CITY OF WOODLAND PARK

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT AGENDA
August 19, 2019 — 6:30 pm

Woodland Park Council Chambers

220 W. South Avenue, Woodland Park, CO

(REVISED)
1. ORDER & ROLL CALL
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

If no quorum exists, this meeting will be rescheduled to 6:30 pm August 21, 2019.

3. APPROVE MINUTES: June 17, 2019
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. APPEAL #APL19-001 (#19080208): Consider an appeal by Paul B.
Neal lll, etal from the administrative decision regarding “SPR #19-
001 The Village at Tamarac Site Plan” for 53 detached single family
units on Lot 5, Tamarac Tech Park Filing No. 5 (Tamarac Parkway) in
the Multi-Family Residential Suburban (MFS) zone.

B. APPEAL #APL19-002 (#19080214): Consider an appeal by Citizens in
Opposition to Village at Tamarac (c/o Frances Maria Sinel) from the
administrative decision regarding “SPR #19-001 The Village at
Tamarac Site Plan” for 53 detached single family units on Lot 5,
Tamarac Tech Park Filing No. 5 (Tamarac Parkway) in the Multi-
Family Residential Suburban (MFS) zone.

5. REPORTS
6. ADJOURNMENT

Possible additional meeting dates include 6:30 pm August 21 & 23 & September 6 & 9.
For more information, call Planning Department 719-687-5202



WOODLAND PARK BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

MEETING MINUTES - June 17, 2019

City of Woodland Park Council Chambers, 220 W. South Avenue, Woodland Park, CO

1. ORDER AND ROLL CALL. Order was called at 5:30 p.m. with attendance as follows:

Present Chairperson Louis Ramon
Present Vice-Chairperson Lois DeVaux
Present Regular Member Kerri Kilgore
Present Regular Member Randy Carlson
Present Regular Member Larry Larsen
Present Alternate Member Jerry Smith
Absent Alternate Member Carroll Trader
Staff Present City Planner Lor Pellegrino, City Attorney Jason Meyers

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. All recited the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES. The May 20, 2019 minutes were approved as written.

4. SITE VISIT to 220 N. Highland Street (VAR#19-003) (5:45 p.m.) — The City Planner
distributed a map with directions to the site. The Chairman recessed the meeting and all
departed for the site. At the site, the Applicant had flagged the four proposed building corners
and the midpoint of the north and south sides of the building. Two balloons were set up, one at
20 feet high and the other at 25 feet high. Board members walked through and around the site,
along Highland Street, and in the alley.

5. RECONVENE at Woodland Park Council Chambers (220 W. South Avenue) (6:30 p.m.)
— The Chairman reconvened the meeting at 6:30 p.m. and mentioned that the BOA had just
returned from a site visit to 220 N. Highland Street (VAR#19-003).

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS. All Board members stated no conflicts of interest or biases with
respect to all of tonight’s scheduled cases.

A. VAR#19-003: A request by Cheryl Six and Andrew Grenci (property owner) to vary
the height (818.13.030) from 20’ to 25’ for a detached garage with an accessory
dwelling unit (ADU) above on Lot 12, Block 7, Green’s Addition (220 N. Highland St.)
in the Urban Residential (UR) zone. (tabled from May 20, 2019).

The City Planner presented the staff report supplement complete with a recommendation of
conditional approval of the 5-foot height variance (from 20 to 25 feet) request based on the 50-
foot wide shallow corner lot; the site topography and how the finished grade affects the height
calculation; the requirement that an ADU be the second level where the permitted maximum
height of the structure is 20 feet; the low traffic/impact within the Highland Street cul-de-sac;
and, the ability to retain existing healthy on-site mature trees where possible.

The Applicant (Skip Howes, Scott Homes Ltd., 300 Sunny Glen Court) explained the new
submittals which included wall sections showing a 4:12 roof pitch 24’-8 7/8” total height, 3:12
roof pitch showing a 23°-98 7/8” and low slope roof pitch showing 22°-6 7/8” total height and
a sightline analysis showing the proposed building height relative to the floor of surrounding
buildings showing 3 feet higher than the house to the north and 5 feet higher than the house to
the south. He stated that an accessory building with an ADU above cannot not be constructed
within the 20 foot height maximum and requests a 5-foot height variance (from 20 feet to 25)
would not impact the character of the neighborhood.

The Chairperson opened the public comment portion of the meeting.

Mr. Scott Mosher (225 Highland Street), the neighbor immediately to the east, spoke opposed
to the height variance proposed, citing concerns about inconsistency with the aesthetics of the
surrounding neighborhood and visual impact. He presented a slide showing what he believed to
be the visual impact of a 25-foot building.
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Seeing no others wishing to speak, the Chairperson closed the public comment portion of the
meeting.

The Applicant clarified that the purpose of the accessory building is a garage with an ADU
above and that the property owners stay at the house for a number of weeks through any given
year.

The Board deliberated, commenting that the 5-foot variance does not appear to produce a
significant impact, that the 20-foot height restriction on accessory buildings may not make
sense for ADUs, that the site’s slope does restrict the total height of buildings, that while
preserving view is not a criterion for variance applications, it does not appear that the requested
5-foot variance does not impact the view significantly more that a 20-foot tall structure would,
and that each variance case is adjudicated based on its own merits and circumstances.

MOVED BY Kilgore, and SECONDED BY Ramon, THAT: the Board of Adjustment grant a
variance from Municipal Code 818.13.030 for the proposed accessory building on Lot 12,
Block 7, Green’s Addition (220 N. Highland Street) based on the findings contained in the
May 20 and June 17, 2019 staff reports and testimony presented at the May 20 and June 17,
2019 public hearings subject to the following condition:

1. This variance applies only to the accessory building as shown on application VAR #19-

003.
2. That the accessory building does not exceed 24 feet high.

Yes - Kilgore, Ramon, DeVaux ; No - Carlson, Larsen. Motion fails.

MOVED BY Larsen, and SECONDED BY Carlson, THAT: the Board of Adjustment grant a
variance from Municipal Code §18.13.030 to increase the maximum height from 20 to 25 feet
for the proposed accessory building on Lot 12, Block 7, Green’s Addition (220 N. Highland
Street) based on the findings contained in the May 20 and June 17, 2019 staff reports and
testimony presented at the May 20 and June 17, 2019 public hearings subject to the following
condition:

1. This variance applies only to the accessory building as shown on VAR #19-003.

All voted in favor. Motion passes.

B. VAR#19-004: A request by Carol Barbeau (owner) to vary the required front setback
(818.13.040.A) from 25’ to 17’ for a kitchen remodel on an existing dwelling on Lots
11 and 12, Block 12, Lake Addition (410 N. Pine St.) in the Urban Residential (UR)
zone.

The City Planner presented the staff report complete with a recommendation of conditional
approval of the Pine Street front setback, based on the shallow corner lot with two 25-foot front
setbacks and the location of the existing house and kitchen.

The Applicant (Carol Barbeau, 410 N. Pine Street) explained that she wishes to add a modest
10-foot wide addition to expand her 7-foot wide kitchen so that she can comfortably move
around. Further, she stated that the washer and dryer when open, obstruct the exit and is a
safety hazard.

In response to questions from the Board, Staff stated that a sidewalk, although it can fit on the
west side of Pine Street, is neither required nor warranted given the sidewalk on the east side of
Pine Street and City priorities; that the addition will not obstruct Kansas alley or the existing
driveway.

The Chairperson opened the public comment portion of the meeting.

Mr. Greg Marshall (411 Pine Street), the neighbor to the east, spoke in support of the variance
citing no problem with the proposal.

Seeing no others wishing to speak, the Chairperson closed the public comment portion of the
meeting.
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MOVED BY Carlson, and SECONDED BY DeVaux, THAT:

The Board of Adjustment grant a 8-foot variance from the Pine Street front setback from 25

feet to 17 feet for a kitchen expansion of an existing single family residence on Lot 11-12,

Block 12, Lake Addition (410 N. Pine Street) subject to the following conditions:

1. Prior to pouring the foundation, the builder must string a line clearly demarking the 17 foot
setback line from the east property line and the 25-foot setback from north property line.

2. No part of the building (overhang, gutters, etc.) may project into the Pine Street front
setback. This 17-foot setback must remain clear and unobstructed from the ground up
except for landscaping or hardscaping.

3. Prior to issue of a Building Permit, the applicant shall vacate the interior common property
line between Lots 11 and 12.

All voted in favor. Motion passes.

C. VAR#19-005: A request by Michael Crouse (owner) to vary the required front
setback (§18.13.040.A) from 25’ to 14’ for a dwelling and detached garage on Lot 7,
Block 13, Foster’s Addition (315 S. Fairview St.) in the Urban Residential (UR) zone.

The City Planner presented the staff report complete with a recommendation of conditional
approval of the 11-foot variance of the Fairview Street front setback based on the lot’s current
narrow configuration and the greater setbacks applied to a corner lot. A 60-foot wide shallow
lot is narrow and with the imposition of setbacks, the buildable area is further narrowed
(roughly 27 feet wide). She stated that all other setbacks can be satisfied and that the edge of
the house would be at least 30 feet from the edge of the Fairway Street asphalt.

The Applicant (Mrs. Karen Crouse, 315 S. Fairview Street) explained that the site is currently a
vacant lot and that they would like to build a 1,134 SF house (32 feet wide) single family
dwelling with a detached garage that would fit on this narrow lot with consideration given to
the property (and existing house) they own next door (to the east). She stated the house and
garage footprints are conceptual at this point - designed, sized and located with some built-in
flexibility while still matching other houses in the neighborhood with access from the north
alley. She stated that her lot to the east will need to be modified so that the garage door is
moved from the west to the north side.

The Chairperson opened the public comment portion of the meeting.

George Christian (Cottage Creek Living, LLC) stated he is a builder and not a developer. He is
coordinating with the property owner to construct the house and garage but that a contract has
yet to be signed, that the curb cut along Pine Street already exists and will provide access to
both of the Crouse lots, that the higher part of the house is proposed on the east side of the lot.
He commented that his construction projects increase the value of neighborhoods.

Ms. Melanie Canary (305 S. Fairview Street), the neighbor and property owner immediately to
the north, objects to the variance for several reasons: she believes too many variances in the
neighborhood are producing homes that are too close to each other; the house design is not in
character with Woodland Park or the neighborhood and looks more like the row houses you
would see in downtown Detroit or Chicago; development has resulted in the loss of trees
within the neighborhood; many buildings and sheds have been built within the alley right-of-
way in the middle of this block; and views will be blocked. She does not understand why the
City has codes if variances are always granted and stated that people are moving out as a result
of all the variances that are granted and the neighborhood changes that has resulted.

The Chairperson closed the public comment portion of the meeting.

After The Chairperson announced the public comments portion of the meeting was closed,
Eldrich Carlson (210 Chester Avenue) stated that he did speak with Staff on this variance and
is concerned about opening up the alley.

Seeing no others wishing to speak, the Chairperson closed the public comment portion of the
meeting.
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The Board deliberated on the case, appreciating comments submitted by neighbors and,
noticing that Ms. Canary’s house is roughly 32 feet from the edge of Fairview Street while the
new house is proposed at roughly 33 feet from the edge of Fairview Street; that on average
homes are roughly 38 feet from the edge of nearby streets; that if granted the variance would
be a maximum of 11 feet regardless of where the house is actually sited; that infill on corner
lots is challenging; that variances are judicially reviewed and some are granted and others are
not; that this is the first time that the Board has heard from neighbors in this area; that growth
issues should be brought before City Council.

MOVED BY Kilgore, and SECONDED BY Larsen, THAT:
The Board of Adjustment grant a maximum 11-foot variance for the single family dwelling and
detached garage (from the 25 feet to 14) from the Fairview Street front setback of Lot 7, Block
13, Foster’s Addition (315 S. Fairview Avenue) subject to the following conditions:
1. Prior to pouring the foundation, the builder must string a line clearly demarking the
approved setback lines from all property lines.

All voted in favor. Motion passes.

7. REPORTS. Staff invited the Board and the public to the June 27 Planning Commission
worksession to discuss proposed revisions to the Municipal Code related to setback
encroachments and variance procedures. Staff distributed the May 2019 Building and Planning
Department Report.

8. ADJOURNMENT. The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

Minutes by:

City Planner Lor Pellegrino, AICP

Approved by:

Mr. Louis Ramon, Chairperson Date
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ATTACHMENT ‘B’

CITY OF WOODLAND PARK BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

Board Address: 220 W. South Avenue
Woodland Park, CO 80863

Petitioners: Paul B. Neal III, Dawn C. Neal, Carole Molden,

Brooke Smith and Karolyn Smith. ABOA USE ONLYA

Case Number: APL19-001
#19080208

CITY RESPONSE TO PAUL B. NEAL III, DAWN C. NEAL, CAROLE MOLDEN,
BROOKE SMITH AND KAROLYN SMITH APPEAL
IN THE MATTER OF
THE APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER APPROVING (SPR-19-001)
THE VILLAGE AT TAMARAC SITE PLAN (the “ORDER”)

THE CITY OF WOODLAND PARK through its City Attorney and Planning
Department, submits the following response to the Objection to Decision Regarding the project
known as “The Village at Tamarac” submitted by Paul B. Neal III, Dawn C. Neal, Carole
Molden, Brooke Smith and Karolyn Smith (“Petitioners”) or (“‘Appellants”) dated August 1,
2019 (the “Appeal”) (Attachment A) AND REQUESTS THAT THE BOARD OF
ADJUSTMENT AFFIRM THE ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER (Attachment D) based on the
following:

L PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

The Applicant, Matrix Design Group c/o Eric Smith and owners, Village at Tamarac c/o
Peter LaBarre, pursuant to Woodland Park Municipal Code (MC) (the “Code”) §18.34.058
applied for approval of the Village at Tamarac (the “Project”) Site Plan (Attachment E) The
Project is located at the north end of Tamarac Parkway on Lot 5, Tamarac Tech Park Filing No. 5
in the Multi-Family Residential-Suburban (MFS) District. Pursuant to Municipal Code (MC)
§18.09.090. N.1I, the Project is classified as a permitted use by right as listed in the table of
permitted uses. The Project shows 53 single family units on 6.68 acres with a density of 7.93
units per acre. The units are small, manufactured, modular homes built to comply with the
International Residential Code (IRC) standard and installed on permanent foundations. The
Project includes site grading, drainage facilities, private roadways, underground utilities, parking,
sidewalks, landscaping and all necessary improvements to serve the future residents.

Pursuant to the Code §18.34.058. A.5, the City of Woodland Park Planning Department issued an
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ATTACHMENT ‘B’

Administrative Order approving the request on July 23, 2019, Site Plan Review Report and
Certified Letter of Approval with Conditions (the “Order”) (Attachment D). Subsequently, the
City Planning Department received an Appeal from the Neals, Smiths, and Molden on August 1,
2019. Pursuant to Codes Chapter 18.54, the Board of Adjustment has jurisdiction over Appeals
of Administrative Orders. The Order is incorporated into and made a part of this Response by
reference.

1L SUMMARY OF PETITIONERS’ AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT/REASONS
FOR APPEAL

A. Paul B. Neal III and Dawn C. Neal are residents in the Fairway Pines subdivision
located west of the Project. Carole Molden, Brooke Smith and Karolyn Smith are
residents in the Sundance at Shining Mountain Townhomes located west of and adjacent
to the Project.

B. The Petitioners specific objections/contentions are summarized as follows:
1. The pattern and spacing between the buildings should be increased from
12 feet to 16 feet.
2. The City did not interpret the Applicant’s plan properly regarding the
separation and measurements between buildings.
3. Seventeen (17) guest parking spaces are inadequate pursuant to the
parking intent described in MC §78.39.010 and Department of Local Affairs
(DOLA) recommendation for manufactured home parks.
4. The two handicapped parking spaces are both located on the southern
portion of the site and at least one handicapped space should be located on the
northern portion of the site.

5. A second, emergency access should be considered per CDOT’s request,
DOLA model code and 2015 International Fire Code.

6. Require the developer to produce elevations that depicts at least six units.
7. Request a final decision on the Project to be stayed until the Traffic

Analysis Information regarding traffic counts/movements at Research Drive is
provided as requested by CDOT.

8. A front setback of 25 should be applied to the entire southern boundary
line of the Project.
0. Project is noncompliant with the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and

Growth Action 1.1.7.
111. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Petitioners have the burden of convincing the Board of Adjustment that the Order should
be reversed, in whole or in part, or modified. Disagreement with Staff (Planning Department)
analysis does not justify reversal of an Administrative Order. The Board of Adjustment should
affirm the Order unless the Board of Adjustment finds that the Planning Department erred in
applying the Code or that there is no evidence to support the Order.
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ATTACHMENT ‘B’

APPENDIX A
CITY’S RESPONSES TO NEAL, SMITH AND MOLDEN APPEAL

The following are summaries of nine (9) areas of objections (disagreement) cited in the Appeal
which Petitioners disagree with the Planning Department analysis contained in the Order. The
Petitioner’s claim and relevant Code reference (in italics), is followed by the City‘s response and
analysis.

Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) and Request #1:

Petitioner disagrees that §78.33.180 Gd., Building Placement and Site Layout has been met. The
Petitioners disagrees with the Planning Department’s analysis and findings regarding the spacing
between units. The Petitioners provide a lengthy explanation (Attachment A) that the applicant’s
proposed spacing of 10” measured from eave to eave or 12’ from foundation to foundation is not
safe or environmentally acceptable. The Petitioners request a minimum of 16’ between units in
order to comply with “The pattern of spaces between buildings of new construction shall be
consistent with existing construction.”

» City’s response to Petitioners Objection and Request #1

The City’s zoning regulations do not specify a required distance between each unit for
building separation of single-family homes on one large lot without a subdivision. The
IRC building code requires a minimum of 5’ between structures. The Projects proposed
“side yards” of 10 feet essentially doubles the minimum building code standards.
Furthermore, the Fire Chief has reviewed the spacing and finds the building separation to
be acceptable from a safety and fire perspective as long as the separation exceeds the
building code. Since the Zoning Code is silent on building separation in the MFS zone,
the Planning Department cannot arbitrarily require a certain separation (i.e., 16’). The
Project meets the IRC building code and is acceptable to the Fire Chief.

Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) and Request #2:
Petitioner states that the City did not interpret the Applicants’ site plan properly when changing
the building separation from 10’ to 12°.

» City’s response to Petitioners Objection and Request #2
It 1s not uncommon to measure building separation from foundation to foundation. There
was no intent by the City to mislead the representation of this measurement. The final
site plan and elevation measurements can be revised to add a notation to specify how the
measurements are made (i.e., foundation to foundation with a 1’ eave on each side wall).

Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) and Request #3:

Petitioner claims that the guest parking is inadequate based on §/8.39.010 Intent of the Parking
standards which state, “The City recognizes that inadequate off-street parking and loading areas
may lead to traffic congestion, parking violations in adjacent streets, loss of economic
opportunities, as well as unauthorized parking in adjacent lots.” In addition the Petitioners cites
the Land Use guides by the Division of Local Affairs (DOLA) for manufacture home parks. This
guide recommends one additional guest parking space for each unit.
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» City’s response to Petitioners Objection and Request #3

DOLA’s Land Use guides do not govern the parking standards for the City of Woodland
Park. The City’s parking standards Chapter 18.39 require two (2) off-street parking spaces
per single-family home. The developer meets the standard of two (2) off-street parking spaces
per single-family home plus 17 additional guest parking spaces. Multi-family apartments are
based upon the number of bedrooms (i.e., 1 bedroom = 1.5 spaces; 2 bedrooms = 2 spaces.
No guest parking is required for single-family homes or for multi-family developments.
Therefore, the overall parking requirement for the Project has exceeded the City’s standard
with 17 additional guest parking spaces as shown by the Site Plan.

Furthermore, the parking intent MC §18.39.010 states, “Excessive parking and loading areas
may waste money and valuable space for development or open space and increase the
potential of drainage problems. This chapter seeks to balance the public and private needs
for off-street parking and loading areas.” Increasing the guest parking from 17 to 53 would
be excessive and the Planning Department finds that the intent for adequate parking has been
met with the Applicant’s proposal.

Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) and Request #4:
Petitioners notes that handicap parking stalls are only provided within the southern guest parking
areas.

» City’s response to Petitioners Objection and Request #4
A handicap stall can be easily added to northern guest parking area as part of the Final Site
Plan resubmittal.

Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) and Request #5:

Petitioner noted that CDOT’s request to “consider requiring a second, emergency access to serve
the property through the existing roadway system” has not been addressed. Also Petitioner cites
the DOLA model code for access and 2015 International Fire Code.

» City’s response to Petitioners Objection and Request #5

This is a suggestion by CDOT to consider, not a requirement or regulatory issue. Condition
#2 of the certified Site Plan approval letter (the Order) states, “Applicant shall resubmit a
revised traffic study to CDOT and shall make the necessary improvements to SH 67 in
accordance with CDOT requirements prior to Certificate of Occupancy of any new home or
acceptable security guarantee provided to the City.” Furthermore, DOLA’s model code does
not govern the access standards for the City of Woodland Park. The City’s current access
standards are governed by the 2003 International Fire Code not 2015 IFC.

Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) and Request #6:
Petitioner states that the Applicant failed to submit required building elevations as requested by
the Staff.

» City’s response to Petitioners Objection and Request #6
The Staff’s request for a color rendering depicting six (6) units to scale was an additional
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ATTACHMENT ‘B’

request to supplement Architectural Exhibit (Sheet AEO1). A color rendering of the
elevations is not a City Code requirement and it was determined by the Staff that a rendering
depicting two units side by side in 4 different color schemes was adequate.

Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) and Request #7:
Petitioner states that the Applicants did not properly respond to CODT’s request for additional
data regarding the turning movement volumes at Research Drive & SH 67.

» City’s response to Petitioners Objection and Request #7

Condition #2 of the certified Site Plan approval letter (the Order) states, “Applicant shall
resubmit a revised traffic study to CDOT and shall make the necessary improvements to SH
67 in accordance with CDOT requirements prior to Certificate of Occupancy of any new
home or acceptable security guarantee provided to the City.” This condition satisfies the
Petitioners concern since all CDOT requirements for additional data and SH 67 improvement
will be accomplished in a timely manner.

Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) and Request #8:

Petitioner claims that the determination of the front lot line and setback is incorrect. The
Petitioner requests that a front setback be extended beyond the flag potion to include the southern
property boundary of Lot 5.

» City’s response to Petitioners Objection and Request #8

Setbacks for MFS developments are established around the perimeter of the lot at the
professional discretion of the Staff. The Staff uses basic principles and common sense when
determining front, side and rear lot lines. Flag lots typically located at the end of cul-de-sacs
are unique due to their configuration and relationship to the surrounding lots. The principles
include: front typically fronts a street ROW; rear is typically opposite the front; and side lot
lines connect the front and rear. The Planning Department’s practice is to match sides with
sides, and rear with rear. A corner lot has two street frontages and two side lot lines since
each side abuts the adjoining lot’s side. A flag lot is not a typical lot nor is it a corner lot.
Therefore, at the discretion of the Staff, the setbacks for Lot 5 are designated as follows (see
final plat drawing on page 7):

e the flag portion is the front and provides access to the public street;

the southern lot line of is considered a side because it abuts the sides of Lots 3 and 2;

the northern lot line is considered the rear since it is opposite the street frontage;

the western lot line is also considered the rear since it aligns with the rear of Lot 3;

the eastern lot line is considered a side since it adjoins the side of Lot 6 to the east.
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Petitioner’s Objection (disagreement) #9

Petitioner claims that the Project is noncompliant with the 2010 Comprehensive Plan.
Specifically, Land Use and Growth Action 1.1.7 — Evaluate contemplated projects as to their

location and conformance with the Comp Plan to “help the city’s housing inventory to become

more diverse, and less reliant on single family residential which has been the core focus of new
development.”

» City’s response to Petitioners Objection #9

The Order cites Land Use Growth Action 1.1.7 as conforming to MC 8/8.34.070. A because
the Village at Tamarac provides diversity in Woodland Park’s housing options at an
affordable price. Although the units are not attached, the small manufactured homes are a

permitted use within the MFS district. It is important to understand that the Comp Plan is not
a regulatory document but used as an aspirational guiding document.
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RE: Village @ Tamarac Development

ATTACHMENT 'C'
Sally Riley

Tue 7/9/2019 5:16 PM

To:Lorena Franklin <crjgirl116@g.com>;

Cc:David Burgess <dburgess@city-woodlandpark.org>;

@ 4 attachments (13 MB)
Review Letter 6.17.2019.pdf; THE VILLAGE AT TAMARAC.pdf; Applicant's Response Letter 7.2.19.pdf; Community Rules.pdf;

Good afternoon, Lorena:

Thank you for taking time to provide your feedback regarding the Village at Tamarac project.

I've attached my review letter from June 17th so you can learn about the zoning and design standards with which I'm obligated to
judge the project. Since this is a multifamily project on multifamily zoned (MFS) property, it is a permitted use and must be
approved by staff if it meets all the standards. I've attached the applicants response letter and revised plans so you can review
how the project addresses most of your concerns. Your city staff is also concerned about the future maintenance and upkeep of
this development. As a result, their Community Rules (attached) will be made part of the conditions of the Site Plan approval so if
the manager/owners are in violation of their rules then they may be summons into Municipal Court and face fines and harsher
penalties. Please know that the Woodland Village Mobile Home Park was developed prior to the city adopting our zoning
regulations in 1969 and the MHP is a "legal non-conforming" that will be redeveloped in the future. | have passed your comments
onto the applicants.

Respectfully,

Sally Riley, AICP

Planning Director

City of Woodland Park

(719)687-5283

From: Lorena Franklin [mailto:crjgirl116@g.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 8:53 AM

To: Sally Riley <sriley@city-woodlandpark.org>
Subject: Village @ Tamarac Development

Good morning Sally,

I'm not sure how to go about this since I've never done this. My husband and | live in The Reserve Tamarac subdivision and
we 100% are opposed to Mr. Eric’s developmental plans of Village at Tamarac. We believe it will drive existing home values down,
add more traffic and going by the track record that Mr. Eric W. Smith has it just doesn’t sound like a good idea. Looking at his
other properties (next to Walmart for example) | can only assume that in short time it will also be neglected and make our
neighboring subdivisions look bad. Not to mention, it may drive customers away from the golf course. Thank you for your time in
reading my email and | hope my two cents can count for something. Have a great day!

Lorena Franklin
The Reserve at Tamarac resident

34


mailto:crjgirl116@q.com

ATTACHMENT 'C'

35



ATTACHMENT 'C'

36



ATTACHMENT 'C'

37



ATTACHMENT 'C'

38



ATTACHMENT 'C'

39



ATTACHMENT 'C'

40



ATTACHMENT 'C'

41



ATTACHMENT 'C'

42



ATTACHMENT 'C'

43



ATTACHMENT 'C'

44



ATTACHMENT 'C'

45



ATTACHMENT 'C'
June 6, 2019

City of Woodland Park Planning Department
Attn: Sally Riley, Planning Director
Woodland Park, CO 80863

Dear Sally,

This letter is in response to the Site Plan Review Application submitted by The Village at
Tamarac on May 16, 2019. This proposed development is directly to the east of the Longs Point
Townhome project, with currently 12 occupied units, 2 under construction, and a final 12 units
yet to be built, with the future units most impacted by the proposed development. I represent
Mark McNab, the builder currently constructing two and the owner of the land and the builder
for the final 12 units. The Village at Tamarac, if allowed to proceed under the conditions
requested in the application, will have direct impact on the marketability of the future
townhomes and the financial viability of construction for Mark McNab as the landowner and
builder.

It is not our objective to prevent the development, but rather to ensure that sufficient conditions
are put in place from the onset to preserve the value and marketability of the Longs Point
Townhomes. I would like to express our concerns sequentially, based on statements made by the
applicant. Please see below for our perspective on the narrative statements in the application, as
well as concerns with contradiction between these narrative statements and the actual site plan
drawings.

A. The proposed development shall conform to the provisions, objectives, and policies of all
city plans, adopted and in effect at the time of application, including but not limited to: growth
management, transportation, utilities, capital improvements, and downtown redevelopment.

Though this MFS zoning allows up to 8 units per acre, the code actually states 2-8 units per acre.
Were the units attached or multi-story, the 8 per acre guide would be reasonable. Since they are
detached, single level, single family homes, this density does not conform with the intended
density of this zoning. We would request the Planning Department use a lower density ratio in
approving this site plan.

B. The proposed development shall conform to the provisions, standards and requirements of
all city regulations, adopted and in effect at the time of application, including but not limited
to: zoning, subdivision, mobile homes, utilities, buildings and construction, business
regulations, and engineering specifications.

Though this development is not a mobile home park, it has the feel and look of a mobile home
park and should at least conform to the minimum density and spacing requirements used in other
similar projects. We would request that the Planning Department require the site plan to be
revised to include a minimum of 15’ of spacing between each unit.
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One additional point of concern is the actual model type and cost of each home permanently
installed in this development. Though the application contains pictures of several prototypes,
there is nothing currently to hold them to a certain level of value. The pictures appear to be top of
the line models with many added features. We’d like to request that the Planning Department
require a final review of exactly the model, features, upgrades and cost that are being installed
and set minimum requirements for each. The substantial disparity between home value of these
models and the neighboring townhomes, particularly in such close proximity with no planned
barrier, cannot help but impact the long-term value and appeal of townhomes.

D. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed, and maintained with appropriate
regard to topography, surface drainage, soil potentials, natural and manmade hazards,
streams, and environmentally significant features.

The application states, “Existing vegetation and trees will be retained as much as possible,
especially along the perimeter of the site to help buffer the development from adjacent parcels.”
This statement contradicts the site plan drawings included in the application. There are very
dense trees on the site currently and in order to achieve the layout of the engineering drawings,
almost all of those trees must be removed. In addition, the site plan drawings show the back of
the structures at the current tree line, eliminating the natural buffer that currently exists. The
utility easement is vacant of trees. If construction is allowed to go to the boundary currently
shown in the site plan, there will be no remaining natural buffer.

We would ask the Planning Department to: 1) insist that the site plan be redrawn, moving the
structures in from the western and southern boundaries to allow for some tree retention, and 2)
that the approval be contingent upon the developers constructing a solid barrier fence around the
perimeter of the development. Because of the impact of the raised topography, an 8 barrier wall
will provide not only a visual buffer but also a sound buffer from 100+ new residents in a very
compressed area. Another option would be a 6” wall on a berm, which would provide additional
sound buffering. Attached are pictures of the type wall we’d like to see required, and locations
where a similar wall protects not only the neighboring properties, but also protects the residents
of the development itself. It would certainly lend to the elegance and appeal of the Village at
Tamarac project itself. Product of this type can be found here under “Stucco Wall Alternatives”:

https://aftec.com/concrete-textures/stucco/

Please see other examples and manufacturer websites at the end of this letter.

E. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed, and maintained with adequate
water supply, wastewater disposal, solid waste disposal, air quality protection methods, and
surface water drainage.

We also have concerns about drainage from the project into the Longs Point TOA owned culvert
but will leave addressing those specific concerns to other experts weighing in on the engineering
quality and available easements.

47



ATTACHMENT 'C'

F. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed, and maintained to not unduly
increase the public danger of fire, explosion, and other safety hazards upon the public, and
persons residing or working on the site and vicinity.

The application states, “Outdoor storage of materials and accessory structures will not be
allowed and are strictly prohibited. This prohibition will be stated and governed by the
individual unit sales/leases.” Due to the small square footage of each home, we are concerned
that exterior storage of miscellaneous items will be a natural result and without strict
enforcement will lead to a very disjointed appearance. If Code Enforcement is frequently called
upon to enforce this requirement, it will create an undue financial burden for the City. One need
only look to other mobile home and tiny home developments in town to see how quickly the
order disappears from the original intent. With a solid perimeter fence in place, blocking view
into the development from neighboring subdivisions, it will limit the involvement of Code
Enforcement.

G. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed and maintained to not unduly
diminish or impair but to become compatible with the use and enjoyment of vicinity property.
To such end the development may be required to provide architectural design schemes and
fixtures such as, but not limited to, fencing, landscaping, and buffer areas.

The application states, “The proposed development is designed to be compatible with the use and
architectural design scheme of surrounding parcels. There is adequate open space provided on
site along with landscape setbacks along the perimeter. There are no proposed fences along the
property boundary and proposed landscaping will meet or exceed city requirements.”

Here we encounter the crux of our concern with this project. The landscape setbacks along the
perimeter are an empty, grassy hill. Without Planning Department requirements, the view into
the backside of this development will be not only unobstructed but elevated from the Longs
Point Townhomes. Due to the topography, no barrier constructed on Longs Point property will
be effective. It is critical that the Village at Tamarac developers be required not only to install
perimeter fencing, but that it be solid, tall, and maintenance free or endowed for permanent
maintenance.

We are suggesting an 8’ prefabricated concrete wall, built to appear as the more costly stucco
and stone. Because of the loss of trees during construction, the natural rise in the topography, and
the substantial disparity between home values and lot sizes, a solid sound and vision barrier is
the only thing viable to prevent significant loss of value and appeal in the current and future
Longs Point Townhomes. We implore the Planning Department to take extra measures to ensure
that the use of a perimeter wall, even one requiring a building permit, goes beyond normal
development standards to protect surrounding landowners. Because there is such a significant
rise in the topo, the placement of this wall is critical to ensure its effectiveness. Please see
attached photograph examples of cost-effective solutions for this development.

The Longs Point property is a narrow strip of private land separating this development from the
golf course. It will be a natural temptation, if there’s easy access, to cut through private land to
walk on the course after hours. A solid barrier wall, without access points, will discourage
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trespassing across private property and keep ingress and egress to the designated points in the
development.
We would request that the Planning Department condition their approval of this project with
approval of the perimeter wall material and its expected long-term maintenance needs, and that

the City would ensure that once installed, it is in full compliance.

Real Estate Professionals’ Opinions

In addition to the narrative section of the application, we’d like to address the letter submitted by
Michael Harper as a part of the application package. He states that he is a primary investor in the
project, making it difficult to consider this an objective opinion. In addition, the three individuals
he references are not named, so appear to be unwilling to go on record with their opinions.

His letter states that “the community doesn’t encroach physically or visually on surrounding
existing commercial and residential areas of Woodland Park”. The site plan calls for removal of
almost all existing trees, and as drawn, now will be in direct view of the current and future Longs
Point Townhomes.

The letter goes on to state that “Woodland Park has well defined subdivisions”. The issue at
stake here is whether this subdivision will be “well defined” from its neighbors across Longs
Point. As drawn in the application, there is no definition, no barrier, minimal trees and no fence,
only a short open area, a rise in topography and the back side of homes valued at 1/5 or less of
the Longs Point Townhome values.

With my letter, we are submitting a letter from a real estate professional who is willing to be
named, is not an investor in the development, and has been selling properties in this area for over
27 years, including several of the Longs Point Townhomes. Jennifer Erdley clearly states that, at
a minimum, the Planning Department should require low lighting, landscaping and a berm with
fencing. She believes this will only lessen, not eliminate, the negative impact on the Longs Point
Townhome values.

April Denio, another local residential real estate professional with many years’ experience and
the realtor who has sold more Longs Point townhomes than any other, is also willing to be
named and states this in reference to deterioration of value for Longs Point Townhomes:

“I feel definitely the City needs to require preferably a fence blocking the entire community from
the Longs Point townhomes. These are high-end homes and definitely a concern.

Repeatedly when trying to sell these, the topic came up of what could be developed on that land.
It even came up again as I was marketing the latest townhome due to close this month. In fact,
one buyer specifically said no to the townhomes due to the possibility of what could be placed on
that vacant land.”

April went on to say, “I remember back when we built out the last eight, Sally Riley mentioning
the City possibly requiring some kind of barrier to obstruct the view of anything that could
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negatively impact the townhomes. I do hope they do that at a minimum because it could
definitely negatively impact the future development/sales of that subdivision.”

Sharon Roshek, a local realtor for 37 years, also wanted to express her opinion of the impact of
this development. I’ve attached her email, clearly expressing a need for lighting, landscaping and
perimeter fencing to be critical to maintaining value for all the surrounding neighborhoods.

Clearly, three of the most familiar realtors with this project see impact to value on surrounding
properties and suggest the best option for minimizing that deterioration is to add conditions for
approval to this application which include a barrier wall, landscaping and lighting conditions.

We thank you for addressing each of these concerns by adding conditions for approval of this
site plan and for maintaining vigilance in the future to ensure that the developer maintains
conformance to all conditions required by your department.

Respectfully,

Kathryn Perry
Development Liaison
Highmark Development, LLC

See attached pictures of developments with tall, solid barrier walls, as well as the manufacturer
websites.
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https://aftec.com/concrete-textures/stucco/

https://www.permacastwalls.com/tag/permasand
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https://future-outdoors.com/fencing/precast-concrete-fencing/

https://stonetreefence.com/homeowner-association-fence-walls.html

http://www.concretefence.com/products/superior-fence/
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5. Consultant Information (if applicable)
d. Architect
i. Project Contact

iil Firm Name

fii.  Physical Address

iv.  Mailing Address

V. E-maitl Address

Vi Phone Numbers: Business Mobile

e. Engineer
i.  Project Contact Eric Smith

i.  Firm Name Matrix Design Group

ii.  Physical Address

iv. Mailing Address 2435 Research Parkway, Suite 300

v. E-mail Address €ric_smith@matrixdesigngroup.com

vi. Phone Numbers: Business (/19) 575-0100 Mobile

f. Planner
I Project Contact Jason Alwine

i Firm Name Matrix Design Group

fii. Physical Address

iv.  Mailing Address 2435 Research Parkway, Suite 300

v. E-mail Address Jason_alwine@matrixdesigngroup.com

vi. Phone Numbers: Business (719) 575-0100 Mobile

g. Surveyor
i. Project Contact

ii. Firm Name

iii.  Physical Address

iv.  Mailing Address

V. E-mail Address

Vi. Phone Numbers: Business Mobile

h. Other (specify role) Traffic Consultant

i.  Project Contact Jeff Hodsdon

i Firm Name LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.

ii.  Physical Address 949 E Pikes Peak Ave., Suite 210, Golorado Springs, CO 80903

iv.  Mailing Address

v. E-mail Address Jeff@lsctrans.com

vi. Phone Numbers:; Business (719) 633-2868 Mobile
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2019 SITE PLAN REVIEW SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

CITY OF WOODLAND PARK
(Revised 12/27/2018)

The site plan and application shall contain and include the following criteria and information
(please check completed boxes). This completed form MUST be submitted with the application:

Applicant | City Submittal Requirement
Check Check
ol Complete Application. A completed application for site plan review upon
forms supplied by the Planning Department
Application Fee.
il Zero — One (1) Acre: $486.00
Additional per Acre (1+ to 5 Acres): $84.00
Additional per Acre (over 5 Acres): $36.00
] Adjoiners List. A complete list of names and mailing addresses of all
adjacent property owners within 150’ of the subject property.
] Warranty Deed or Title Policy. Documents proving ownership of subject
property.
Plans.
] One (1) set of 24" x 36” sheet(s)
il One (1) set of 11" x 17” sheet(s)
Adobe Portable Document Format (.pdf) formatted for printing on 24"x36”
sheet(s). Can be submitted on compact flash drive. Alternatively, the
] .pdf file can be emailed to:
Ipellegrino@city-woodlandpark.org
or to sriley@city-woodlandpark.org
Supplemental Materials.
Supplemental materials to be included with all applications are as follows:
[ Architectural drawings, renderings, or other graphic illustrations of
structures, landscaping, and accessory infrastructure
il Drainage plan (3 copies)
[ Grading plan
] Landscape plan
0] Traffic report/study (3 copies)
Site Plan.
A site plan containing and including the following criteria and information:
= Prepared by a qualified individual with appropriate signature, date and seal
affixed,
[0 Indicate the name of the proposed development, submittal phase, and the
words "Site Plan”;
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Applicant | City Submittal Requirement
Check Check

Site Plan, continued.
A site plan containing and including the following criteria and information:

Be drawn at a scale to clearly show the entire project and site characteristics
[one inch equals thirty feet (1" = 30’) is preferred];

A vicinity map indicating the location of the site;

Date of preparation, scale, and north arrow (designated as true north);

The location, exterior horizontal dimensions and height of all existing and/or
proposed structures and/or uses with reference to property lines;

Property lines, dimensions, and known monuments;

Location, dimensions and names of on-site and adjacent streets, trails,
public rights-of-way and sidewalks;

Location, dimensions and intent of existing and proposed easements;

Location, number, and dimensions of all parking areas, driveways, driving
lanes, loading areas and parking formula used;

Locations of existing and proposed utilities, including: water, sewer,
drainage, fire, electricity, gas, phone, and cable television infrastructure;

General direction of off-site topography;

Location and extent of streams, watercourses, and floodplains or other
hazards;

Landscaped areas;

Location of existing and proposed signs;

Areas for solid waste disposal containers and typical enclosure detail, if
applicable;

Zoning district, special district and city boundaries;

Area and extent of snow storage areas;

Adjacent existing and proposed uses;

On-site topography at two-foot (2') contour intervals referenced to U.S.
Geological Survey datum;

Location and extent of all traffic control devises and signs;

0 51 1 5 O 5 5 5 5 I C 5 C 5 1 I I 5 O 51 51 Y 51

Location and extent of exterior lighting fixtures and a typical detail diagram;

Location and extent of fences and buffer areas, if applicable. For purposes
of this section, a buffer area shall be defined as a strip of land or appropriate
method to separate one type of land use from another use which may be
incompatible;

=]

O Location and extent of areas in excess of thirty percent (30%) slope;

H:\Planning\Forms\2019 Permits and Forms\2019 Site Plan Review Submittal Requirements.docx (dds) Page 2 of 3



ATTACHMENT 'E'

Applicant
Check

City
Check

Submittal Requirement

Site Plan, continued.
A site plan containing and including the following criteria and information:

Indicate any lands or areas to be retained as open space and/or future
expansion;

Additional reasonable site plan information requested by the Planning
Department to aid in the review and evaluation of the development;

Minimum four by four inch (4” x 4”) box for listing of approval conditions and
restrictions;

EINNE RN E

Indicate the total square footage of new impervious surface area and
existing impervious surface area.

The following certifications shall be shown and executed on site plans
through the public hearing process:

(1, we) hereby certify that (I am, we are) the owners of this property
and that (I, we) shall abide by the provisions as specified upon this
site plan, as presented, and any conditions and requirements that are
specified by the City of Woodland Park in rendering its approval.

Date Owner(s)

| hereby certify that | am the City Planner for the City of Woodland
Park, Colorado, and that | attest that this site plan was approved,
subject to conditions, as contained herein, City of Woodland Park,
Planning Department, by the City of Woodland Park Planning
Commission on 20___, after a properly conducted Public
Hearing by the City Council held on , 20

Date City Planner
City of Woodland Park

The following certifications shall be shown and executed on the permitted
use site plans through the administrative review process:

(1, we) hereby certify that (I am, we are) the owners of this property
and that (I, we) shall abide by the provisions as specified upon this
site plan, as presented, and any conditions and requirements that are
specified by the City of Woodland Park in rendering its approval.

Date Owner(s)

| hereby certify that | am the City Planner for the City of Woodland
Park, Colorado, and that | attest that this site plan was approved after
a properly conducted administrative review, subject to conditions, as
contained herein.

Date City Planner
City of Woodland Park

Waivers or Modifications. The above stated criteria and standards may be
amended, waived or modified upon a written request with a recommendation
by the planning commission to city council resulting in a the favorable vote of
the majority of the members present of the city council.
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PROJECT NARRATIVE
Site Plan Review Criteria

APPLICANT: Village at Tamarac, LLC

PROJECT: The Village at Tamarac

SITE PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA:

The Section 18.34.101 Purpose of the Site Plan: In order to ensure a quality development in the
city, it is essential that new development meet minimum standards for the design, construction
and the use of such developments to complement existing uses, to insure adequate utility and
service systems, and to promote the health, safety and welfare of the city's citizens.

The proposed project meets the purpose and intent by following Section 18.340.60 as it outlines
the site plan review criteria checklist identifying the required information needed on the
drawings and within the supplemental reports such as drainage and traffic. Please refer to the
drawings and provided reports for more detailed information regarding the site plan.

Per section 18.34.070 the following criteria shall apply to all site plan under consideration for
review and approval:

A. The proposed development shall conform to the provisions, objectives, and policies
of all city plans, adopted and in effect at the time of application, including but not
limited to: growth management, transportation, utilities, capital improvements, and
downtown redevelopment.

The proposed detached single family is a permitted use within the existing zoning of Multi-
Family Residential Suburban. The designed density of 7.93 DU/Acre meets the MFS zoning
requirement of 2-8 DU/ Acre. The proposed development is in conformance with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, which addresses growth management, transportation, utilities, capital
improvements, etc. Public services will not be overburdened as these were designed and
planned for based on the MFS zoning.

B. The proposed development shall conform to the provisions, standards and
requirements of all city regulations, adopted and in effect at the time of application,
including but not limited to: zoning, subdivision, mobile homes, utilities, buildings
and construction, business regulations, and engineering specifications.

The proposed development conforms with the standards and requirements as outlined in
Chapter 18 of the City’s Municipal Code. There are no waiver or variance request.
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C. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed, and maintained to
accommodate the traffic generated and not unduly increase congestion or traffic on
the site and in the vicinity of the site.

At full build-out of the project, The Tamarac residential development is projected to generate
about 349 vehicle-trips on the average weekday during a 24-hour period, with approximately
half entering and half exiting the site. During the morning peak hour, approximately 6
entering vehicles and 19 exiting vehicles would be generated by the developed site. During
the school peak hour, approximately 22 vehicles will enter and 13 vehicles will exit the site.
Approximately 21 entering vehicles and 12 exiting vehicles would be generated by the site
during the evening peak hour. A traffic study was completed for the proposed development
and, based on the limited trips generated by the proposed development, it was concluded that
the existing transportation network will support the proposed development. Refer to the
Traffic Impact Study for more detailed information.

D. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed, and maintained with
appropriate regard to topography, surface drainage, soil potentials, natural and
manmade hazards, streams, and environmentally significant features.

The proposed development will require grading operations to ensure slopes suitable for
construction and roadways. The site will be utilize the slope and fall of the topography to
create buildable pad sites for the structures while utilizing open space areas to take up
grading with vegetated slopes. Stormwater from the site will be collected and treated in an
onsite detention/water quality pond and flows will be discharged at historic rates in the
northwest corner of the site.

There are no natural or man-made hazards on or adjacent to the site and there are no
environmentally significant features associated with the site.

Existing vegetation and trees will be retained as much as possible, especially along the
perimeter of the site to help buffer the development from adjacent parcels.

E. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed, and maintained with
adequate water supply, wastewater disposal, solid waste disposal, air quality
protection methods, and surface water drainage.

Water and wastewater services will be pubic and provided by the City of Woodland Park
Utility Department. Individual units will have their own water and wastewater connections
with a separate water tap provided for the irrigation for landscaping. Fire hydrants are
located on the site for fire suppression per the requirements of the International Fire Code.

Trash will be provided through an on-site trash dumpster as shown on the drawings for use
by the entire development. There will not be individual trash pick-up services.
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The finished development will have no impact to air quality.

The proposed development does not alter the existing surface drainage patterns for the site.
Stormwater from the site will be collected and treated in an onsite detention/water quality
pond and flows will be discharged at historic rates in accordance with City
requirements/codes.

F. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed, and maintained to not
unduly increase the public danger of fire, explosion, and other safety hazards upon
the public, and persons residing or working on the site and vicinity.

The buildings will be designed/constructed in accordance with the requirements of the
International Building Code. The buildings will not unduly increase the danger of fire and
the site will be protected with fire hydrants per the requirements of the International Fire
Code.

Outdoor storage of materials and accessory structures will not be allowed and are strictly
prohibited. This prohibition will be stated and governed by the individual unit sales/ leases.

G. The proposed development shall be designed, constructed and maintained to not
unduly diminish or impair but to become compatible with the use and enjoyment of
vicinity property. To such end the development may be required to provide
architectural design schemes and fixtures such as, but not limited to, fencing,
landscaping, and buffer areas.

The proposed development is designed to be compatible with the use and architectural design
scheme of surrounding parcels. There is adequate open space provided on site along with
landscape setbacks along the perimeter. There are no proposed fences along the property
boundary and proposed landscaping will meet or exceed city requirements.
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M3XP2, LLC
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Managing Member

750 East US 24, Suite 202

Woodland Park, CO 80863

RE: Tamarac Residential Development

Woodland Park, CO
Traffic Impact Study
LSC #184790

Dear Eric,

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. has prepared this traffic impact study for the proposed Tamarac
53-unit residential development in Woodland Park, Colorado. The site is located at the north end of
Tamarac Parkway. The Teller County parcel number is 6229.123210050. Currently, the 6.68-acre site is
vacant. A single access point at the end of the cul-de-sac is proposed. This report has been prepared for
submittal to the City of Woodland Park and the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT).

REPORT CONTENTS

The preparation of this report included the following:

* An inventory the existing adjacent and nearby area roadway system, including roadway surface
conditions, functional classifications, roadway widths, lane configurations, traffic controls, posted
speed limits, pavement markings, intersection and access spacing, roadway and intersection

alignments, auxiliary left- and right-turn lanes, intersection sight distances, etc.

* Morning, mid-afternoon, and evening afternoon peak-hour turning movement traffic counts at the
intersection of State Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway.

* CDOT annual average daily traffic (AADT) volume data for State Highway 67 north and south of the
Tamarac Parkway intersection.

* Projections of 20-year background (baseline) traffic volumes on State Highway 67 north and south
of the Tamarac Parkway intersection

* The proposed site land use and access plan.
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* Estimates of average weekday and weekday peak-hour trip generation for the proposed Tamarac
residential development and the estimated directional distribution of site-generated vehicle-trips
on the roadways and intersections serving the site.

* Estimates of the directional distribution of site-generated vehicle-trips on the area roadway system,
including the intersection of State Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway.

*  Projections of site-generated turning movement traffic volumes and estimated short- and long-
term background traffic volumes at the intersection of State Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway.

* Calculations of the total traffic (site traffic plus background traffic) at the intersection of State
Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway for the short and long term.

» Level of service analysis at the State Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway intersection.

*  Preliminary evaluation (based on the peak period counts conducted) of potential traffic signal
volume warrants at the State Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway intersection.

* Evaluation of existing, short-term, and long-term projected intersection volumes to determine the
requirements for auxiliary right-/left-turn lanes on State Highway 67 at Tamarac Parkway based on
the criteria in the Colorado State Highway Access Code.

» Determination of this project’s estimated relative traffic impacts at the intersection of SH 67/
Tamarac Parkway.

*  Asummary of findings and recommendations.
LAND USE AND ACCESS

Figure 1 shows the site location relative to the adjacent and nearby roadways. Currently, the 13.68-acre
site is vacant. The Tamarac residential development is proposed to consist of 53 “tiny home” dwelling
units. This property is zoned MFS and the proposed use (small modular homes on permanent
foundations on leased land) is a permitted use within the MFS zone.

Figure 2 contains the proposed site plan showing the dwelling unit building envelopes, site circulation,
and the access point to Tamarac Parkway. A copy of the site plan is also attached for reference.

ROAD AND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Figure 1 shows the streets and roads adjacent to and in the vicinity of the site. Roads serving the site
are identified below followed by a brief description of each:

State Highway 67 (SH 67) is a north/south state highway extending through Teller County. The segment
of SH 67 in the vicinity of the site begins in Woodland Park at US 24 and extends north through the city.
It continues north through the community of Deckers and Douglas County. In the vicinity of Tamarac
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Parkway, SH 67 is classified as NR-B (Non-Rural Arterial). The posted speed limit through the
intersection with Tamarac Parkway is 50 miles per hour (mph).

Tamarac Parkway is a two-lane City street extending west from SH 67. The posted speed limit on
Tamarac Parkway is 25 mph. The intersection of SH 67/Tamarac Parkway is a two-way, Stop-sign-
controlled, full-movement intersection.

Research Drive is a two-lane City street extending west from SH 67 about 470 feet south of the SH 67/
Tamarac Parkway intersection. The intersection of SH 67/Research may be signalized in the future as
recommended in the Access Control Plan Report for State Highway 67. The report states that ultimately
SH 67/Research or SH 67/Tamarac Parkway (455 feet north of Research Drive) will be signalized and
the determination will be made based on future land uses and traffic studies.

2018 Existing Traffic Volumes

Vehicular turning movement counts were conducted at the intersection of SH 67/Tamarac Parkway on
Tuesday, August 28, 2018 from 6:30 - 8:30 a.m. and from 2:00 - 6:00 p.m. Existing morning, school
afternoon, and evening weekday peak-hour traffic volumes at these two intersections are shown in
Figure 3. Raw count reports are attached.

Figure 3 shows the estimated 2018 annual average daily traffic (AADT) volumes adjacent to the site.
The 2018 AADT has been estimated using the CDOT 2016 AADT factored to 2018 using the CDOT
growth factor. LSC also reviewed 2018 CDOT traffic data for count station 102905 located adjacent to
the site (volumes are attached). In addition to the factored AADT volumes, Figure 3 also shows a 2018
CDOT short-duration count for State Highway 67 just north of Tamarac Parkway.

TRIP GENERATION

Estimates of the vehicle-trips projected to be generated by the Tamarac residential development have
been made using the nationally published trip generation rates from Trip Generation, 10 Edition, 2017
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). Land use category “220 — Multifamily Housing (Low-
Rise),” along with corresponding trip generation rates, have been used to develop the trip generation
estimates for the site development. Land use 220 has been used instead of land use 210 - “Single Family
Detached,” considering the size and type of the proposed “tiny home” housing product.

Table 1 below presents a summary of the estimated site trip generation. The detailed trip generation
estimate for the development, including ITE rates for the proposed land use, is presented in Table 4
(attached).

The Tamarac residential development is projected to generate about 349 vehicle-trips on the average
weekday during a 24-hour period, with approximately half entering and half exiting the site. During the
morning peak hour, approximately 6 entering vehicles and 19 exiting vehicles would be generated by
the developed site. During the school peak hour, approximately 22 vehicles will enter and 13 vehicles
will exit the site. Approximately 21 entering vehicles and 12 exiting vehicles would be generated by the
site during the evening peak hour.
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. . Weekday
Analysis Period
In Out Total
Morning Peak Hour 6 19 25
School Peak Hour 22 13 35
Afternoon Peak Hour 21 12 33
Daily/24-hour 174 175 349

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT
Trip Directional Distribution

An estimate of the directional distribution of site-generated vehicle-trips to the study area roads and
intersections is a necessary component in determining the site’s traffic impacts. Figure 4 shows the
directional distribution estimate for the site-generated trips. The figure shows the percentages of the
site-generated vehicle-trips projected to be oriented to and from the site’s major approaches.
Estimates have been based on the following factors: the proposed land use, the area road system
serving the site, and the site’s geographic location relative to the city of Woodland Park.

Figure 4 includes the anticipated percentage of trips that would remain “internal” to the Tamarac
business park area. This business park area served by Tamarac Parkway contains a parochial school, a
fitness club and vacant parcels that have the potential to be developed with other businesses serving
the local area residents. LSC has estimated that three percent of the site-generated trips would be
distributed to businesses along Tamarac Parkway.

Site-Generated Traffic

Site-generated traffic volumes on Tamarac Parkway and at the intersection of SH 67/Tamarac Parkway
have been calculated by applying the directional distribution percentages estimated by LSC (from Figure
4) to the trip generation estimates (from Table 4). Figure 5 shows the projected site-generated traffic
volumes for the weekday evening peak hour.

2018 Existing-Plus-Site-Generated Traffic Volumes

Figure 6 shows the sum of the existing traffic volumes (from Figure 3) and site-generated peak-hour
traffic volumes (shown in Figure 5). These volumes represent the projected short-term total traffic
following the completion of the Tamarac residential development.

Estimated Future 2038 Background Traffic Volumes

Figure 7 shows the projected 20-year background traffic volumes for the year 2038. The estimated 2038

background/baseline northbound and southbound through traffic volumes on State Highway 67 are
based on the CDOT 20-year growth factor of 1.54.
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Traffic from the proposed Tamarac residential development is not included in the background traffic
volumes. Estimates of additional long-term background traffic has been added to the intersection of SH
67/Tamarac, as vacant parcels along Tamarac Parkway are projected to be developed. These
projections are LSC estimates only and are subject to change with actual future development and its
associated trip generation.

Future 2038 Total Traffic Volumes

Figure 8 shows the sum of 2038 background traffic volumes (from Figure 7) plus the site-generated
traffic volumes (from Figure 5).

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

Level of service (LOS) is a quantitative measure of the level of congestion or delay at an intersection and
is indicated on a scale from “A” to “F.” LOS A is indicative of little congestion or delay. LOS F indicates a
high level of congestion or delay. Table 2 shows the level of service delay ranges for signalized and
unsignalized intersections.

Table 2: Intersection Levels of Service Delay Ranges

Signalized Intersections Unsignalized Intersections
Average Control Delay Average Control Delay

Level of Service | (seconds per vehicle) v/cW (seconds per vehicle)®

A 10.0 sec or less less than 0.60 10.0 sec or less

B 10.1-20.0 sec 0.60-0.69 10.1-15.0 sec

C 20.1-35.0 sec 0.70-0.79 15.1-25.0 sec

D 35.1-55.0 sec 0.80-0.89 25.1-35.0 sec

E 55.1-80.0 sec 0.90-0.99 35.1-50.0 sec

F 80.1 sec or more 1.00 and greater 50.1 sec or more
(1) Source: Transportation Research Circular 212
(2) For unsignalized intersections if V/C ratio is greater than 1.0 the level of service is LOS F

regardless of the projected average control delay per vehicle.

The intersection of State Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway has been analyzed to determine the projected
levels of service for the key intersection turning movements. A summary of all 2018 and 2038 traffic
scenario levels of service during the weekday morning, school afternoon, and evening peak hours are
shown in Table 3. Detailed Synchro reports are attached. Please refer to the Synchro reports for
additional details.



] ] ATTACHMENT 'E'
Eric Smith Page 6 October 4, 2018

Tamarac Residential Development Traffic Impact Study

Table 3: Unsignalized Intersection* Level of Service (LOS) Analysis Results

Scenario NB |NBL'| EBL | EBR | WB SB | SBL?
A.M. Peak Hour
2018 Existing A - B C A -
2018 Existing + Site - A B C - A
2038 Background - A C E - A
2038 Background (w/ modified EB approach) » - A C ‘ B D - A
2038 Background + Site - A D F - F
2038 Background + Site (w/ modified EB approach) A - A C ‘ B D - A
School Afternoon Peak Hour
2018 Existing A - B C A -
2018 Existing + Site - A B C - A
2038 Background - A D F - A
2038 Background (w/ modified EB approach) » - A D ‘ B E - A
2038 Background + Site - A E F - A
2038 Background + Site (w/ modified EB approach) A - A D ‘ B E - A
P.M. Peak Hour
2018 Existing A - B C A -
2018 Existing + Site - A B C - A
2038 Background - A C D - A
2038 Background (w/ modified EB approach) » - A D ‘ B D - A
2038 Background + Site - A C E - A
2038 Background + Site (w/ modified EB approach) A - A D ‘ B D - A
NB = northbound, EB = eastbound, WB = westbound, SB = southbound
* Two-way, Stop-sign intersection traffic control (TWSC) was assumed for all scenarios.
L Exclusive/separate NB left-turn lane assumed with site buildout scenarios and all 2038 scenarios.
2 Exclusive/separate SB left-turn lane assumed with site buildout scenarios and all 2038 scenarios.
A Analysis assumes modification of the eastbound intersection approach to provide an exclusive eastbound
right (EBR) turn lane (currently shared, single-lane approach eastbound).

Morning Peak Hour

The projected side-street LOS for the existing plus site scenario is LOS C for the three weekday peak
periods analyzed. The 2038 side-street level of service is projected to be E or F for some background
and total traffic scenarios. The analysis results for the scenarios with a modification to the eastbound
approach laneage indicate improvement in the LOS. Laneage was modified then analyzed after
converting Tamarac Parkway to a two-lane approach eastbound with a separate right-turn lane and a
shared through/left lane. This could potentially be accomplished with narrowing or removal of the
raised center median island on the west leg (Tamarac Parkway) of the intersection.

If State Highway 67 is converted to a two-lane approach eastbound with a separate right-turn lane and
a shared through/left lane, all turning movements at the intersection of State Highway 67/Tamarac
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Parkway are projected to operate at LOS D or better through the 2038 horizon year during the morning
peak hour. If not, the eastbound and westbound approaches are projected to operate at LOS E or worse
during the long-term morning peak-hour, with or without site buildout.

School Afternoon Peak Hour

Assuming no changes are made to the eastbound shared right-left turn lane, all turning movements at
the intersection of State Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway are projected to operate at LOS C or better
during the school afternoon peak hour in the short term.

The westbound approach is projected to operate at LOS E in 2038, with or without site buildout.
However, the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for the westbound approach is projected to be less than
0.2. Once the intersection of State Highway 67/Research Drive, located 375 feet to the south, is
signalized, signal phase timings will allow for sufficient gaps for westbound vehicles to turn onto State
Highway 67.

Evening Peak Hour

If State Highway 67 is converted to a two-lane approach eastbound with a separate right-turn lane and
a shared through/left lane, all turning movements at the intersection of State Highway 67/Tamarac
Parkway are projected to operate at LOS D or better through the 2038 horizon year during the evening
peak hour. If not, the eastbound and westbound approaches are projected to operate at LOS E during
the long-term evening peak hour upon site buildout.

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

Based on the projected short- and long-term peak-hour volumes (not including the eastbound right
turning volumes — assuming the LSC recommendation for a separate eastbound right-turn lane is
implemented), the traffic volume thresholds in the MUTCD four- and eight-hour signal warrants would
not be exceeded. Therefore, traffic signal warrants based on vehicular volumes would not be met.

AUXILIARY TURN LANE ANALYSIS
Right-Turn Deceleration Lane

A southbound right-turn deceleration lane on State Highway 67 at the Tamarac Parkway intersection
would not be necessary based on the projected existing plus site-generated volumes and criteria in the
State Highway Access Code. However, with additional development within the Tamarac Business Park,
the code threshold of 25 vehicles per hour (vph) requiring a dedicated southbound right-turn lane could
be exceeded in the future. The threshold would be exceeded based on LSC 2038 background traffic
estimates, which assume building out the Tamarac Business Park. A future southbound right-turn lane
at the intersection of SH 67/Tamarac Parkway would consist of:

* 500 feet of deceleration length including 180 feet of transition taper (15:1 ratio)
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Right-Turn Acceleration Lane

A southbound right-turn acceleration lane is not required at the intersection of State Highway 67/
Tamarac Parkway based on projected volumes and criteria in the State Highway Access Code.

Left-Turn Deceleration Lane

State Highway 67 is categorized as an NR-B Non-Rural Arterial in the vicinity of the site. According to
the criteria contained in section 3.11(4) in the Colorado State Highway Access Code, exclusive left-turn
lanes shall be provided for access (including public street/road connections to the state highway) on
RB-B arterials with a projected peak-hour ingress left turning volume of greater than 10 vehicles per
hour (vph) if the posted speed limit exceeds 40 mph. The threshold above which a dedicated
northbound left-turn lane is required is currently exceeded at the intersection of SH 67/Tamarac
Parkway (existing deficiency) as the current northbound turning volume is 96 vehicles per hour. This
project is projected to add 18 vph and the estimated 2038 volume is 209. The code-specified
requirements for a northbound left-turn lane include:

* 500 feet of deceleration length including 180 feet of transition taper (15:1 ratio)

* Applicable storage length

However, a full-length dedicated northbound left-turn deceleration lane is not feasible given the
intersection spacing between Tamarac Parkway and Research Drive (centerline spacing is about 475
feet). The potential total available back-to-back left-turn lane and shared taper length that would fit
between these two intersections would be about 375 feet. Back-to-back lane configuration means a
northbound left-turn lane approaching Tamarac Parkway, a southbound left-turn lane approaching the
Research Drive/Apache Trail intersection, and a shared transition taper between the lanes, all within a
12- to 16-foot-wide center median between the two intersections.

The following potential laneage and tapers would accommodate back-to-back turn lanes and stacking
for projected left-turning volumes at each intersection.

* The following lane and taper dimensions would fit within the estimated 375-foot distance between
the intersections:
O State Highway 67/Tamarac Parkway — northbound left
- 200 feet of storage length
- 100 feet of transition taper (shared with southbound left)
O State Highway 67/Research Drive/Apache Trail -- southbound left
- 75 feet of storage length
- 100 feet of transition taper (shared with northbound left)

* Redirect tapers at a 50:1 ratio on the north side of the Tamarac Parkway/SH 67 intersection would
be close to fitting if widening occurs equally on each side between this intersection and West Lovell
Gulch Road so that the redirect taper would not need to extend through that intersection.

* Redirect tapers for the back-to-back left-turn lanes south of the Tamarac Parkway/SH 67
intersection would need to occur south of the Research Drive intersection as there would not be
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sufficient distance north of Research Drive to accommodate redirect tapers. To further complicate
matters, a northbound left-turn lane is currently warranted at the SH 67/Research Drive
intersection. Therefore, the redirect tapers would need to occur south of a northbound left-turn
lane and transition taper at Research Drive. Given the location of the next intersection to the south,
Valley View Drive/SH 67, this redirect taper would need to be shifted to the south of Valley View
Drive. Depending on the timing of the planned future Stone Ridge Village commercial access,
redirect tapers south of Valley View Drive could potentially be “throwaway” because with the likely
need for a northbound left-turn lane at this commercial access, the full-width center painted
median would likely just connect north to Valley View Drive.

The above demonstrates the complexity of this corridor with respect to turn lanes. In the past, the
concept of a collective solution for corridor improvements involving a partnership between
developers, the city, and CDOT was discussed.

Eastbound Approach

Based on the results of the 2038 level of service analysis, LSC recommends that in the future (if/when
necessary to maintain acceptable traffic operations) the existing single-lane eastbound approach at the
intersection of Tamarac Parkway/State Highway 67 be expanded to a two-lane approach with one
shared left/through lane and an exclusive right-turn lane. A raised, 22-foot-wide entry island/median
separates the eastbound and westbound lanes on Tamarac Parkway. the total roadway width,
including this median island, is 54 feet. LSC recommends the following:

No modifications to existing 16-foot-wide westbound lane.

Remove the south half (approximately half) of the raised median, reducing the raised median width
from 22 feet to about 10 feet.

Construct a 12-foot-wide, shared left/through turn lane.

Restripe existing eastbound approach for 12-foot right-turn-only lane. A paved outside multi-use
shoulder could also be added depending on the extent of the median width reduction.

CONCLUSIONS

The site is projected to generate about 349 new driveway vehicle-trips on the average weekday.

During the weekday evening peak hour of adjacent street traffic, 6 vehicles would enter the site
while 19 vehicles would exit.

During the afternoon school peak hour of adjacent street traffic, 22 vehicles would enter the site
while 13 vehicles would exit.

During the weekday evening peak hour of adjacent street traffic, 21 vehicles would enter the site
while 12 vehicles would exit.
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In order to improve level of service operational performance, as necessary, LSC recommends that
the eastbound approach be modified from a single-lane approach to a separate left/through lane
and right-turn lane. Please refer to the Auxiliary Turn Lane section above for recommended
modifications to existing striping for this turn lane.

All approaches at the intersection of SH 67/Tamarac Parkway are projected to operate at LOS D or
better through the 2038 horizon year during the morning and evening peak hours.

The westbound approach is projected to operate at LOS E during the 2038 school afternoon peak
hour, with or without site buildout. However, the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for the westbound
approach is projected to be less than 0.2. Once the intersection of State Highway 67/Research
Drive, located 375 feet to the south, is signalized, signal phase timings will allow for sufficient gaps
for westbound vehicles to turn onto State Highway 67.

The following auxiliary turn lanes are required at the intersection of SH 67/Tamarac Parkway based
on projected volumes and criteria in the State Highway Access Code. Please see the Auxiliary Turn
Lane Analysis section above for recommended modifications to existing striping for this turn lane:
0 Southbound right-turn deceleration lane
0 Northbound left-turn deceleration lane

A Colorado State Highway Access Permit Application will be required to be submitted by the
applicant.

k% % %k X% %k

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this report.

Respectfully Submitted,

LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

By: Jeffrey C. Hodsdon, P.E., PTOE

Principal

JCH/JAB:bjwb

Enclosures: Table 4

Figure 1 —Figure 8
Traffic County Reports
Level of Service Reports
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Table 4: Detailed Trip Generation Estimate

Trip Generation Rates (*)

Driveway Trips Generated

E
T . Avg A.M. Noon P.M. Avg A.M. Noon P.M.
Value Units Weekda Weekda
Code Description . B In Out In Out In Out . . In Out In Out In Out
Traffic Traffic
220 Multi-family Housing (Low-Rise) 53 DU ® 6.79 0.11 0.38 0.24 0.14 0.40 0.23 349 6 19 12 7 21 12

(1)
(2)

Source: Trip Generation, 10th Edition, 2017 by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
DU = dwelling units
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VILLAGE AT TAMARAC VILLAGE AT TAMARAC

WOODLAND PARK, CO

CITY OF WOODLAND PARK @

D EV E L O P M E N T P LA N KnoggrlaEngreelgx.dlg. :LOP'\\:\T:I;;;ACNI-\I—/IL ENGINEER/ LANDSCAPE:

GENERAL NOTES:

THE SITE PLAN REVIEW AND USE FOR "18.09.090.N.1 SINGLE-FAMILY" AS A PERMITTED USE UNDER THE MFS (MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL) IS HEREBY APPROVED SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
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Colorado Springs, CO 80920 Phone
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INDIVIDUALS AND PLACED ON LEASED LAND BY THE OWNER/ DEVELOPER. THERE ARE NO REQUIREMENTS FOR HANDICAP
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PARK "TYPICAL VALVE BOX SETTING" DETAIL.

2) ALL VALVE BOXES, CLEANOUTS, MANHOLES, GUYWIRES,
SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO FINAL GRADE.

3) CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE RELOCATION OF DRY
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4) WATER METERS AND BACKFLOW VALVES ARE LOCATED
INSIDE BUILDINGS.
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ATTACHMENT 'E'

VILLAGE AT TAMARAC
WOODLAND PARK, CO
SITE PLAN
CONSULTANT:
R PLANNER/ CIVIL ENGINEER/ LANDSCAPE:
N .
VA > N
SO SR EXISTING TREE J ~ st DESIGN GRoUP e "
NS RV TO I.?EMAI.N,.TYP._ s At | - \ 2435 Research Parkway, Suite 300
B\ = ~ AL T ' ’/,/// Colorado Springs, CO 80920 Phone
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IR - A Y N Fax 719-575-0208
DE;EEI’E\I-I(-:II(\)/II\II_IE)A\\/S(IBLSY’ : \\/ BN SAURES [_ j S 7 Contact: Greg Shaner/ Jason Alwine
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©MIX, TYP. ; | o
. RN
PROJECT:
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EXISTING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
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OWNER/ DEVELOPER:
oy g L~ = VILLAGE AT TAMARAC, LLC
e ~ 4' SIDEWALK - / = 750 E US HWY 24, SUITE 202
A 7 3 ot T \ | WOODLAND PARK, CO 80863
4" SIDEWALK £~ - ) PA._ N & Sx (2.) RA/ / // / | A A N <73109|>|5T0Az(_:7TA;3PlETE LABARRE
(M) PT /7 NN\ | ~ Y
(6) BAG I \\\;\\_(_) e l_“ Ve \ l SHEET INDEX:
. - (1) RA_—j\ J _ e S . \
e v - : _ \ ¥
[ R N ) PN \
. N : | [&)] \ . ~
& o BN\
\ d l_ > SN J \—(6)BAG—— \(1)RA . - /
. ’ [ SIDEWALK{\ | e [L._ A — - _, \ | J
N | l_ __EJ ~(1) PT d _.-,’k \ _J
B I (1) PT v. | o) o e\ |
L. ) NN et I \\\\\—1 i LEGEND
"B ExisTing A - (3) BAG |_\\\\\\\$ -(6) BAG Il N \ll_ N\ M| >><<
- TREETO | & VT TV N e (e 3% “@WRrA ) L - 0B d PROJECT BOUNDARY
... REMAIN, _ S ' ) . :
|| e 1) BRI 2| r —_rnnrrs _] / I\ (6) pB ,_C;O NN N _} \ ' .~ . . . | GRASS SEED MIX: To be pre-blended Arkansas
om T | \\\\ - il @ PT\ loo\ \ Vi 2y Valley Seed Mix "Triathlawn" seed blend installed
o s T E | LAY l_ NN _’\_)_I & el 4 -| per suppliers Specifications. Submit cut sheet for
1/ AN/ 2 o N o ' @PA ... e " | review and approval prior to installation. ISSUE:
| Lo _ (1) RA l \ R R I MAY 2019
A A _ (3) BAG T A NN N 1 (3) BAG il [oo N NN COBBLE A: To be located in all landscape areas ISSUED FOR CITY OF WOODLAND PARK
| S B (D) JA N 3N \\ _'E /I’ H] (3) PB \ , ©\ \ . . \ ‘—, o between sidewalk and unit (Ref. sheet L-2); 1" to 3" DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 01
(3) BAG ([P (. NN J / / , e . o =T Grey Rose Cobblestone (or approved equal) mulch
g D LN N T o PA (8) MG_\: m@cc-— | over weed fabric. Submit sample for review and
R — , 1 : - o N oA/ approval prior to installation.
A \\ g / - @y pr ﬂ'\7 >_('4)'PTC' 7 COBBLE B: 3" to 6" Grey Rose Cobblestone (or
(1) SA SN J (3) BAG / ' L (1) MS (2) PN . approved equal) mulch over weed fabric. Submit
) o . S T (4) RA = T A ' - S< W2 + sample for review and approval prior to installation.
- BEAMAY ) -e)cc -
6 SIDEWALK A RN AN ——— v STEEL EDGE: To be located between any planting
bed and seeded area. Steel edge to be DURAEDGE
\ ;; o I 2" Thick X 5" Wide Rolled Top Steel Edge. Color to
— (4) JA\;A A &_7/ _ \ be 'Brown'. Install per manufacturer's specifications. DRAWING INFORMATION:
\_ (2) PN @P1e / / \ TYPICAL UNIT LANDSCAPING SCHEME: Ref. PROJECT NO: 19.104.202
(3) BAG (3) PB (3) BAG (3) PB / (4) PB \ Typical Unit Landscaping Scheme, sheet L-2, for DRAWN BY: JASON ALWINE
(3) BAG (3) PB L
1) PTJ:X‘ § 1) PTJX \ i PTJX \ (31 BI;:EBJX (3) PB\ g ) T (6) IA J\ landscaping in this area. CHECKED BY: GREG SHANER
RV 2 ] e —— 5= — W PT4] — _\4 \ APPROVED BY: GREG SHANER
\ \ ) N SHEET TITLE:
/ .\ 4 SIDEWALK B
WRALS ) PaT % F A\ - MONUMENT \
T TS i o LANDSCAPE
| ol Y| -._m.._., ] g i 03 e I e T -[\ . (®BS~ . | AG MG \
B N BN B RR - N
/ / ' -7 / l ' ' J l/ , SR I(5) PA
. ) l l l l l , , 4 l Ik N7 . S W |
* SEEDMIX, /) . l/ / // // _ l/l . E;;E | \ AF
~ T.YP:. N //‘—,l ll_//J /’ ,/l l//l _ l/l _ ,/l : l/l .' | §:\/<<«f"}/;; | \\ i CITY PLANNING FILE NO:
T e e —— L 7\, @PTC = SRR N -
) : L\ 8'SIDE YARD SETBACKY i‘\ Sy
— ' I - — = ! 30 0 30 60
ﬁé EXISTING \‘ AR _ \\ MATCHLINE B e — SHEET 5 OF 8
SCALE: 1:30




ATTACHMENT 'E'

REF. LANDSCAPE PLAN
SHEET LSO01 FOR
PLANTING IN PARKING

(2) PARKING SPACES
PER UNIT, CONCRETE

/— CURB STOPS, TYP.

ISLANDS, TYP. / MOUNTABLE CURB & GUTTER
/ a =
PARKING
(1) RA \ PARKING PARKING
(3) BAG \ (3) BAG
j\ \ \ [ = | — 1 !
4' SIDEWALK
§ 0.00.4
INDZ/) g;

GRASS SEED
MIX, TYP.

GRASS SEED
MIX, TYP.

TYPICAL UNIT LANDSCAPING SCHEME

GRASS SEED

MIX, TYP.

COBBLE "A", TYP.
\ REF. LEGEND SHEET L-1

FRONT
PORCH N\
ORC N— 4' WALKWAY LOCATION IS
DEPENDENT ON FINAL
UNIT FLOOR PLAN AND

GRASS SEED
MIX, TYP.

STAIR CONFIGURATION

M 4'HT. VINYL FENCE, TYP.
REF. DETAIL THIS SHEET

HOUSE

GRASS SEED
MIX, TYP.

NOTES:

[ %J L=

N

GRASS SEED
MIX, TYP.

PLANT LEGEND

VILLAGE AT TAMARAC

WOODLAND PARK, CO
SITE PLAN

CONSULTANT:

| SYMBOL | QUANTITY | BOTANICAL NAME | COMMON NAME | SIzE | NOTES
DECIDUOUS TREES

MS 8 Malus 'Spring Snow' SPRING SNOW CRABAPPLE 2" CAL. B&B

PT 24 Populus tremuloides QUAKING ASPEN (NURSERY GROWN) 2.5" CAL. B&B

PTC 13 Populus tremuloides (Clump) QUAKING ASPEN CLUMP (NURSERY GROWN) | 6' HT. B&B; MULTI-STEM

SA 3 Sorbus aucuparia EUROPEAN MOUNTAIN ASH 2" CAL. B&B
EVERGREEN TREES

BS 4 Pinus ponderosa PONDEROSA PINE 6' HT. B&B

PP 7 Picea pungens COLORADO BLUE SPRUCE 6' HT. B&B
SHRUBS AND ORNAMENTAL GRASSES

BAG 194 Bouteloua gracilis 'Blonde Ambition' |BLONDE AMBITION GRASS 5 GAL. | SPACING AS SHOWN

CC 58 Caryopteris x clandonensis 'Blue Mist' | BLUE MIST SPIREA 5 GAL. |SPACING AS SHOWN

JA 49 Juniperus sabina 'Arcadia' ARCADIA JUNIPER 5 GAL. | SPACING AS SHOWN

MG 119 Miscanthus sinensis 'Gracillimus' MAIDEN GRASS 5 GAL. | SPACING AS SHOWN

PA 46 Perovskia atriplicifolia RUSSIAN SAGE 5 GAL. | SPACING AS SHOWN

PB 80 Schizachyrium scoparium 'Prarie Blue' |PRAIRIE BLUES LITTLE BLUESTEM GRASS 5 GAL. | SPACING AS SHOWN

RA 73 Rhus aromatica 'Gro-Low' DWARF FRAGRANT SUMAC 5 GAL. | SPACING AS SHOWN

LANDSCAPE SITE DATA:

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT AREA:

OPEN SPACE REQUIRED:
OPEN SPACE PROVIDED:

TREES REQUIRED (1 /7,000 SF):

TREES PROVIDED:

1. ALL PLANTING BEDS SHALL HAVE 3" DEPTH MULCH,
COBBLE A. REF. LEGEND SHEET LS-1.
2. THIS DETAIL IS ATYPICAL DETAIL FOR THE FRONT
PORCH AREA LANDSCAPING. CONTRACTOR TO
INSTALL THIS DETAIL AT ALL FRONT PORCHES, AS
INDICATED ON LANDSCAPE PLAN, SHEET LSO1.
STEEL EDGER SHALL BE INSTALLED BETWEEN ALL
PLANTING BEDS AND TURF/SEEDED AREAS.

1"=10

MULCH PER PLAN -

SUBGRADE

NOTES:

KEEP PLANTS MOIST AND SHADED
UNTIL PLANTING

PLANT PERENNIALS AND
GROUNDCOVER LEVEL AND AT
GRADE

BACKFILL WITH PLANTING MIX

WHICH CONSISTS OF:
* 70 % TOPSOIL MIX

' 15 9% AGED MANURE
15% COMPOST

1. CONTRACTOR TO WATER PLANT MATERIAL DAILY UNTIL AN AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM IS

OPERATIONAL.

2. THE FINISH GRADES SHALL PROVIDE POSITIVE DRAINAGE AWAY FROM WALLS AND BUILDINGS.
3. THE TILLING OF PLANTING BEDS AND PLACEMENT OF BACKFILL IS TO OCCUR JUST PRIOR TO
PLANTING; THEREAFTER, PROTECTION FROM COMPACTION AND CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC

SHOULD BE PROVIDED.

GRASSES AND PERENNIALS

@

NTS

GUY WIRES TO BE UNIFORMLY AND
NEATLY TIGHTENED (TYP.)

TOP OF ROOTBALL 2"-3" HIGHER
THAN SURROUNDING GRADE

TOP OF GRADE

BACKFILL CONSISTS OF:
« 80 % TOPSOIL MIX
* 20 % COMPOST MIX
* APPLY FERTILIZERS
(20-10-10) AT A 1/2 LB.
PER 3 C.Y. RATE

EVERGREEN TREE

DO NOT CUT LEADER. PRUNE
DAMAGED OR DEAD WOOD PRIOR
TO PLANTING

COTTON / NYLON WEBBING STRAP

DOUBLE STRAND GALV. WIRE (10GA.)
WOOD MULCH (4" DEPTH)

MORE THAN 6" ABOVE GRADE

PLANTING PIT TO BE 2.5X THE
WIDTH OF ROOTBALL

REMOVE BURLAP AND WIRE
BASKET FROM TOP 2/3 OF
ROOTBALL (MIN.)

O

PLANTING DETAIL

NTS

SOLID GREEN "T" POSTS TO EXTEND NO

AMEND PER SOIL ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATIONS
3 CU. YARDS /1000 SF. \
COMPOST AMENDMENT \

\
EVENLY SPREAD —f-mmm i\
TOPSOIL 4" DEEP

SUB SOIL (RIP 6" DEEP) |

NOTES:

PROVIDE A SMOOTHLY RAKED
FINISH GRADE, PROVIDE POSITIVE
DRAINAGE;

1. TOPSOIL TO CONSIST OF DARK, LIGHT LOAM SOIL FREE OF ROCKS, ROOTS, AND

FOREIGN MATERIALS.

2. THE FERTILIZER APPLICATION SHOULD BE DELAYED IF PLANTING DOES NOT
OCCUR WITHIN 2-3 DAYS OF FERTILIZING.
3. COMPOST TO CONSIST OF 1-YEAR OLD ORGANIC MATERIAL AND SHOULD NOT

INCLUDE CHICKEN MANURE.

4. FROZEN MATERIALS OR MATERIALS GREATER THAN 1" DIA. SHOULD BE

REMOVED.

5. REFER TO SPECS FOR COMPLETE SOIL PREPARATION REQUIREMENTS.

@ SOIL PREP- ALL AREAS
NTS

GUY WIRES TO BE UNIFORMLY
TIGHTENED TO ASSURE THE TREE
IS SET PLUMB

TREE WRAP SECURED IN PLACE
WITH MASKING TAPE PLACED
TIGHTLY AND UNIFORMLY AT 6"
INTERVALS

TOP OF ROOTBALL 2"-3" ABOVE
SURROUNDING GRADE

PLANTING PIT TO BE 2.5X THE
WIDTH OF ROOTBALL

REMOVE BURLAP AND WIRE
BASKET FROM TOP 2/3 OF
ROOTBALL (MIN.)

DO NOT CUT LEADER. PRUNE
DAMAGED OR DEAD WOOD PRIOR
TO PLANTING

COTTON/NYLON WEBBING STRAP

WOOD POSTS (TO BE APPROVED BY
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT)

4" OF CEDAR MULCH

BACKFILL CONSISTS OF:
* 80 % TOPSOIL MIX

* 20 % COMPOST MIX

* APPLY FERTILIZERS
(20-10-10) AT A 1/2 LB.
PER 3 C.Y. RATE

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

@ DECIDUOUS TREE
PLANTING DETAIL

NTS

290,953 SF (6.68 AC)

116,381 SF (2.67 AC) (40%)
187,134 SF (4.30 AC) (64%)

116,381 SF /7,000 = 16 TREES REQ.
59

WHITE VINYL
FENCING\

N

SUPPORT POSTS
j\
|

FINISH GRADE

CONCRETE—/

FOOTER

4' HEAVY DUTY VINYL FENCING
3 NTS

MULCH PER PLAN

BACKFILL WITH PLANTING MIX

WHICH CONSISTS OF:
» 70 % TOPSOIL MIX

* 15 % AGED MANURE
15% COMPOST

: Ly » e N Pl
1 ( TILL 8" DEEP W
il ¥ ¥ Sl 2

¥

SUBGRADE
NOTES:

1. CONTRACTOR TO WATER PLANT MATERIAL DAILY UNTIL AN AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM IS
OPERATIONAL OR OTHER IRRIGATION PROVISIONS ARE PROVIDED.

2. THE FINISH GRADES SHALL PROVIDE POSITIVE DRAINAGE AWAY FROM WALLS AND BUILDINGS.

3. THE TILLING OF PLANTING BEDS AND PLACEMENT OF BACKFILL IS TO OCCUR JUST PRIOR TO
PLANTING; THEREAFTER, PROTECTION FROM COMPACTION AND CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC
SHOULD BE PROVIDED.

SHRUBS

®

PLANTING DETAIL NTS

PLANNER/ CIVIL ENGINEER/ LANDSCAPE:

Matrix

DESIGN GROUP

y / /[ /[ 4

Y 7/ /77 4

Y / /[ A/ 4
Y / /7 & 4

2435 Research Parkway, Suite 300
Colorado Springs, CO 80920 Phone
719-575-0100

Fax 719-575-0208
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ATTACHMENT 'E'

GENERAL NOTES:

1.

10.

11.

PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY WORK ON THE SITE, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE OFFICE OF THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE
FOR SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS RELEVANT TO THE SEQUENCING OF WORK.

READ THOROUGHLY AND BECOME FAMILIAR WITH THE DRAWINGS, NOTATIONS, DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THIS AND
RELATED WORK PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL LABOR, MATERIALS AND SERVICES NECESSARY TO FURNISH AND INSTALL
LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS AND PLANTINGS AS SPECIFIED HEREIN AND AS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS.

REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES IN THE LANDSCAPE PLANS IMMEDIATELY TO THE OWNER/ OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.

NO MATERIAL SUBSTITUTIONS SHALL BE MADE WITHOUT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S APPROVAL. ALTERNATE MATERIALS OF SIMILAR
SIZE AND CHARACTER MAY BE CONSIDERED IF SPECIFIED PLANT MATERIALS CANNOT BE OBTAINED. OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE
RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REVISE PLANT LIST AS DEEMED NECESSARY.

ALL PLANT LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE, ADJUST AS NECESSARY TO AVOID CONFLICTS.

QUANTITIES OF MATERIALS SHOWN ON THE PLANTING PLAN TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER QUANTITIES SHOWN ON THE PLANT MATERIAL
SCHEDULE. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING ALL QUANTITIES ON THE PLANTING PLAN.

CONTRACTOR SHALL LOCATE ALL UTILITIES BEFORE WORK. UTILITIES HAVE BEEN SHOWN ON PLAN FOR ROUGH LOCATION OF
SERVICES. LOCATE EXACT UTILITY LOCATIONS BY CONTACTING "CALL BEFORE YOU DIG" AT (800) 922-1987 OR 811. CONTRACTOR
WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE REPAIR OF ANY DAMAGE HE MAY CAUSE TO UTILITIES.

REMOVE ALL RUBBISH, EQUIPMENT AND MATERIAL AND LEAVE THE AREA IN A NEAT, CLEAN CONDITION EACH DAY. MAINTAIN PAVED
AREAS UTILIZED FOR HAULING EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS BY OTHER TRADES IN A CLEAN AND UNOBSTRUCTED CONDITION AT ALL
TIMES.

STORAGE OF ANY MATERIALS, BUILDINGS, VEHICLES OR EQUIPMENT, FENCING AND WARNING SIGNS SHALL BE MAINTAINED
THROUGHOUT THE SITE WORK AND CONSTRUCTION PERIODS BY THE CONTRACTOR.

ALL COMMON LANDSCAPE AND STREETSCAPE PLANTINGS WITHIN THIS DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY
OWNER OR OWNER REPRESENTATIVE.

SHRUB/ TREE PLANTING NOTES:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

ALL TREE AND SHRUB LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE; ADJUST AS NECESSARY TO AVOID CONFLICTS. PLANTING LOCATIONS OF
SHRUBS, GRASSES, AND PERENNIALS AS SPECIFIED. OBTAIN OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE'S APPROVAL OF LOCATIONS PRIOR TO
PLANTING TREES AND SHRUBS.

ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE WELL-FORMED AND DEVELOPED IN GOOD CONDITION, HEALTHY AND DISEASE-FREE, AND BE TYPICAL
OF THE SPECIES. PLANTS SHALL COMPLY IN ALL APPLICABLE RESPECTS WITH ACCEPTABLE STANDARDS AS SET FORTH IN THE
COLORADO NURSERY ACT OF 1965 - TITLE 35, ARTICLE 25, CRS 1974 (SEE LANDSCAPE THE NURSERY ACT).

OWNER AND OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REJECT AT ANY TIME OR PLACE PRIOR TO FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF
WORK, ANY AND ALL PLANTS WHICH, IN THEIR OPINION, FAIL TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE SPECIFICATIONS.

AT THE COMPLETION OF PLANTING OPERATIONS ALL PLANTS SHALL BE INSPECTED BY THE OWNER AND OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.
CONTRACTOR SHALL REPLACE IMMEDIATELY ANY PLANTS NOT IN HEALTHY AND VIGOROUS CONDITION AT THAT TIME AT NO EXPENSE
TO THE OWNER. ANY PLANT NOT IN HEALTHY CONDITION DURING THE WARRANTY PERIOD SHALL BE REPLACED AS PER THE ORIGINAL
SPECIFICATIONS, AT NO CHARGE TO THE OWNER.

PLANTS ARE TO BE SELECTED AND SIZED AS SHOWN ON THE PLANT SCHEDULE.

PLANTING BEDS RECEIVING MULCH ARE TO BE FREE OF WEEDS AND GRASS. TREAT BEDS WITH A PRE-EMERGENT HERBICIDE PRIOR
TO PLANTING AND MULCH PLACEMENT. APPLY IN ACCORDANCE WITH STANDARD TRADE PRACTICE. DO NOT APPLY HERBICIDE IN
PERENNIAL BEDS.

POROUS WEED BARRIER FABRIC, AS NOTED IN THE SPECIFICATIONS, SHALL BE INSTALLED WHERE NOTED IN THE DETAILS.

IF CONDITIONS WHICH ARE UNFAVORABLE TO PLANT GROWTH ARE ENCOUNTERED, NOTIFY THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE
IMMEDIATELY. DO NOT CONTINUE TO PLANT UNTIL RESOLVED.

PLANT GROUND COVER WITHIN ONE FOOT (1) OF TRUNK OF TREES OR SHRUBS PLANTED WITHIN AREA. PLANTING ARRANGEMENT
SHALL BE PER DRAWINGS, WITH PROPER ON-CENTER SPACING BETWEEN PLANTS.

USE TRIANGULAR SPACING IN ALL GROUNDCOVER AND PERENNIAL BEDS.

ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL HAVE BACKFILL CAREFULLY PLACED AROUND BASE AND SIDES OF BALL TO TWO-THIRDS (2/3) DEPTH OF
BALL, THEN THOROUGHLY SOAKED WITH WATER TO ALLOW SETTLEMENT. ALL WIRE, BURLAP FASTENERS AND LOOSE BURLAP
AROUND BASE OF TRUNK SHALL BE REMOVED AT THIS TIME. REMAINDER OF PIT SHALL THEN BE BACKFILLED, ALLOWING FOR DEPTH
OF MULCH, SAUCER AND SETTLEMENT OF BACKFILL. BACKFILL SHALL THEN BE THOROUGHLY WATERED AGAIN.

LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR TO REMOVE TREE STAKES, TREE WRAP, AND ALL DEAD WOOD ON TREES AND SHRUBS ONE YEAR AFTER
PROVISIONAL ACCEPTANCE.

ALL WORK ON TREES TO REMAIN, INCLUDING CROWN AND ROOT PRUNING SHALL BE PERFORMED BY A TREE SERVICE LICENSED BY
THE CITY FORESTER.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL WATER, WATERING DEVICES AND LABOR NEEDED TO IRRIGATE PLANT MATERIALS UNTIL
AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEMS ARE OPERATIONAL AND ACCEPTED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUPPLY ENOUGH WATER TO
MAINTAIN THE PLANT'S HEALTHY CONDITION BASED ON SEASONAL CONSIDERATIONS.

ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM THE DRYING ACTION OF THE SUN AND WIND AFTER BEING DUG, WHILE BEING
TRANSPORTED, AND WHILE AWAITING PLANTING. BALLS OF PLANTS THAT CANNOT BE PLANTED IMMEDIATELY SHALL BE PROTECTED
FROM DRYING ACTION BY COVERING THEM WITH MOIST MULCH. PERIODICALLY, APPLY WATER TO MULCH-COVERED BALLS TO KEEP
MOIST. IF PLANTING SHOULD OCCUR DURING GROWING SEASON, APPLY ANTI-DESSICANT TO LEAVES BEFORE TRANSPORT TO
REDUCE LIKELIHOOD OF WINDBURN. REAPPLY ANTI-DESSICANT AFTER PLANTING TO REDUCE TRANSPIRATION.

AFTER PLANTING IS COMPLETED, REPAIR INJURIES TO ALL PLANTS AS REQUIRED. LIMIT AMOUNT OF PRUNING TO A MINIMUM
NECESSARY TO REMOVE DEAD OR INJURED TWIGS AND BRANCHES. PRUNE IN SUCH A MANNER AS NOT TO CHANGE NATURAL HABIT
OR SHAPE OF PLANT. CENTRAL LEADERS SHALL NOT BE REMOVED.

AT THE COMPLETION OF PLANTING OPERATIONS ALL PLANTS SHALL BE INSPECTED BY THE OWNER AND OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.
CONTRACTOR SHALL REPLACE IMMEDIATELY ANY PLANTS NOT IN HEALTHY AND VIGOROUS CONDITION AT THAT TIME AT NO EXPENSE
TO THE OWNER. ANY PLANT NOT IN HEALTHY CONDITION DURING THE WARRANTY PERIOD SHALL BE REPLACED AS PER THE ORIGINAL
SPECIFICATIONS, AT NO CHARGE TO THE OWNER.

SOILS ANALYSIS RECOMMENDATIONS :

1.

APPLY 3 CY/ 1,000 SF ORGANIC MATTER COMPOST AMENDMENT. TILL INTO TOP 6-8" Of SOIL. COMPOST
TO CONSIST OF 1-YEAR OLD ORGANIC MATERIAL AND SHALL NOT INCLUDE CHICKEN MANURE.

SODDING & SEEDING:

1.

2.

10.

CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING EXISTING EROSION CONTROL MEASURES DURING THE DURATION OF WORK ON-SITE.

ALL PROPOSED TURF AND PLANTING AREAS ARE TO BE ROTO-TILLED TO A DEPTH OF 8". FINE GRADE, AND REMOVE ALL CONSTRUCTION
DEBRIS AND ROCKS OVER 1" IN DIAMETER FROM THE SITE.

AFTER TILLING APPLY SOIL AMENDMENTS & FERTILIZERS TO ALL TURF AND PLANTINGS AREAS AS SPECIFIED IN THE SOIL ANALYSIS.

GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE 4" OF TOPSOIL AT ALL SOD AND PLANTING AREAS. GRADE SHALL BE ADJUSTED FOR SOD
THICKNESS. ALL FINISH GRADING SHALL BE PERFORMED BY LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR.

FINE GRADE SOD AREAS TO ELIMINATE IRREGULARITIES ON THE SURFACE. ROLL OR PERFORM ADDITIONAL FINE GRADING.

ALL AREAS TO BE SEEDED SHALL BE TILLED AS SPECIFIED AND THEN HARROWED, RAKED OR ROLLED TO PRODUCE A FIRM SEED BED FOR
PLANTING. IMPORTED TOPSOIL MAY BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE AN ACCEPTABLE PLANTING MEDIUM. LARGE ROCKS (1 INCH DIAMETER) AND
DEBRIS THAT MAY IMPEDE SEEDING SHALL BE CLEARED FROM THE SITE. ANY REQUIRED EROSION CONTROL FEATURES (E.G., WATER BARS,
BERMS, BASINS, TURNOUTS) SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED PRIOR TO SEEDING. SITES THAT ARE NOT ADEQUATELY PREPARED PRIOR TO SEEDING
(E.G., COMPACTED SOIL, INSUFFICIENT TOPSOIL, ROCKY, ERODED SURFACE, ETC.) SHALL BE REJECTED.

ALL SPECIFIED SEED MIXES SHALL CONSIST OF CERTIFIED SEED VARIETIES THAT ARE FREE OF NOXIOUS WEEDS AND HAVE BEEN TESTED
FOR PURITY AND GERMINATION WITHIN SIX MONTHS OF THE PLANTING DATE. CERTIFICATION LABELS WHICH INDICATE THE SPECIES, PURITY,
GERMINATION, WEED CONTENT, ORIGIN, AND TEST DATE SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR ALL SEED MATERIALS.

SEEDING SHALL OCCUR DEPENDING ON THE PROJECT SCHEDULE, IT IS PREFERABLE THAT SEEDING OCCUR DURING THE FALL
(SEPTEMBER-NOVEMBER) OR SPRING (MARCH-MAY) TO MAXIMIZE PLANTING SUCCESS. IF THE PROJECT SCHEDULE DOES NOT COINCIDE
WITH THE PREFERRED SEEDING PERIODS, OR THERE ARE UNSUITABLE SITE CONDITIONS (I.E. FROZEN GROUND), THEN SOIL STABILIZATION
AND/OR STORM WATER BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED TO STABILIZE THE AREA UNTIL THE NEXT APPROPRIATE
SEEDING DATE.

ANY SEEDING CONDUCTED OUTSIDE THE PREFERRED MONTHS SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE OWNER.
SEEDING METHOD: DRILL SEEDING OR BROADCAST SEEDING SHALL BE USED FOR REVEGETATION. AS OUTLINED BELOW, THE SIZE AND

SLOPE OF THE DISTURBED AREA SHALL DETERMINE WHICH SEEDING METHOD(S) IS APPROPRIATE AND ACCEPTABLE. WHERE FEASIBLE,
RANGELAND DRILL SEEDING COMBINED WITH A COVER OF CRIMPED HAY MULCH OR HYDRO-MULCH IS THE REQUIRED METHOD

10.1. SLOPES LESS THAN 3:1 - SEED SHALL BE PLANTED USING A RANGELAND DRILL WITH A SMALL SEED/LEGUME BOX AND AN AGITATOR BOX

FOR FLUFFY OR BULKY SEED. SEED ROWS SHALL BE SPACED 7-10 INCHES APART, AND PLANTED 0.5 TO 0.75 INCHES DEEP. THE DRILL
SHALL HAVE DOUBLE-DISK FURROW OPENERS WITH DEPTH BANDS AND PACKER WHEELS. SEEDING SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED USING
BI-DIRECTIONAL DRILLING AND FOLLOWING THE SLOPE CONTOUR. THE DRILL EQUIPMENT SHALL BE CALIBRATED EACH DAY OR
WHENEVER THERE IS A CHANGE IN THE SEED MIX TO ENSURE PROPER SEED DISTRIBUTION AND RATE.

10.2. SLOPES GREATER THAN 3:1 OR AREAS LESS THAN 0.10 ACRE - SEED SHALL BE BROADCAST BY HAND, MECHANICAL SPREADER, OR

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

HYDRO-SEEDING EQUIPMENT. BROADCAST SEEDED AREAS SHALL BE RAKED OR HARROWED TO INCORPORATE THE SEED INTO THE SOIL
AT A DEPTH NOT EXCEEDING 0.75 INCHES.

10.2.1. FOR AREAS LARGER THAN O.1 ACRE- HYDRO-SEEDING SHALL BE USED. THE SEED SHALL NOT BE TANK MIXED WITH THE

HYDRO-MULCH AND BROADCAST.

10.2.2. BROADCAST SEEDING SHALL BE AVOIDED WHEN WIND SPEED EXCEEDS 15 MILES PER HOUR.

MULCHING: WEED-FREE NATIVE HAY, WEED-FREE STRAW, OR VIRGIN WOOD FIBER HYDRO-MULCH SHALL BE USED TO CONTROL EROSION
AND PROMOTE SEED GERMINATION AND PLANT ESTABLISHMENT. NATIVE HAY, STRAW, OR HYDRO-MULCH SHALL BE APPLIED AT 2,000
POUNDS/ACRE ON SLOPES LESS THAN 3:1. ON STEEPER SLOPES, A MULCHING RATE OF 2,500 POUNDS/ACRE SHALL BE USED.

NATIVE HAY OR STRAW SHALL BE CRIMPED INTO THE SOIL TO A DEPTH OF AT LEAST 3 INCHES, AND SHALL PROTRUDE ABOVE THE GROUND
AT LEAST 3 INCHES. AN ORGANIC TACKIFIER SHALL BE USED TO HOLD THE HAY OR STRAW IN PLACE IF THE CRIMPING RESULTS ARE
INSUFFICIENT. HYDRO-MULCH SHALL BE APPLIED USING A COLOR DYE AND THE MANUFACTURER RECOMMENDED RATE OF AN ORGANIC
TACKIFIER.

FINE GRADE SEED TO ELIMINATE IRREGULARITIES ON THE SURFACE. ROLL OR PERFORM ADDITIONAL FINE GRADING. SEED AREAS BY MEANS
OF APPROVED BROADCAST OR HYDRAULIC-TYPE SPREADERS. DO NOT SEED DURING WINDY WEATHER. MULCH SEEDED AREAS WITH WOOD
CELLULOSE FIBER MULCH WITHIN 24 HOURS OF SEEDING. APPLY MULCH TACKIFIER AT RATE RECOMMENDED BY MANUFACTURER'S
RECOMMENDATIONS.

SUPPLEMENTAL IRRIGATION SHALL NORMALLY NOT BE NECESSARY OR REQUIRED IF THE SEEDING IS ACCOMPLISHED DURING THE
PREFERRED PLANTING PERIODS. HOWEVER, IF A WATER HOOK-UP IS AVAILABLE A SPRINKLER SYSTEM MAY BE USED TO PROMOTE RAPID
PLANT ESTABLISHMENT. GENERALLY, WATERING AT 0.75-1.0 INCHES/WEEK IS RECOMMENDED DURING THE APRIL-OCTOBER GROWING
SEASON DEPENDING ON NATURAL RAINFALL. THE USE OF WATER TRUCKS FOR IRRIGATION IS PROHIBITED DUE TO TRAFFIC IMPACTS ON THE
SEEDED AREAS AND TYPICAL POOR WATER DISTRIBUTION OBSERVED WITH THIS TYPE OF WATERING.

APPROVAL OF SEEDED TURF AREAS SHALL BE BASED UPON THE SEED PRODUCERS GUARANTEED SEEDING GERMINATION RATE FOR A ONE
SQUARE FOOT AREA. IF GUARANTEED GERMINATION RATE IS NOT ACHIEVED, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OVERSEED UNTIL THE GERMINATION
RATE IS ACHIEVED. REVEGETATION SHALL HAVE AT LEAST 3 NATIVE GRASS SEEDLINGS/SQUARE FOOT AND NO BARE AREAS EXCEEDING ONE
SQUARE METER AFTER THE SECOND GROWING SEASON. FOR DRILL SEEDED AREAS, PLANTING ROWS SHALL BE NOTICEABLE BY THE END OF
THE FIRST FULL GROWING SEASON. IF A PARTIAL OR TOTAL SEEDING FAILURE IS APPARENT AFTER THE SECOND GROWING SEASON, POORLY
VEGETATED AREAS SHALL BE RESEEDED IN THE SAME MANNER DESCRIBED ABOVE. APPROPRIATE SITE PREPARATION PRACTICES SHALL BE
USED TO CREATE A SUITABLE SEEDBED FOR PLANTING, BUT ANY ESTABLISHED NATIVE VEGETATION SHALL BE UNDISTURBED TO THE EXTENT
POSSIBLE. AREAS THAT ERODE BEFORE GERMINATION AND ESTABLISHMENT CAN OCCUR SHALL BE REPAIRED AND IMMEDIATELY RESEEDED
DURING THE SAME SEASON.
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ATTACHMENT 'E'

VILLAGE AT TAMARAC

CITY OF WOODLAND PARK
DEVELOPMENT PLAN

CONCEPTUAL PORCH LIGHT FIXTURE:

Know what's below.
Call before you dig.

CONCEPTUAL ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS CONCEPTUAL ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS
(SUBJECT TO CHANGE PER FINAL DESIGN) (SUBJECT TO CHANGE PER FINAL DESIGN)

CONCEPTUAL ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS
(SUBJECT TO CHANGE PER FINAL DESIGN)

CONCEPTUAL ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS
(SUBJECT TO CHANGE PER FINAL DESIGN)

ARCHITECTURAL NOTES:

1. ALL HOMES WILL BE BUILT AND INSPECTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE (IRC).

2. ALL HOMES WILL BE PLACED ON PERMANENT FOUNDATIONS.

3. ELEVATIONS ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF PROPOSED HOMES WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT. COLORS AND SPECIFIC
ELEVATIONS TO BE DETERMINED AT THE TIME OF HOME PURCHASE. COLORS AND EXTERIOR SIDING PATTERNS/STYLES
WILL VARY THROUGHOUT THE DEVELOPMENT.

4. ALL HOMES WILL HAVE CEMENT BOARD SIDING AND METAL ROOFS. ALL DECK SURFACES WILL CONSIST OF COMPOSITE
MATERIALS.

5. ALL HOMES WILL HAVE FULL CUTOFF PORCH LIGHTING SIMILAR TO LIGHT SHOWN HEREON. PORCH LIGHT COLOR

TEMPERATURE NOT TO EXCEED 3000K. SPECIFIC MODELS OF PORCH LIGHTS MAY VARY FROM HOME TO HOME BUT WILL
MEET THE AFOREMENTIONED CRITERIA.

LIGHT FIXTURE NOTES

8 1/2" HIGH X 7 1/4" WIDE. EXTENDS 8 1/2" FROM THE WALL. BACKPLATE IS 5" WIDE X 1" HIGH. WEIGHS 1.23 LBS.

13 WATT BUILT-IN LED MODULE HAS A LIGHT OUTPUT COMPARABLE TO A 75 WATT INCANDESCENT BULB. 1150

LUMENS. 3000K. 80 CRI. LED IS NOT DIMMABLE.

A DARK SKY DESIGN OUTDOOR LIGHT THAT DIRECTS LIGHT TO THE GROUND, NOT THE SKY.

BLACK FINISH WALL PLATE, GOOSENECK ARM, AND LIGHT. STEEL CONSTRUCTION.
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CITY OF WOODLAND PARK - RESPONSE TO REVIEW LETTER

June 21, 2019

Sally Riley, AICP
Planning Director
City of Woodland Park

RE: Village at Tamarac Site Plan Review —Response to Staff Review Comments
Dear Ms. Riley,

Thank you for taking the time to discuss and work through the initial review comments issued for
the Village at Tamarac Site Plan dated June 17,2019. We believe we have satisfactorily addressed
the major comments of concern. These concerns are highlighted below with a brief description
how each comment was addressed.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE STANDARDS: Projects within the Multi-family
Residential Suburban (MFS) District must comply with the provisions in Chapter 18.14 MFS,
Chapter 18.34 Site Plan Review, and Chapter 18.33 Use Regulations — Performance Standards.

The applicable standards are written in italics followed by the staff’s analysis beginning with
Chapter 18.14.

§18.14 & 18.34 Partially Complies:

e Homes are spaced only 10’ apart

e Add an adequate visual buffer (screening & fencing) around the perimeter of the site to
protect the surrounding property value
Preserving as many of mature trees on the perimeter of the site as possible
The water system is not adequately looped for fire protection and reliable service.
Sidewalks do not meet the City’s 5° minimum width
Grading Plan can be improved to limit disturbance on the perimeter of the site.

The Village at Tamarac site plan has been revised to address all the major concerns outlined
within the review comments. The site plan was revised along the western portion of the site to
move the units eastward 25’ expanding the buffer area along the western boundary to
approximately 80’. In addition, a 7’ screen fence is being provided along the western and
southern edges of the units to help shield the site from adjacent parcels. The grading has been
revised throughout the project to help save as many of the existing trees as possible most notably
to the west, northwest corner, and northeast corner.

The detail of the unit configuration has been updated to illustrate that all units are spaced a
minimum 12 apart. The sidewalks throughout the project have also been widened to 5’ as
requested. Additional landscape trees have been added in those areas where existing trees must
be removed to help mitigate the loss of these trees.

To help alleviate concerns regarding the style and materials of the proposed units, architectural
renderings of the units will be provided illustrating the building type, recommended materials,
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colors, and detail features such as the porch. These illustrations are in process and will be
provided at a later date.

818.34.060 A., B. 1-33 and C.
RESPONSE: Revised the drawings, notes, graphics, etc. per the individual sheet comments.

§18.34.070 A.

§18.34.070 B.

If the applicant satisfactorily addresses Staff’s comments and concerns regarding screening, tree
preservation, grading, density, utility looping, fire protection, landscaping, and various site design
comments, then these standards can be met.

RESPONSE: The site plan has been revised to address staff’s comments and concerns. This
includes adding two handicap parking stalls, parking for the mail kiosk, and a looped water main.
Refer to the response to comments above and to the revised site plan drawings.

Please contact me at 719-575-0100, if you have any questions regarding the above comments.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mr. Eric Smith (Applicants)
Matrix Design Group

2435 Research Parkway, Suite 300
Colorado Springs, CO 80920
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
REGARDING THE PROJECT KNOWN AS
“THE VILLAGE AT TAMARAC”

I, Paul B. Neal 11, and my wife, Dawn C. Neal, (hereinafter referred to as “We” or
“Our”), the undersigned citizens and residents of Woodland Park, Colorado (hereinafter
referred to as “the City”), offer the following comments and partial objection to the
proposed development of the project known as “The Village at Tamarac” (hereinafter
referred to as “the Project”) in the City of Woodland Park, County of Teller, State of
Colorado.

I. GENERAL

A. We have been interested in the Project since the first Public Notice was posted
on or about May 24, 2019. We see potential for an innovative community concept as a
way to meet a need for affordable housing in Woodland Park, but, conversely, We see
the potential for 1) harming the reputation of Woodland Park as an enticing city in
which to settle, and 2) a real possibility of lowering Our home values. For these
reasons, We have taken the time to meet with the following members of Teller County
and the City to gather facts regarding the Project so that Our final position would be
based on accurate information, not rumors or hearsay:

1. David Burgess, Planning Technician, Planning and Building Department,
to learn general information about the project and to get copies of
relevant documents.

2. Kip Wiley, Utilities Director, to learn about the Water Tap decision that
was originally scheduled for June 26, 2019.

3. Steve Scandura, Manager, Above Treeline Construction, to learn about
Champion manufactured homes.

4. Sally Riley, Planning Director, to learn about setbacks, spacing and more
detailed information about the Project.

5. Colt Simmons, Teller County Assessor, and Mike Akana, Teller County
Chief Deputy Appraiser, to learn about how the manufactured homes
would be taxed, how the land would be taxed, and find out if there was
the possibility that there could be tax exemptions granted if the homes
were purchased by entities that have tax exemption status.

6. Pete LaBarre, the land owner, and Eric Smith, the co-investor for the
Project (hereafter referred to as the Applicants) to learn about their
vision and direction the Applicants had for the Project. Additionally, to
understand who the potential buyers of the homes would be and whether
they were open to input from concerned citizens of Woodland Park.

OBJECTION TO PROJECT KNOWN AS “THE VILLAGE AT TAMARAC,” DEMAND FOR SITE PLAN
REVIEW PER SECTION 18.34.050, AND REDRAWING OF PLAN SPR19-001
Page of
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7. Darrin Tangeman, City Manager, and Jason Meyers, City Attorney to
show support for the City and Planning Director in making a fair
decision and applying logical rules where there were gaps in the City
Municipal Codes in dealing with the uncommon buyer/renter business
model for the Project where subjectivity does come into play.
Specifically, the physical separation between units where there are no
individual yards nor specifications for “yardless” developments.

B. After gathering as much information as possible and applying this
information to the new plan submitted by the Applicants on July 3, 2019, We agree
with trepidation to the City granting a Conditional Approval for the Project. The
major concerns We had were mitigated through our discussions with only one
exception, the spacing between individual units.

The International Residential Code (IRC) built Champion modular homes will
exceed the quality of any site-built home and the new floor plans with the upscale
design features that the Applicants have created should attract residents that will
contribute positively to the City. Also, the limit which the Applicants have had
imposed on them by their lenders on the percentage of homes that can be sold as
non-owner occupied (20 percent) should draw citizens who will be invested in
residing and maintaining the dwellings to a high standard. In addition, the
Applicants assured us that there have been no discussions with any non-profit entity
that might claim tax exemption status regarding the purchase of any of the homes.

Small modular home developments have been successfully added to several cities
across the country. There is a clear need for affordable housing in the demographic
group targeted by this project. Examples we can imagine are professionals that
haven’t reached the financial ability or desire to purchase larger homes; retirees that
are downsizing; and families or individuals that desire small vacation homes. There
is @ market for vacation rentals but the lenders’ constraints on the Applicants limit
this number to 20 percent. The City would be well advised to codify this limit to
the present and future in any approvals granted.

Il. CONDITION FOR APPROVAL

A. While We generally support the vision of the Project, it is with one condition.
The second Plan submitted on July 3, 2019 made adjustments that satisfied many
Planning Department recommendations, hence removing most of the City’s objections.
The one notable recommendation that was ignored was the recommendation to remove a
number of units so that a larger separation could be obtained between units; specifically,
the City recommended a minimum of 15 feet, the same as a Trailer Park. The City cited
several reasons for their recommendation, none of which have been mitigated by the new
submission. The visual difference between plans is that the first proposal had yard
separations that reflected a measurement at the eaves, 10 feet. The second proposal had
the same yard separations but the measurements were indicated at the ground level, 12

OBJECTION TO PROJECT KNOWN AS “THE VILLAGE AT TAMARAC,” DEMAND FOR SITE PLAN
REVIEW PER SECTION 18.34.050, AND REDRAWING OF PLAN SPR19-001
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34



ATTACHMENT 'F'

feet. The Applicants did not make any adjustments other than to the north lot line to
mitigate the City’s objection.

B. In paragraph 18.33.180, Design Standards — Intent and Purpose, sub-paragraph
G.1.d., of the municipal code that requires “The pattern of spaces between buildings of
new construction shall be consistent with existing construction,”; the City must compare
the space between all other Single-Family Dwellings in all adjacent areas. The Applicant
chose to build Single-Family Dwellings in the Multi-Family Residential — Suburban
zoned area, but the City must not forfeit the requirement that the new development be
consistent with existing construction of like type. We suggest that the City conditionally
approve the application with a requirement that the Applicants redraw their plan and do
what is necessary, including a reduction in the number of dwelling units so they meet the
side yard separations required when Single-Family Dwelling are built. The minimum
possible separation between two side-by-side Single-Family Dwellings is 16 feet, 8 feet
per each house. Otherwise, the paragraph on zero lot line developments, which the
Business Model uses because the only land that comes with the lease is the foundation on
which the modular homes are attached, would be appropriate as a guide and the required
separation would be 20 feet. One could even argue that the business model is that of a
Trailer Park and those codes should be applied (15 feet) but We don’t believe the
business model should be more influential than the dwelling type’s influence on the
code’s application. In the absence of a clear Municipal Code to apply, the Planning
Director is obligated to make the best judgement call based on which code is most closely
represented by the Project. Our recommendation is to use the Single-Family model and
require 16 feet separation between units. We believe that without this separation between
units, the stated intent of the Applicants to provide Woodland Park with a showcase
community by which to model other future developments is a fallacy. To be a showcase,
the neighborhood must look attractive and desirable; homes placed closer to each other
than what a mobile home park requires negates that attractiveness and creates a
nonsensible business plan.

(Note: The distributed Plan Review Letter, dated June 17, 2019, prepared by the
Planning Director, incorrectly sites paragraph 18.33.180.G.1.c., then incorrectly states
that the multi family duplexes at Longs Point are spaced 10 feet apart. The physical
separation of the existing duplexes at Longs Point are 14 feet apart as measured at ground
level. The correct paragraph is 18.33.180.G.1.d.)

Further, if the City would research the reasons that 8 feet per house is used across many
states, counties, and cities, they will easily find that it is for two primary reasons:
Environment and Safety. Environmental reasons include conditions such as air flow,
noise pollution, sunshine flow, and general aesthetics. Safety reasons include the
necessity of adequate separation in the event of a catastrophe, such as an earthquake or
fire. A building collapsing laterally needs its own height so that an adjacent building is
not damaged during a collapse. The City never mentioned Safety from fire or building
collapse in their initial Plan Review. This is a significant oversight by the Planning
Department.

OBJECTION TO PROJECT KNOWN AS “THE VILLAGE AT TAMARAC,” DEMAND FOR SITE PLAN
REVIEW PER SECTION 18.34.050, AND REDRAWING OF PLAN SPR19-001
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Finally, the City must recognize that the Project does NOT completely or cleanly fall into
any category in the Municipal code. The Planning Director must apply a subjective
application of all paragraphs as they pertain to this unique development model. The
Project’s business model suggests that the Project should follow rules of a Trailer Park
(15 feet separation between units is required). The Project’s use of 53 single family
dwellings with the only “ lots” being the pads that the homes rest on, makes the rules
surrounding “zero lot line” dwellings partially appropriate (20 feet separation becomes
the minimum). But the fact that these are all Single Family homes, one can argue that
the rules around Single Family homes should be the rules followed (16 feet is the
minimum possible with any other two Single Family homes). Any one of these three
zoning styles could and should be the governing principle that the City should use to
inforce spacing. The one position that is inappropriate for the City to take is the position
that they can’t enforce any spacing rules simply because the Municipal Code doesn’t
address this Project’s model. Since the Project has more characteristics with the Single
Family zoning rules, We ask the City to apply the minimum separation possible between
two Single Family dwellings in Woodland Park. Sixteen feet should be the standard for
this Project. Our expectation is that the City Manager will oversee the Planning
Department and stand firmly on the original Partial Compliance finding and then work
with the Applicants to come into Full Compliance. Our strong recommendation is to use
the 16 feet separation rule.

I11. Conclusion

We request that the City Conditionally Approve this Project based on a required
separation between units of at least 16 feet.

Respectfully yours,

Paul B. Neal 111 and Dawn C. Neal

OBJECTION TO PROJECT KNOWN AS “THE VILLAGE AT TAMARAC,” DEMAND FOR SITE PLAN
REVIEW PER SECTION 18.34.050, AND REDRAWING OF PLAN SPR19-001
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July 16, 2019

Ms. Sally Riley, Planning Director
City of Woodland Park

220 W. South Ave.

Woodland Park, CO 80866

RE: Village at Tamarac
SPR19-01 — Site Plan Review

Dear Ms. Riley:

I am Dr. Roland DeRenzo, Superintendent of Colorado Springs Christian Schools, and | am
writing to you in regards to the project that is being proposed near our campus of Colorado
Springs Christian Schools — Woodland Park at 1003 Tamarac Parkway in Woodland Park.

While we certainly understand the need for growth and development of residential homes
in Woodland Park, we do have a serious concern regarding the increased volume of traffic
this would bring, without the needed road improvements including a left turn lane.

I am writing to bring this concern to the Planning Department’s attention solely on the basis
of the safety of our school’s families, especially our students. My understanding is that the
Traffic Study that was conducted estimated an increase of approximately 350 trips on a daily
basis. My concern is for the morning peak hour and our CSCS-WP school families attempting
to make a left turn from Highway 67 onto Tamarac Parkway.

Once again, we do support the Woodland Park community and its growth but we definitely
want to ensure that this concern is presented to the Planning Department’s attention solely
due to the safety and security of our CSCS-Woodland Park students.

Thank you for presenting this letter at your next meeting.

Warm regards,

Roland F. DeRenzo, Ed.D.
Superintendent, Colorado Springs Christian Schools
1003 Tamarac Parkway

Woodland Park, CO 808640 Education * Biblical Perspective * Lifelong Service

4855 Mallow Road " Colorado Springs, CO 80907
Voice: (719) 599-3553 * Fax: (719) 268-2158 * www.cseslions.org

P 4
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