE PROVIDED BY HORIZONTALLY STAGGERING FACADES OR BY VARYING THE MATERIAL, COLOR,
TEXTURE.

SITE PLANNING AND BUILDING ORIENTATION:

THIS SECTION IS TO ENCOURAGE BUILDING ORIENTATION AND PRIMARY ENTRANCES TOWARDS THE ADJACENT STREET/PEDESTRIAN
ROUTES, PROVIDING FOR SAFER AND MORE DIRECT ACCESS FOR PEDESTRIANS TO AND FROM COMMON SIDEWALKS AND ADJACENT
PUBLIC SIDEWALK NETWORKS.

A. BUILDINGS SHOULD BE ARRANGED WITHIN THE BUILDING ENVELOPE TO HAVE THEIR PRIMARY ENTRANCES FACE AN
ABUTTING STREET OR COMMON OPENSPACE/PEDESTRIAN CORRIDORS.

B. PRIVATE DRIVEWAYS AND GARAGES SHOULD ALL BE ACCESSED VIA THE PROPOSED PRIVATE DRIVE.

PAIRED HOME LOT DETAILB
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SITE DATA:

Gross Site Area: 5.649 Ac. 246,088 sf
Proposed Land Use: Single Family Attached Residential development

Proposed Density:  (Max.) 50 units 8.85 DU/Acre Net

Zoning: Existing Proposed
R-2 R-PM

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA:

PROPERTY SETBACKS: Buffer from R.O.W./ Adjacent Property
North Prop. Boundary (Bowles Ave.): 30'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line

North Prop. Boundary (Adj. Priv. Prop.): 30'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line
East Prop. Boundary (Adj. Priv. Prop.): 10'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line

South Prop. Boundary (Adj. Priv. Prop.): 30'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line
West Prop. Boundary (Adj. Priv. Prop.): 20'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line

BUILDING SETBACKS: from Priv. Lot Lines, see detail B, sheet 1
Front: 18" Min.
Rear: 18" Min.
Side: 6' Min. (12'-0" Min. between buildings)

Common: 0'-0"

Per County Code R-PM Proposed
BUILDINGS:

Height: 55'-0" Max 30'-0" Max
# of Stories: 4 Stories 2 Stories

LOT SIZE: (Minimum) N/A 1,800 sf

DENSITY: (Maximum) 10.9 Du/Acre 8.85 Du/Acre

OPEN SPACE: (Coverage) 30 % 30 % Minimum

PARKING: (Minimum)
Standard Spaces: 2.0 Spaces/Unit 2.0 Spaces/Unit

Guest Spaces: 0.25 Spaces/Unit 0.25 Spaces/Unit

Accessible Parking: 2 Spaces Min.

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION

            COMMON OPEN SPACE

DETENTION & WATER
QUALITY POND

CONCRETE APRON/
DRIVEWAY

NOTES:
1. BUILDING ENVELOPES AND PRIVATE OPEN SPACE AREAS DELINEATED ON PLAN ARE NOT INCLUDED OR APPLIED TO THE COMMON OPEN SPACE CALCULATION SHOWN IN THE SITE DATA TABLE, SEE PLAN AND DETAIL FOR DETAILED

DELINEATION OF AREAS.
2. CONCRETE DRIVEWAYS ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE COMMON OPEN SPACE QUANTITY.
3. FULL DESIGN OF PROPOSED FULL MOTION INTERSECTION AND RIGHT-IN RESTRICTED INTERSECTION INCLUDING DIMENSIONS AND FINAL LOCATION SHALL BE PROVIDED AT THE TIME OF THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (FDP) SUBMITTAL.
4. SOUTH SUBURBAN PARKS AND RECREATION DISTRICT (S.S.P.R.D.) TRAIL HEAD AMENITIES AND PARKING SHALL BE RELOCATED AS PART OF THIS DEVELOPMENT.  FINAL DESIGN, LOCATION AND FEATURES SHALL BE COORDINATED AND

APPROVED BY S.S.P.R.D. AND PROVIDED FOR REVIEW AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE COUNTY AT THE TIME OF THE THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (FDP) SUBMITTAL
5. S.S.P.R.D. TRAIL SHALL BE COORDINATED AND RELOCATED AS PART OF THIS DEVELOPMENT.  FINAL LOCATION AND ALIGNMENT OF TRAIL SHALL BE COORDINATED AND PROVIDED AS PART OF THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (FDP)

SUBMITTAL.

PLAN LEGEND:

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION

PROPERTY BOUNDARY

PROPERTY LINE

CURB/GUTTER

POTENTIAL SIDEWALK (INTERNAL)

CENTER LINE

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION

MAJOR EXISTING CONTOUR

MINOR EXISTING CONTOUR

POSSIBLE TRAIL ROUTING

EXISTING STRUCTURE (ADJ.)BENCHMARK NOTES:
THE PROJECT BENCHMARK IS NGS STATION DESIGNATION “Q 23”, BEING AN BRASS DISK SET
IN CONCRETE LOCATED 0.9 MILES NORTH ON US 85 FROM C470, 0.15 MILES SOUTH OF
MINERAL AVENUE, 56 FEET EAST OF THE CENTERLINE OF US 85, 21.7 FEET WEST OF THE
WEST RAIL OF THE DENVER AND RIO GRANDE WESTERN RAILROAD TRACKS, 1 FOOT
SOUTHEAST OF A METAL NGS WITNESS POST AND 2 FEET NORTH OF A CODOT FIBERGLASS
WITNESS POST.  SAID MONUMENT HAVING A PUBLISHED ELEVATION OF 5395.24 FEET
(NAVD88)
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Littleton Valley Villas

PROJECT DETAILS
• Gross Site Area:  5.6 Acres

• Site Location:  SW corner of Platte Canyon & Bowles

• Existing Zoning:  Arapahoe County R-2 (Obsolete Zone District)

• Proposed Zoning: Residential PUD – Moderate Density (R-PM)

• Current Status of Site:  Vacant Property

• Surrounding Land Uses:  
– Commercial and proposed SFD to East

– SFD, dog park and Denver Water Wynetka Facility to North

– SFD to West & South

• Proposed Development:  50 “for sale” alley loaded duplex units (25 buildings) using 
private drives.   All units will have 2 resident/garage parking spaces accessed via the 
private drives.  The product and layout is similar to other successful KB Home 
communities throughout the metro area in which the front opens to a green court or 
open space.  

• Unit Pricing: $340K to $350K Base price.  

• Unit Square Footage Per Unit:  1450 to 1700



Our Design Team:



Site Orientation:



Site Orientation:



Existing Property



Adjacent and Surrounding Properties
View West



Adjacent and Surrounding Properties
View to East



Adjacent and Surrounding Properties
View North



Adjacent and Surrounding Properties
View South



Project History
• Site placed under contract on 8/4/2014

• Initially planned to seek entitlements through Arapahoe County, had pre-
application meeting and began entitlements.

• KB had built several successful paired home projects in Arapahoe County 
(Parkside Villas I & II; Copperleaf Paired) and staff was familiar with KBs 
paired home product.  

• Met with City of Littleton in the Fall of 2014 as part of our due diligence on 
the site to discuss Bowles access and site plan   (Also met or had discussions 
with Town of Columbine Valley, CDOT, South Suburban, Denver Water, 
LPS, and Platte Canyon W&S District as part of this due diligence process)

• See Original Site Design



Original Site Design



Project History
• City Staff and the City Manager at that time were supportive of the project and 

recommended annexing into the City.  In evaluating both options for 
entitlements, it was decided to go through Littleton for the following reasons:

 processing time

 reduction of fees

 staff support

• January – April 2015: KB fully negotiated an annexation agreement with the 
City of Littleton attorney and continued to revise site plan with City Planning 
& Engineering staff to accommodate offsite drainage from neighboring pond 
and address Bowles access.

• On May 28, 2015 we held a neighborhood meeting to gather feedback on the 
original plan.  Based on comment received, KB subsequently changed site plan 
to reduce density, increase setbacks and address Bowles access.

• See Proposed Development.



Proposed Design



Project History
• During Summer of 2015 there was significant turnover within 

the City’s planning & engineering departments… this delayed 
decision-making as new staff was recruited and hired; Outside 
consultants were hired to provide support.

• By Fall 2015, new Planning Director and Assigned Planner was 
in place and by November 2015, new staff informed KB that 
they no longer supported annexation.

• It was at that point KB resubmitted to Arapahoe County.



Proposed Design



Current Plan Details
SITE DATA:

Gross Site Area: 5.649 Ac. 246,089 sf
Proposed Land Use: Single Family Attached Residential development

Proposed Density:  (Max.) 50 units 8.85 DU/Acre Net

Zoning: Existing Proposed
R-2 R-PM

DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA:

PROPERTY SETBACKS: Buffer from R.O.W./ Adjacent Property

North Prop. Boundary (Bowles Ave.): 30'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line
North Prop. Boundary (Adj. Priv. Prop.): 30'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line
East Prop. Boundary (Adj. Priv. Prop.): 10'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line

South Prop. Boundary (Adj. Priv. Prop.): 30'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line
West Prop. Boundary (Adj. Priv. Prop.): 20'-0" Min. to Private Lot Line

BUILDING SETBACKS: from Priv. Lot Lines, see detail B, sheet 1

Front: 18" Min.
Rear: 18" Min.
Side: 6' Min. (12'-0" Min. between buildings)

Common: 0'-0"

Per County Code R-PM Proposed

BUILDINGS:

Height: 55'-0" Max 30'-0" Max
# of Stories: 4 Stories 2 Stories

LOT SIZE: (Minimum) N/A 1,800 sf

DENSITY: (Maximum) 10.9 Du/Acre 8.85 Du/Acre

OPEN SPACE: (Coverage) 30 % 30 % Minimum

PARKING: (Minimum)
Standard Spaces: 2.0 Spaces/Unit 2.0 Spaces/Unit

Guest Spaces: 0.25 Spaces/Unit 0.25 Spaces/Unit

Accessible Parking: 2 Spaces Min.
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Project Access / Traffic
Platte Canyon Road Notes
• Primary Access to Platte Canyon- Full Movement Approved by CDOT.  Access Permit granted.

• Access aligns with Wilder Lane to the east in the Town of Columbine Valley.

• Platte Canyon improvements to be made including new asphalt and curbs, new deceleration lane for 
southbound traffic at entry, revised merge area for southbound traffic and new left turn pocket for 
northbound traffic at proposed access. 

• Proposed new access is south of morning peak hour queue for north-bound traffic on Platte Canyon Road 
approaching Bowles.

• Denver Water has been consulted and is in agreement with the required improvements on their property.

Other Access/ Traffic Notes
• Proposing right-in only access off of Bowles Ave for convenience of residents, to accommodate school bus 

use and to ease traffic to Platte Canyon.  City of Littleton is reviewing.  A new turn pocket out of main 
traffic flow is proposed to promote safety.  Alternate is an EVA for fire access.

• Traffic generated from project is 291 total vehicles per day which is less than 2% of current overall traffic 
volume on Platte Canyon. 

• For comparison a commercial retail use would generate 2,163 VPD and a multi-family apartment use would 
generate 745 VPD. A single family use of comparable density to Wilder Lane would generate 209 VPD. 



Paired Home Lot Detail



Similar Product at Stapleton



Similar Product at Meridian



Typical Interior Style



Existing Architecture Height & Bulk

Littleton Valley Villas Height & Bulk



Distances to Existing Homes



Section Key Map



Sections 1-3



Promote a Compact Growth Pattern for the County (Goal GM 1):
• The site is within the Urban Service Area (Growth Area), where the plan emphasizes urban development. 
• The application is a compact ‘cluster style’ development that limits infrastructure, maximizes open space and utilizes existing utilities.
• The site provides an overflow outlet for the existing pond to the west.

Promote Coordinated Regional Planning (Goal GM 2):  
• Location is within Urban Residential land use area with a density range from 6-12 DU’s per acre yet proposes only 8.95 DU’s per acre.
• The site serves as a necessary buffer between the existing lower density developments to the west and and busy highway and 

commercial area to the east.  This is typical planning concept to decrease density away from major intersections, similar to land use 
north of this location.

Promote Compact Growth in the Urban Service Area (Goal GM 4):  
• This development promotes compact growth that clusters development and provides continuous open space at 43% without including 

detention.
• The continuous open space will serve as a buffer to the SFD to west.
• The buildings will be similar in bulk, size and height to other communities in the area.
• Buildings will be 15’ apart minimum as opposed to 10’ for SFD with 5’ side setbacks.

Promote Development of New Mixed Use Neighborhoods in Growth Areas (Goal NH 1):  
• Maintenance free housing product is an appealing option to a wide variety of homebuyers in today’s market.  
• The addition of this smaller more attainable product will allow first-time, move down, empty nesters and many other buyer’s the 

opportunity to purchase a home, which is one of Arapahoe County’s “Visions and Guiding Principals” of  “providing diversified
housing opportunities and safe, attractive neighborhoods”.  

• New residents will help support nearby commercial.

Promote an Efficient and Balanced Transportation System (Goal T1): 
• The primary access along South Platte Canyon was aligned to an existing access point across the street and also utilizes the same 

location as an existing parking facility.  The access points do not impact any adjacent residential neighborhoods.
• Proposing right in access from Bowles Avenue to ensure that future residents, Littleton Public Schools’ buses, and emergency 

personnel have safe and efficient access to the site.  
• The site layout incorporates existing trail into design.

Comprehensive Plan Goals



Benefit Highlights
• Meets all the goals of the comprehensive plan.
• Excellent transition between low density SFD and busy roads/commercial.
• Provides an attractive lower priced, energy efficient, maintenance free option to area.
• 18 letters of support calling it needed option and “smart growth”.
• Cluster Development maximizes open space.
• Smaller lots are more appropriate for odd shaped property.
• Uses existing infrastructure.
• Lower traffic counts than multifamily or commercial.
• Provides option for property that does not support low density SFD.
• Utilizes an open space buffer between low density SFD.
• Lower elevation than adjacent properties.
• Buildings are similar in bulk to adjacent existing homes with wider spacing.
• Solves area drainage problems
• Minimal traffic impact versus other options (commercial & multifamily)
• New customers for existing commercial
• Provides moderate density within the range of Urban Residential Land Use Area and 

less density than nearby higher densities to north.



Higher Densities to North



Disagreement with Staff Findings



Final Notes
Other uses discussed at May 28, 2015 neighborhood meeting: 

 Commercial uses are not supported because of traffic and additional impact to neighbors.
 Multifamily housing was not supported because of height and higher traffic volumes.
 Seller added a barn that was not supported and required to remove at cost of $400K.  This would have 

resulted in 1 unit per 5.6 acres
 Preference was for large lot SFD at this site (similar to Wilder Lane).

Large Lot SFD is not a financially viable option at this site: 
 High cost of development and low density would force homes to be priced over $900k.  Too much to 

pay for this location fronting busy roads.
 Impact of South Platte Canyon Road is greater at this site than at Wilder Lane, where there is greater 

depth and only a few lots are impacted.
 Odd shape would make large lot (20,000 sf) layout difficult.

Based on the additional information provided tonight, KB Home requests that Planning 
Commission reconsider staff findings and sees the benefit in approving this project.  

Thank You
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 23,110 0.531 24.8%

 5,683 0.130 6.1%

 28,793 0.661 30.9%

   

      13,880 0.319 14.9%

      50,471 1.158 54.2%

            33,053 0.758 35.5%

            7,775 0.178 8.3%

           PLAZA SPACE 9,643 0.221 10.4%

TOTAL SITE COVERAGE
93,144

2.138 100.0%









   GUEST PARKING SPACES TOTAL  PARKING SPACES

TOTAL PROVIDED SPACES

(SEE PROVIDED PARKING CHART)

1BD/1BA 40 UNITS 60  (1.5 SPACES/1BD) 10  (0.25 SPACES/UNIT) 70 SPACES
194 SPACES

2BD/2BA 55 UNITS 110  (2 SPACES/2BD) 14  (0.25 SPACES/UNIT) 124 SPACES

    TOTAL                  95 UNITS                        170 UNIT SPACES                                24 GUEST SPACES                              194  TOTAL SPACES                               194  TOTAL SPACES





  TOTAL  PARKING SPACES

ARAPAHOE COUNTY

STANDARD SPACES 27 113 140 SPACES

ACCESSIBLE SPACES 2 3 5 SPACES
DENVER COUNTY

(PER SHARED PARKING AGREEMENT)

STANDARD SPACES 49 - 49 SPACES

                             TOTAL                                                                                     78 SURFACE SPACES                    116 GARAGE SPACES                            194 TOTAL SPACES
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PRIVATE OPEN SPACE NOTE

A) THE PRIVATE PARK SITE AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT OR PLAN SHALL BE
     MAINTAINED IN PERPETUITY BY THE OWNER(S), HOMEOWNER’S
     ASSOCIATION, AND/OR ENTITY OTHER THAN ARAPAHOE COUNTY.

B) BUILDING PERMITS WILL BE ISSUED FOR ONLY ONE-HALF OF THE LOTS IN
    THIS SUBDIVISION UNTIL THE PARK FACILITIES HAVE BEEN INSTALLED IN
    ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROVED PLAN.

C) WHEN A PROJECT CONSISTS OF ONE LOT, THE PRIVATE PARK SHALL BE
     INSTALLED PRIOR TO THE CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.
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RUNOFF SUMMARY TABLE
DESIGN
POINT

DRAIN
BASIN

 AREA
(AC)

IMPERVIOUS
(%)

RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS, C DIRECT RUNOFF, CFS ROUTED RUNOFF, CFS
2-YEAR 5-YEAR 100-YEAR 2-YEAR 5-YEAR 100-YEAR 2-YEAR 5-YEAR 100-YEAR

1 A1 0.61 41.2% 0.37 0.38 0.66 0.6 0.9 2.9 0.6 0.9 2.9

2 A2 0.16 100.0% 0.89 0.93 0.94 0.5 0.7 1.4 1.1 1.6 4.3
BASIN A1 + A2 ROUTED RUNOFF, CFS 1.1 1.6 4.3

3 A3 0.11 80.0% 0.71 0.74 0.85 0.3 0.4 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.8

4 A4 0.31 94.0% 0.84 0.87 0.91 0.9 1.3 2.6 1.1 1.7 3.4
BASIN A3 + A4 ROUTED RUNOFF, CFS 1.1 1.7 3.4

5 A5 0.25 78.8% 0.70 0.73 0.84 0.6 0.9 1.9 0.6 0.9 1.9
6 A6 0.21 84.3% 0.75 0.78 0.87 0.5 0.8 1.6 1.1 1.6 3.6

BASIN A5 + A6 ROUTED RUNOFF, CFS 1.1 1.6 3.6
7 A7 0.36 19.7% 0.18 0.18 0.55 0.2 0.3 1.6 0.2 0.3 1.6

BASINS A1-A7 TOTAL ROUTED RUNOFF, CFS 3.5 5.1 12.9

11 D1 1.04 74.4% 0.66 0.69 0.82 2.2 3.2 7.3

12 D2 0.30 67.3% 0.60 0.63 0.78 0.6 0.8 2.0
13 D3 0.17 74.1% 0.66 0.69 0.82 0.4 0.5 1.3

14 D4 0.19 77.9% 0.69 0.72 0.84 0.4 0.6 1.4
15 D5 0.26 41.0% 0.36 0.38 0.65 0.3 0.4 1.3
16 D6 1.11 18.8% 0.17 0.17 0.55 0.6 0.8 5.0
19  OS1 0.14 32.1% 0.29 0.30 0.61 0.1 0.2 0.7
20 OS2 7.19 80.0% 0.71 0.74 0.85 13.5 20.1 44.3

DRAINAGE MAP
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E

 CANAL R
OW

25' HIGHLINE SETBACK

PROPERTY LINE

RIGHT OF WAY

8' UTILITY EASEMENT
REC. NO. R2118750

8'  ATTACHED SIDEWALK

20' UTILITY EASEMENT
BK. R2118750

50' DENVER WATER EASEMENT

PROPERTY LINE

RIGHT OF WAY

CORNER SIGHT
TRIANGLE

DETENTION AREA ACCESS
RE: CIVIL PLANS

CORNER SIGHT
TRIANGLE

SIGHT
TRIANGLE

EXISTING HIGHLINE
CANAL TRAIL

SIGHT TRIANGLE

RIGHT OF WAY

PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

SPAPOOL
HIGH LINE CANAL

S. PARKER ROAD/ STH83

S. ULSTER ST.

SKY MARK VILLAS

S. PARKER ROAD/ STH83

SKY MARK
APARTMENTS

(SOUTH BUILDING)

CLUB HOUSE/
LEASING CENTER

CREEKSIDE OFFICES

SIGHT TRIANGLE

EXISTING TREE TO
BE REMOVED, TYP.

DRAINAGE  EASEMENT
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LANDSCAPE PLAN

LEGEND

DECIDUOUS CANOPY
TREES

EVERGREEN TREES

DECIDUOUS ORNAMENTAL
TREES
DECIDUOUS SHRUBS

EVERGREEN SHRUBS

ORNAMENTAL GRASSES

IRRIGATED SOD

ROCK MULCH
(PLANTING BED)

METAL EDGER

NATIVE SEED

WETLAND SEED
(DETENTION AREA)

5' BUILDING OFFSET

COBBLE

CRUSHER FINES
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SIZE & COND.
(UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED)

2'' CAL. B&B

2'' CAL. B&B

2'' CAL. B&B

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS- 5'-7' SPREAD

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS- 7'-9' SPREAD

ARCADIA JUNIPER 
BUFFALO JUNIPER

PANCHITO MANZANITA
BREPO PINE 

COLORADO MANZANITA
MUGO BIG TUNA PINE

MOPS MUGO PINE

DWARF MINNESOTA SNOWFLAKE MOCKORANGE

BLUE MIST SPIREA
DWARF KOREAN LILAC

THREE LEAF SUMAC

PAWNEE BUTTES SAND CHERRY

ROSY GLOW BARBERRY

RED TWIG DOGWOOD

GINNALA DWARF MAPLE

NANNYBERRY VIBURNUM

GRO-LOW FRAGRANT SUMAC

COMMON PURPLE LILAC

EVERGREEN SHRUBS
JUNIPERUS SABINA 'ARCADIA'
JUNIPERUS SABINA 'BUFFALO'

ARCTOSTAPHYLOS 'PANCHITO'
PINUS NIGRA 'BREPO'

PINUS MUGO 'BIG TUNA'

PINUS MUGO 'MOPS'

ARCTOSTAPHYLOS X COLORADENSIS

CARYOPTERIS X CLANDONENSIS 

BERBERIS THUNBERGII 'ROSY GLOW'

PRUNUS BESSEYI 'PAWNEE BUTTES'

CORNUS STOLONIFERA 'BAILEYI'
RHUS AROMATICA 'GROW-LOW'

RHUS TRILOBATA

ACER GINNALA 'COMPACTA'
SYRINGA VULGARIS

VIBURNUM LENTAGO

PHILADELPHUS VIRGINALIS 'MINNESOTA DWARF SNOWFLAKE'

SYRINGA MEYERI 'PALIBIN'

LANDSCAPE PLANT LIST

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS- 2'-5' SPREAD

CHINKAPIN OAK
SKYLINE LOCUST

DWARF AMERICAN CRANBERRY
CRIMSON PYGMY BARBERRY

LITTLE PRINCESS SPIREA

ANTHONY WATERER SPIREA

NORWAY, EMERALD QUEEN MAPLE

COMMON NAME

DECIDUOUS CANOPY TREES

SYM.

VIBURNUM TRILOBUM 'COMPACTUM'
BERBERIS THUNBERGII 'ATROPURPUREA NANA'

GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS INERMIS 'SKYLINE'

SPIRAEA JAPONICA 'LITTLE PRINCESS'

SPIRAEA JAPONICA 'ANTHONY WATERER'

QUERCUS MUEHLENBERGII

ACER PLATANOIDES 'EMERALD QUEEN'

BOTANICAL NAMEQTY.

ARC

MPA 
PBP

BUF

MAN
MBT

MMO

TLS

DGM

RTD

CPL

GLS 

VLE

BMS

DMS

RGB

DKO

PBS

CPB
DAC

AWS

LPS

CKO
SKY

EQM 

2
2

2

8
132

40

5

3

6
3

13

4

12

7

3

5

11

5

21

20

7
3

34

43

61

1 1/2'' CAL., B&B

1 1/2'' CAL., B&B

1 1/2'' CAL., B&B

DECIDUOUS ORNAMENTAL TREES

PRAIRIEFIRE CRABAPPLE

COCKSPUR THORNLESS HAWTHORN
SHUBERT CHOKECHERRY

CRATAEGUS CRUS-GALLI INERMIS
PRUNUS VIRGINIANA 'SHUBERT'
MALUS 'PRAIRIEFIRE'

1 1/2'' CAL., B&B

CHANTICLEER PEAR PYRUS CALLERYANA

TCH
SHC
PRF4

6
2 CCP

3
1 1/2'' CAL., B&B4

ROYAL RAINDROPS CRAB MALUS X 'JFS-KW5'CRR

CAROL MACKIE DAPHNE DAPHNE X BURKWOODI 'CAROL MACKIE'

BEAUTYBUSH KOLKWITZIA AMABILIS

DCM

BEA

30

3

RED CHOKEBERRY ARONIA ARBUTIFOLIA ' BRILLIANTISSIMA'REC8

CHEYENNE MOCKORANGE PHILADELPHUS LEWISII 'CHEYENNE'MLC7
GOLDEN NINEBARK PHYSOCARPUS OPULIFOLIUS ' LUTEUS'GNI35

MEDORA JUNIPERUS SCOPULORUM 'MEDORA'MEJ 

6

GRAY OWL JUNIPER JUNIPERUS VIRGINIANA 'GRAY OWL'GOJ

12

PURPLE MAIDEN GRASS

BLUE AVENA GRASS

OVERDAM FEATHER REED GRASS

HEAVY METAL SWITCH GRASS

GRASSES

MISCANTHUS SINENSIS 'PURPURESCENS'

HELICTOTRICHON SEMPERVIRENS

PANICUM VIRGATUM 'HEAVY METAL'

CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA 'OVERDAMN'

FEATHER REED GRASS CALAMAGROSTIS ACUFIFLORA 'KARL FOERSTER'

PMG
ORG

AVG

GHM
FRG154

8

103
198

31

34

ADAGIO MAIDEN GRASS MISCANTHUS SINENSIS 'ADAGIO'AMG

31

BLOND AMBITION GRAMA GRASS BOUTELOUA GRACILIS 'BLONDE AMBITION'BGA

35
MORNING LIGHT MAIDEN GRASS MISCANTHUS SINENSIS 'MORNING LIGHT'MMG

79

INDIAN STEEL GRASS SORGHASTRUM NUTANS 'INDIAN STEEL'ING

LANDSCAPE CHART

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT
TOTAL SITE AREA: 93,112 SF.
35% REQUIRED: 32,580 SF.

TREES REQUIRED
(1/1000 SF.)

TREES PROVIDED
(1/1000 SF.)

SHRUBS  REQUIRED
(10/1000 SF.) SHRUBS PROVIDED

32,969 SF. (35.4% OF TOTAL SITE) 33 55 326 SHRUBS: 589
ORNAMENTAL GRASSES: 673

NOTE: 10 SHRUBS EQUAL 1 TREE; 3 GRASSES/PERENNIALS EQUAL 1 SHRUB.

MINIMUM PLANT REQUIREMENTS

1 1/2'' CAL., B&B3 GOLDENRAIN TREE KOELREUTERIA PANICULATAGRT

2'' CAL. B&B1 STATE STREET MAPLE ACER MIYABEI 'MORTON'MSS

SUMMER WINE NINEBARK PHYSOCARPUS OPULIFOLIUS 'SEWARD'NSW10
LITTLELEAF MOCK ORANGE PHILADELPHUS MICROPHYLLUS MLL5

DWARF BURNING BUSH EUONYMUS ALATUS 'COMPACTA'DBB24

LANDSCAPE NOTES AND SCHEDULES

TURF GRASS BLEND: SOD

IS

TOTAL 10.15 DRILLED

% OF TOTAL

WETLAND SEED MIX

BLUE GRAMA

SIDEOATS GRAMA

COMMON NAME

BUFFALOGRASS
GREEN NEEDLEGRASS

WESTERN WHEATGRASS

SCIENTIFIC NAME

BOUTELOUA CURTIPENDULA

BUCHLOE DACTYLOIDES
BOUTELOUA GRACILIS

NASSELLA VIRIDULA

PASCOPYRUM SMITHII

PLS PER ACRE

4.00

2.00
1.80

1.60
0.75

20%
18%
39%

7%
16%

100%
20.3 BROADCAST

40.60 SMALL AREASDRYLAND SEED MIX

2.25
2.25
3.00
3.00WESTERN WHEATGRASS

BUFFALOGRASS
BLUE GRAMA
SLENDER WHEATGRASS

PLS/ACRECOMMON NAME

STREAMBANK WHEATGRASS 2.25

20%
20%

15%
15%
15%

% OF TOTAL

ELYMUS LANCEOLATUS

BOTANICAL NAME

BOUTELOUA CURTIPENDULA
BUCHLOE DACTYLOIDES

PASCOPYRUM SMITHII

CANADA WILDRYE
SHERMAN BIG BLUEGRASS

ELYMUS CANADENSIS
POA SECUNDA

5%
10% 1.50

.75

ELYMUS TRACHYCAULUS SSP. TRACHYCAULUS

WS

NS

1.    ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS ARE TO RECEIVE ORGANIC SOIL PREPARATION - CERTIFIED CLASS 1 COMPOST PRODUCT.  AT 5.0 CU.YD. PER
1,000 S.F.  AND DIAMMONIUM PHOSPHATE AT 5.0 LBS. PER 1,000 S.F.  MATERIALS TO BE TILLED IN TO A DEPTH OF 6-8" INTO THE SOIL.

2. SHRUB BEDS ARE TO BE CONTAINED BY 4'' x 1
8"  PERFORATED GALVANIZED EDGER, RYERSON OR EQUAL.  EDGER IS NOT REQUIRED

WHEN ADJACENT TO CURBS, WALLS, OR WALKS.  EDGER IS REQUIRED BETWEEN SHRUB BEDS AND ANNUAL FLOWER BEDS AND SHRUB
BEDS AND SOD/SEED.

3. ALL SHRUB BEDS (UNLESS SPECIFIED ON THE PLANS) ARE TO RECEIVE WEED CONTROL FABRIC, SUPERIOR 3.5 OZ. SPUN BONDED
LANDSCAPE FABRIC OR APPROVED EQUAL.  NO WEED BARRIER FABRIC IS TO BE USED IN THE ANNUAL BEDS OR UNDER PERENNIAL
FLOWERS.

4.   ALL SOD, ANNUAL BEDS, PERENNIAL BEDS AND SHRUB BEDS SHALL BE WATERED BY AN UNDERGROUND, AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION
SYSTEM, AND SHALL PROVIDE 100% COVERAGE TO ALL AREAS.

5. CALL FOR UTILITY LOCATIONS PRIOR TO BEGINNING OF CONSTRUCTION.
6.   THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE COST TO REPAIR UTILITIES, ADJACENT LANDSCAPE, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE PROPERTY

THAT IS DAMAGED BY THE CONTRACTOR OR THEIR SUBCONTRACTOR'S OPERATIONS DURING INSTALLATION OR DURING THE SPECIFIED
MAINTENANCE PERIOD.

7.   THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPORT ANY DISCREPANCY IN PLAN VS. FIELD CONDITIONS IMMEDIATELY TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT,
PRIOR TO CONTINUING WITH THAT PORTION OF WORK.

8.   THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE REPAIR OF ANY OF THEIR TRENCHES OR EXCAVATIONS THAT SETTLE
9.   DO NOT DISTURB THE EXISTING PAVING, LIGHTING, LANDSCAPING, OR IRRIGATION THAT EXISTS ADJACENT TO THE SITE UNLESS

OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLAN.
10.  THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING ALL PLANT QUANTITIES.
11. THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH A ONE YEAR MAINTENANCE AND WARRANTY PERIOD FROM THE DATE OF INITIAL

ACCEPTANCE.
12. MULCH  IS TO BE 3" DEPTH OVER WEED CONTROL FABRIC. CONTRACTOR TO SUBMIT A SAMPLE FOR APPROVAL BY OWNER. NO FABRIC

IS TO BE LEFT OVER THE TREE ROOTBALLS AND KEEP MULCH 4-6" AWAY FROM TREE TRUNKS. NO WEED CONTROL FABRIC REQUIRED IN
PERENNIAL BEDS UNDER WOOD MULCH.

13. MULCH IS TO BE A 1.5" RIVER ROCK COBBLE IN ALL SHRUB BEDS AND DOUBLE SHREDDED CEDAR WOOD MULCH IN ALL  
PERENNIAL BEDS.

14. COORDINATE INSTALLATION OF IRRIGATION SLEEVING PRIOR TO CURB AND PAVEMENT INSTALLATION.
15. PLANTERS ARE TO INCLUDE SOIL THAT IS FREE FROM DEBRIS.
16. ALL DECIDUOUS TREES LOCATED WITHIN SOD AREA IN ROW SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH A 4" SETTLED DEPTH OF CRUSHER FINES MULCH

IN TREE SAUCERS. KEEP MULCH 4-6" AWAY FROM TREE TRUNKS.
17. ALL TREES SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 9' FROM EXISTING WATER LINES AND/OR IRRIGATION MAINLINES WHEN POSSIBLE.
18. LANDSCAPING WILL ABIDE BY THE ARAPAHOE COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE STREETSCAPE GUIDELINES, APPENDIX 3.
19. ALL SIGHT TRIANGLES ARE NOTED ON THE PLAN.
20. LANDSCAPE LOCATED WITHIN THE ROW WILL BE APPROVED UNDER A SEPARATE REVIEW.
21. ALL LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS AND RELATED APPURTENANCES PLACED OR RELOCATED WITHIN ARAPAHOE COUNTY

RIGHTS-OF-WAYS MUST BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE ARAPAHOE COUNTY ENGINEERING SERVICES DIVISION.

LANDSCAPE NOTES

1 CONT.
1 CONT.
1 CONT.

1 CONT.

1 CONT.
1 CONT.

5 CONT.
5 CONT.

5 CONT.
5 CONT.

5 CONT.

5 CONT.

5 CONT.
5 CONT.

5 CONT.

5 CONT.

5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.

1 CONT.
1 CONT.
1 CONT.

5 CONT.

5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.

5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
5 CONT.
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1 1/2'' CAL., B&BAUTUMN BRILLIANCE SERVICEBERRY AMELANCHIER X GRANDIFLORA12 ABS

1 1/2'' CAL., B&B12 PRINCESS KAY PLUM PRUNUS NIGRA 'PRINCESS KAY'PKP

TOTAL: 673

TOTAL: 217

TOTAL: 31

TOTAL: 120

TOTAL: 221

TOTAL: 46

TOTAL: 7

PLAN VIEW - THREE STAKES

2X

120Á

120Á

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

14

13

PRUNING NOTES:
1. ALL PRUNING SHALL COMPLY WITH ANSI A300 STANDARDS.
2. DO NOT HEAVILY PRUNE THE TREE AT PLANTING.  PRUNE ONLY

CROSSOVER LIMBS, CO-DOMINANT LEADERS AND BROKEN BRANCHES.
SOME INTERIOR TWIGS AND LATERAL BRANCHES MAY BE PRUNED.
HOWEVER, DO NOT REMOVE THE TERMINAL BUDS OF BRANCHES THAT
EXTEND TO THE EDGE OF THE CROWN.

STAKING NOTES:
1. STAKE TREES PER FOLLOWING SCHEDULE, THEN REMOVE AT END OF FIRST

GROWING SEASON.  
1.1 1-1

2" CALIPER SIZE - MIN. 1 STAKE ON SIDE
OF PREVAILING WIND (GENERALLY N.W. SIDE)

 1.2 1-1
2" - 3" CALIPER SIZE - MIN. 2 STAKES - ONE

ON N.W. SIDE, ONE ON S.W. SIDE (OR PREVAILING
WIND SIDE AND 180Á FROM THAT SIDE)

 1.3 3" CALIPER SIZE AND LARGER - 3 STAKES
PER DIAGRAM

2. WIRE OR CABLE SHALL BE MIN. 12 GAUGE, TIGHTEN WIRE OR CABLE ONLY
ENOUGH TO KEEP FROM SLIPPING. ALLOW FOR SOME TRUNK MOVEMENT.
NYLON STRAPS SHALL BE LONG ENOUGH TO ACCOMMODATE 1- 1

2" OF
GROWTH AND BUFFER ALL BRANCHES FROM WIRE.

PLACE MIN. 1
2" PVC PIPE AROUND

EACH WIRE.  EXPOSED WIRE
SHALL BE MAX. 2" EACH SIDE
6 FT. UNTREATED WOOD POST
(MIN. 1.5" DIAMETER).  ALL SHALL
BE DRIVEN OUTSIDE ROOTBALL
AND IN UNDISTURBED SOIL.
TREE WRAP TO BE INSTALLED
ONLY FROM OCTOBER 1
THROUGH APRIL 30. (DECIDUOUS
ONLY)

PLANT TREE SO THAT FIRST
ORDER MAJOR ROOT IS 1"-2"
ABOVE FINAL GRADE.
3" DEEP MULCH RING PLACED A
MINIMUM OF 4 FT. IN DIAMETER.
DO NOT PLACE MULCH IN
CONTACT WITH TREE TRUNK
(FINISHED GRADE REFERENCES
TOP OF MULCH).

1:1 SLOPE ON SIDES OF PLANTING
HOLE.
REMOVE ALL TWINE, ROPE,
BURLAP AND WIRE FROM ENTIRE
ROOT BALL AND TRUNK

GROMMETED NYLON STRAPS

GALVANIZED WIRE, MIN. 12
GAUGE CABLE - TWIST WIRE
ONLY TO KEEP FROM SLIPPING.
4-6" HIGH WATER SAUCER IN
NON-TURF AREAS.
BACKFILL WITH BLEND OF
EXISTING SOIL AND A MAXIMUM
20% (BY VOLUME) ORGANIC
MATERIAL.  WATER THOROUGHLY
WHEN BACKFILLING
2 FT. STEEL T-POST. ALL SHALL
BE DRIVEN BELOW GRADE AND
OUTSIDE ROOTBALL IN
UNDISTURBED SOIL.
PLACE SOIL AROUND ROOT BALL
FIRMLY, DO NOT COMPACT OR
TAMP.  SETTLE SOIL WITH WATER
TO FILL ALL AIR POCKETS.
PLACE ROOT BALL ON
UNDISTURBED SOIL TO PREVENT
SETTLEMENT.

TREE PLANTING
SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"1
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O

DS

DS

100.00' HIGH LINE
 CANAL ROW

20' UTILITY EASEMENT
BK. R2118750

8' UTILITY EASEMENT
REC. NO. R2118750

25' HIGHLINE SETBACK

PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

8' ATTACHED SIDEWALK

SIGHT TRIANGLE

2-CKO
21-FRG

24-ARC
25-AMG

3-ABS

21-FRG
4-DKO

24-DMS

3-ABS

2-EQM

4-GNI
21-FRG

24-ARC

3-ABS

24-FRG

12-FRG

18-FRG

1-RTD
3-TLS

2-RTD
3-TLS

5-AMG
3-BUF

1-SKY

9-AMG
4-PRF
3-ARC
4-CPL

2-TCH

1-MSS

2-BUF

3-PMG

PER

3-AWS

8-MAN
5-RGB
3-CPL

5-BMS
1-SHC

6-MPA

2-BEA
2-TLS

3-REC
1-BEA

3-REC
3-DGM

1-DGM
3-TLS

15-MMG
7-MAN

2-TLS
6-ARC

10-LPS

DETENTION AREA
RE: CIVIL PLANS

DETENTION AREA
ACCESS

RE: CIVIL PLANS

RIGHT OF WAY

4-CPB
2-PBP

3-PBS
6-RTD

3-RTD
8-ORG

7-NSW

RETAINING WALL, RE:
CIVIL DRAWINGS

6-CRR

3-SHC

5-ARC

3-PKP

3-PKP
3-VLE

5-PBS

3-PBS

3-PBS
6-ARC

8-MAN
3-ARC

6-GNI

3-BUF

3-MMO

3-MMG
5-MMG

27-FRG

7-PMG
8-MMG 5-ING

7-AMG

25-AMG

25-AMG

4-DKO

4-PMG

10-AMG
3-ABS

25-DMS

1-TCH

25-AMG
3-PKP

3-PKP

PER
25-ARC

10-AWS

5-MAN
5-MAN

9-DMS
53-AMG

9-ARC
5-PBS

10-AWS

SIGHT TRIANGLE

TRAIL ACCESS

STAIRS, RE: CIVIL
DRAWINGS

RAMPS, RE: CIVIL
DRAWINGS

POTENTIAL HIGH LINE
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE

CRUSHER FINES

WAYFINDING/TRAIL
SIGNAGE PER
ARAPAHOE COUNTY

PER
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LANDSCAPE PLAN
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DECIDUOUS CANOPY
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PERENNIALS
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5' BUILDING OFFSET
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SPECIFIED MULCH

AMENDED SOIL IN PLANTING BED
PER SPECIFICATIONS.  TILL SOIL
TO A DEPTH OF EIGHT INCHES.

FINISH GRADE (TOP OF MULCH)

SHRUB PLANTING
SCALE: 1-1/2" = 1'-0"

SET SHRUB ROOT-BALL 1"
HIGHER THAN FINISH BED
GRADE

2X CONTAINER
WIDTH

PRUNE ALL DEAD OR
DAMAGED WOOD PRIOR
TO PLANTING

1

2

3

NOTE:
1. BROKEN OR CRUMBLING

ROOT-BALLS WILL BE REJECTED
2. CARE SHOULD BE TAKEN NOT TO

DAMAGE THE SHRUB OR
ROOT-BALL WHEN REMOVING IT
FROM ITS CONTAINER

3. ALL JUNIPERS SHOULD BE
PLANTED SO THE TOP OF THE
ROOT-BALL OCCURS ABOVE THE
FINISH GRADE OF THE MULCH
LAYER

4. DIG PLANT PIT TWICE AS WIDE
AND HIGH AS THE CONTAINER

 FINISH GRADE

 SOD / NATIVE GRASS

 PERFORATED METAL EDGER

 MULCH

 PLANT MATERIAL (RE: PLANS)

  SUBGRADE

 EDGER STAKE

METAL EDGER
N.T.S.

SLOPE

7

6

54321

2 12" POST CAP

2 12" SQ. POST

3
4" PICKET, 3" O.C.

1 12" X 1 12" TOP AND BOTTOM
RAILS
CONCRETE FOOTING PER
MANUFACTURER, SLOPE
CONCRETE AWAY FROM POST
FOR POSITIVE DRAINAGE
FINISH: POWERCOATED BLACK

AMERISTAR MONTAGE PLUS OR
APPROVED EQUAL

POOL FENCE
SCALE: 1/2" = 1'-0"

8'-0" O.C. TYP.

5'-0"

4

3

2

1

5

2"

O.C. SPACING

3

2

1

SPECIFIED MULCH

AMENDED PLANTING BED TILLED
TO A DEPTH OF 6"

CENTER OF PLANT

PERENNIAL & ORNAMENTAL GRASS PLANT LAYOUT
SCALE: 1" = 1'-0"

WHEN PLANTED ON A CURVE ORIENT ROWS TO FOLLOW
THE LONG AXIS OF AREAS WHERE PLANTS ARE MASSED.

3

GATE POST TYP.

GATE: ALL GATES SHALL BE SELF
CLOSING W/  GATE LOCK TO BE
APPROVED BY OWNER.  ALL POOL
GATES SHALL MEET CURRENT STATE
AND IBC POOL ENCLOSURE CODE
REQUIREMENTS.  PROVIDE PANIC
HARDWARE ON PUSH SIDE OF GATE FOR
EGRESS, SPRING HINGES, LEVER
HANDLE LOCK SET WITH PUSH BUTTON
KEYED ENTRY ON PULL SIDE.

ORNAMENTAL METAL FENCE

FINISH GRADE

FOR POOL GATES ONLY: PERFORATED
POWDER COATED BLACK TO MATCH
FENCE STEEL PLATING  W/ NO GAPS
GREATER THAN 1

2" TYPE T.B.D.

AMERISTAR MONTAGE PLUS OR
APPROVED EQUAL

POOL FENCE GATE
SCALE: 3/4" = 1'-0"

NOTES:
1.  POOL GATE STYLE SHALL MATCH POOL

FENCE STYLE
2.  REFER TO MANUFACTURERS FENCE

SPECIFICATIONS FOR INFORMATION ON
FOOTER DEPTH.

APPROX. 3'-8" - DEPENDS ON HINGE
TYPE - REFER TO FENCE

SPECIFICATIONS

2'-11"

31 52

4

5'-0"

2

3 4 5

6

LANDSCAPE DETAILS

7 8 9BENCH
SCALE: 1-1/2" = 1'-0"

LANDSCAPE FORMS: SIT BENCH:
LENGTH: 69"
BACK: BACKLESS
POWDERCOAT: STORMCLOUD
SURFACE MOUNT
OR APPROVED EQUAL

TRASH RECEPTACLE 
SCALE: 1-1/2" = 1'-0"

LANDSCAPE FORMS: MULTIPLICITY:
LENGTH: 15"
STYLE: SINGLE LITTER
POWDERCOAT: STORMCLOUD
SURFACE MOUNT
OR APPROVED EQUAL

BIKE RACK
SCALE: 1-1/2" = 1'-0"

LANDSCAPE FORMS: BOLA:
LENGTH: 27.42"
POWDERCOAT: STORMCLOUD
EMBEDDED MOUNT
OR APPROVED EQUAL

10

OPTIONAL ENTRY MONUMENT
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

ENTRY SIGN ELEVATION - PARKER ROAD ENTRY SIGN ELEVATION - ULSTER STREET ENTRY SIGN - PLAN VIEW

FINISHED GRADE FINISHED GRADE

3" MASONRY WALL WITH
PRECAST CAP TO MATCH
ARCHITECTURE.
STONE VENEER TO MATCH
ARCHITECTURE
ENTRY MONUMENTATION WITH
SIGNAGE PANEL
SIGNAGE PANEL (TEXT TO BE
DETERMINED
MONUMENT SIGN BASE, RE:
STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS

NOTES:
1. THIS DETAIL SHOWS DESIGN INTENT

ONLY. CONTRACTOR/FABRICATOR TO
VERIFY COMPLIANCE WITH SIGN CODE
AND SUBMIT SHOP DRAWINGS FOR
APPROVAL PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

2. STRUCTURAL FOOTER, RE:
STRUCTURAL PLANS.

TEXT

2'-8"8'-4"

5'-3"1'-8"

1'-8"

1'-8"

6'-3"

6'-3"

2

1

4

5

1

2

5

3

11'-6"

17'-6"

9'-0"

7'-0"

2'-0"

1

PEDESTRIAN BEACON/CAUTION SIGN
NTS

WATCH FOR
VEHICLES

EXITING GARAGE
WHEN FLASHING

CAUTION SIGN WITH
FLASHING LED BEACONS
36" x 36" PANEL
YELLOW BACKGROUND
WITH BLACK LETTERING
AVAILABLE FROM TAPCO
1.800.236.0112
(OR APPROVED EQUAL)

5'-0" MIN

CAUTION
VEHICLES

AHEAD

FLASHING LED, TYP.

5'-0" MIN

CAUTION SIGN
18" x 24" PANEL
WHITE BACKGROUND
WITH RED LETTERING
AVAILABLE FROM TAPCO
1.800.236.0112
(OR APPROVED EQUAL)
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SKY MARK APARTMENTS
FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

LOT 1, BLOCK 1 SKY MARK SUBDIVISION FILING NO. 1
LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 21

TOWNSHIP 4 SOUTH, RANGE 67 WEST OF THE SIXTH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN
COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, STATE OF COLORADO
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 1/16" = 1'-0"1
GARAGE - LEVEL 1 PLAN

 1/16" = 1'-0"2
GARAGE - STREET LEVEL PLAN

PARKING LEGEND



PL

SUB

PL

SUB

PL

SUB

PL

SUB

FLOOR SYSTEM
1 1/4" GYPCRETE OVER

1/4" SOUND MAT ON
3/4" FLOOR SHEATHING

ON 18" FLOOR TRUSSES
(RE: STRUCT)

RESILIENT CHANNEL

PRE-TREATED SILL
PLATE

ADHERED SYNTHETIC
STONE VENEER

ALTERABLE/SILL

HEADER RE: STRUCT

HEADER RE: STRUCT

ADHERED SYNTHETIC
STONE VENEER.

INSTALL PER MANUF.
REC.

(1) LAYER 5/8" TYPE 'C'
GYP. BD

HEADER RE: STRUCT

RESILIENT CHANNEL

(1) LAYER 5/8" TYPE 'C'
GYP. BD

FLOOR SYSTEM
1 1/4" GYPCRETE OVER

1/4" SOUND MAT ON 3/4"
FLOOR SHEATHING ON

18" FLOOR TRUSSES
(RE: STRUCT)

(1) LAYER 5/8" TYPE 'X'
G.W.B.

RESILIENT CHANNEL

(1) LAYER 5/8" TYPE 'C'
GYP. BD

HEADER RE: STRUCT

FLOOR SYSTEM
1 1/4" GYPCRETE OVER

1/4" SOUND MAT ON 3/4"
FLOOR SHEATHING ON

18" FLOOR TRUSSES
(RE: STRUCT)

FLOOR SYSTEM
1 1/4" GYPCRETE OVER

1/4" SOUND MAT ON 3/4"
FLOOR SHEATHING ON

18" FLOOR TRUSSES
(RE: STRUCT)

CEMENTITIOUS SIDING

P.T. CONCRETE SLAB
RE; STRUCT.

POURED IN PLACE
CONCRETE WALL

RE; STRUCT.

GRADE
RE; CIVIL
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STAIR #2

CORRIDOR

ACCESSIBILITY REVIEW

PROJECT TOTAL

WITHIN PROJECT BOUNDARY: (2) 95 UNIT APARTMENT BUILDINGS = 190 RESIDENTIAL UNITS.

FAIR HOUSING ACT

REQUIREMENTS: ALL UNITS IN BUILDINGS CONTAINING FOUR OR MORE UNITS IF SUCH BUILDINGS
 CONTAIN ONE OR MORE ELEVATORS.

PROVIDED: 190 UNITS (ALL UNITS) TO MEET FHA REQUIREMENTS.

2009 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE

REQUIRED: ALL UNITS (190) SHALL MEET ICC/ANSI A117.1 TYPE 'B' DWELLING UNITS MINIMUM AND 2% OF ALL
    UNITS SHALL BE ICC/ANSI A117.1 TYPE 'A' UNITS (4).

PROVIDED: 190 ICC/ANSI A117.1 TYPE 'B' UNITS
     4 ICC/ANSI A117.1 TYPE 'A' UNITS

ARTICLE 5 OF TITLE 9, COLORADO REVISED STATUTES

REQUIRED FOR PROJECT BOUNDARY: 190 UNITS = 84 POINTS

PROVIDED WITHIN PROJECT BOUNDARY: 186 ICC/ANSI A117.1 TYPE 'B' UNITS AT 4 POINTS EACH AND 4 ICC/ANSI A117.1 TYPE 'A' UNITS AT 6
POINTS = 768 POINTS PROVIDED

THE 1998 FAIR HOUSING DESIGN MANUAL IS EMPLOYED AS "SAFE HARBOR" FOR THE FEDERAL FAIR HOUSING ACT

STAIR 1

STAIR 2

E
L

E
V

A
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O
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ROOF ACCESS

CONDENSING UNITS

ROOF ACCESS

CONDENSING UNITS

METAL MECHANICAL SCREEN

METAL MECHANICAL SCREEN
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 3/16" = 1'-0"1
TYPICAL WALL SECTION

 1/16" = 1'-0"2
TYPICAL RESIDENTIAL FLOOR PLAN

 1/16" = 1'-0"3
ROOF COMPOSITE PLAN

(RESIDENTIAL FLOORS 1 THRU 5)



1ST FLOOR T.O. SLAB
100'-0"

2ND FLOOR SUBFLOOR
110'-7 7/8"

GARAGE LEVEL 2
88'-0"

3RD FLOOR SUBFLOOR
121'-3 3/4"

4TH FLOOR SUBFLOOR
131'-11 5/8"

GARAGE LEVEL 1
77'-0"

5TH FLOOR SUBFLOOR
142'-7 1/2"

AVG. GRADE: 5479.38
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BUILDING SIGNAGE LOCATION -
SEPARATE PERMIT REQUIRED
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4TH FLOOR SUBFLOOR
131'-11 5/8"
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5TH FLOOR SUBFLOOR
142'-7 1/2"

AVG. GRADE: 5479.38
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PROJECT: SKY  MARK APARTMENTS, PLAN DATE: 6/29/16

SKY MARK APARTMENTS
FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

LOT 1, BLOCK 1 SKY MARK SUBDIVISION FILING NO. 1
LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 21

TOWNSHIP 4 SOUTH, RANGE 67 WEST OF THE SIXTH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN
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SHEET #13 OF 17

 1/16" = 1'-0"1
FRONT ELEVATION 1

 1/16" = 1'-0"2
FRONT ELEVATION 2

 1/16" = 1'-0"3
RIGHT ELEVATION

 1/16" = 1'-0"4
LEFT ELEVATION

KEYNOTES

# NOTE

01 ADHERED MASONRY VENEER ACCESSORY CAP - GREY BY SUNSET STONE OR APPROVED EQUAL.

02 ADHERED MASONRY VENEER - DEL NORTE STACKED STONE BY SUNSET STONE OR APPROVED EQUAL.

03 METAL RAILING, POWDER COAT BLACK

04 FLATLOCK METAL PANELS - PIGMENTO BLUE BY VM ZINC OR APPROVED EQUAL

05 METAL SUN SHADE, POWDER COAT SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL.

08 STAINLESS STEEL CABLE SECURITY GRILL

09 METAL GUTTER, PAINT TO  MATCH FASCIA

10 CEMENTITIOUS FASCIA BOARD - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL

12 COMPOSITE SHINGLES - WEATHERED WOOD OR APPROVED EQUAL.

13 CEMENTITIOUS PANEL SIDING - SW 6417 TUPELO TREE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL

14 CEMENTITIOUS LAP SIDING, SMOOTH, 10" EXPOSURE - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR
APPROVED EQUAL.

15 CEMENTITIOUS LAP SIDING, SMOOTH, 4" EXPOSURE - SW 7018 DOVETAIL BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR
APPROVED EQUAL

16 VINYL WINDOW W/ LOW E INSUL. GLAZING - BLACK

17 THERMALLY BROKEN STOREFRONT SYSTEM - BLACK

18 THRU-WALL HVAC UNIT, PAINT TO MATCH ADJACENT FINISH

20 ARCHITECTURAL CONCRETE WALL.  FORMLINER 16020 ROUGH SAWN PLANK BY FITZGERALD FORMLINERS
OR APPROVED EQUAL PLACED IN A HORIZONTAL ORIENTATION.

21 CEMENTITIOUS BELLY BAND - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL

22 PRECAST CONCRETE DECK

23 VINYL SLIDING DOOR - BLACK

24 OVERHEAD FABRIC DOOR - BLACK

28 METAL MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT SCREEN - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR APPROVED
EQUAL

29 ADHERED MASONRY VENEER SMOOTH STONE - GRANITE BY SUNSET STONE OR APPROVED EQUAL.

30 METAL LOUVER.  BLACK.

* SIGNAGE TO BE SUBMITTED UNDER SEPARATE APPLICATION

NOTE:



1ST FLOOR T.O. SLAB
100'-0"

2ND FLOOR SUBFLOOR
110'-7 7/8"

GARAGE LEVEL 2
88'-0"

3RD FLOOR SUBFLOOR
121'-3 3/4"

4TH FLOOR SUBFLOOR
131'-11 5/8"

GARAGE LEVEL 1
77'-0"

5TH FLOOR SUBFLOOR
142'-7 1/2"

AVG. GRADE: 5479.38
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SHEET #14 OF 17

 1/16" = 1'-0"1
REAR ELEVATION 1

 1/16" = 1'-0"2
REAR ELEVATION 2

KEYNOTES

# NOTE

01 ADHERED MASONRY VENEER ACCESSORY CAP - GREY BY SUNSET STONE OR
APPROVED EQUAL.

02 ADHERED MASONRY VENEER - DEL NORTE STACKED STONE BY SUNSET
STONE OR APPROVED EQUAL.

03 METAL RAILING, POWDER COAT BLACK

05 METAL SUN SHADE, POWDER COAT SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN
WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL.

08 STAINLESS STEEL CABLE SECURITY GRILL

09 METAL GUTTER, PAINT TO  MATCH FASCIA

10 CEMENTITIOUS FASCIA BOARD - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS
OR APPROVED EQUAL

12 COMPOSITE SHINGLES - WEATHERED WOOD OR APPROVED EQUAL.

13 CEMENTITIOUS PANEL SIDING - SW 6417 TUPELO TREE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS
OR APPROVED EQUAL

14 CEMENTITIOUS LAP SIDING, SMOOTH, 10" EXPOSURE - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE
BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL.

16 VINYL WINDOW W/ LOW E INSUL. GLAZING - BLACK

18 THRU-WALL HVAC UNIT, PAINT TO MATCH ADJACENT FINISH

20 ARCHITECTURAL CONCRETE WALL.  FORMLINER 16020 ROUGH SAWN PLANK
BY FITZGERALD FORMLINERS OR APPROVED EQUAL PLACED IN A
HORIZONTAL ORIENTATION.

21 CEMENTITIOUS BELLY BAND - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS
OR APPROVED EQUAL

22 PRECAST CONCRETE DECK

23 VINYL SLIDING DOOR - BLACK

24 OVERHEAD FABRIC DOOR - BLACK

* SIGNAGE TO BE SUBMITTED UNDER SEPARATE APPLICATION

NOTE:
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2555 WALNUT STREET
DENVER, COLORADO  80205

www.kephart.com

K E P H A R T
community      planning      architecture

PROJECT: SKY  MARK APARTMENTS, PLAN DATE: 6/29/16

SKY MARK APARTMENTS
FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

LOT 1, BLOCK 1 SKY MARK SUBDIVISION FILING NO. 1
LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 21

TOWNSHIP 4 SOUTH, RANGE 67 WEST OF THE SIXTH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN
COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE, STATE OF COLORADO

ARAPAHOE COUNTY CASE NO. P16-010

SHEET #15 OF 17

 1/16" = 1'-0"3
EAST ELEVATION

 1/16" = 1'-0"2
NORTHEAST ELEVATION

 1/16" = 1'-0"1
NORTH WEST ELEVATION

 1/16" = 1'-0"6
SOUTH EAST ELEVATION

 1/16" = 1'-0"5
SOUTH ELEVATION

 1/16" = 1'-0"4
WEST ELEVATION

KEYNOTES

01 ADHERED MASONRY VENEER ACCESSORY CAP - GREY BY SUNSET STONE OR
APPROVED EQUAL.

02 ADHERED MASONRY VENEER - DEL NORTE STACKED STONE BY SUNSET STONE
OR APPROVED EQUAL.

04 FLATLOCK METAL PANELS - PIGMENTO BLUE BY VM ZINC OR APPROVED EQUAL

06 METAL BRACKET - POWDER COAT SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN
WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL.

07 STEEL COLUMN, POWDER COAT  - SW 6417 TUPELO TREE BY SHERWIN
WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL

09 METAL GUTTER, PAINT TO  MATCH FASCIA

10 CEMENTITIOUS FASCIA BOARD - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS
OR APPROVED EQUAL

11 ALUMINUM CLAD FOLDING EXTERIOR DOOR - BLACK

12 COMPOSITE SHINGLES - WEATHERED WOOD OR APPROVED EQUAL.

13 CEMENTITIOUS PANEL SIDING - SW 6417 TUPELO TREE BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS
OR APPROVED EQUAL

14 CEMENTITIOUS LAP SIDING, SMOOTH, 10" EXPOSURE - SW 7014 EIDER WHITE
BY SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL.

15 CEMENTITIOUS LAP SIDING, SMOOTH, 4" EXPOSURE - SW 7018 DOVETAIL BY
SHERWIN WILLIAMS OR APPROVED EQUAL

16 VINYL WINDOW W/ LOW E INSUL. GLAZING - BLACK

17 THERMALLY BROKEN STOREFRONT SYSTEM - BLACK

25 INSULATED GLASS OVERHEAD GARAGE DOOR - BLACK

 1/16" = 1'-0"7
CLUBHOUSE MAIN FLOOR PLAN

 1/16" = 1'-0"8
CLUBHOUSE ROOF PLAN
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DRAINAGE EASEMENT
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ARAPAHOE COUNTY CASE NO. P16-010










SITE PHOTOMETRIC SUMMARY

AVERAGE  = 0.4 FT. CANDLE
MAXIMUM  = 23.2 FT. CANDLE
MINIMUM = 0.0 FT. CANDLE
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