Public Works and Development
Lima Plaza Campus - Arapahoe Room
6954 S. Lima St., Centennial, CO 80112

REGULAR MEETING OF THE
ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
TUESDAY, AUGUST 4, 2020 @ 6:30 P.M.
We will post a telephone number and a web viewing link on

Monday, August 3 rd by the close of business
Go to https://www.arapahoegov.com/622/Planning-Commission
to access the Agenda Center on our website.
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS
2.I. Approval Of The Minutes From July 21, 2020
Documents:
GB1 JULY 21, 2020 PC MINUTES.PDF
3. PUBLIC HEARINGS
3.I. Case No LDC20-001, A-1 & RR-A Accessory Building Setback / Land Development
Code (LDC) Amendment
LOCATION: County-wide
ACREATE: N/A
EXISTING ZONING: A-1 & RR-A
PROPOSED USE: A-1 & RR-A
APPLICANT: Arapahoe County Zoning Division
CASE MANAGER: Michelle Lantz, Zoning Inspector
REQUEST: Approval to amend the Land Development Code to change the front
setback for accessory buildings to 100' in the A-1 and RR-A zone districts.
Documents:
RI1 LDC20-001 STAFF REPORT AND PRESENTATION.PDF
3.II. Case No LDC19-003, Neighborhood Outreach / Land Development Code (LDC)
Amendment
LOCATION: County-wide
ACREAGE: N/A
EXISTING ZONING: N/A
PROPOSED USE: Required neighborhood outreach for certain land use case types
APPLICANT: Arapahoe County Planning Division
CASE MANAGER: Kelsea Dombrovski, Planner II

Amendment
LOCATION: County-wide
ACREAGE: N/A
EXISTING ZONING: N/A
PROPOSED USE: Required neighborhood outreach for certain land use case types
APPLICANT: Arapahoe County Planning Division
CASE MANAGER: Kelsea Dombrovski, Planner II
REQUEST: Approval to amend the Land Development Code to require neighborhood
outreach for certain case types.
Documents:
RI2 LDC19-003 STAFF REPORT AND PRESENTATION.PDF
4. STUDY SESSION ITEMS
4.I. Open Spaces Master Plan Study Session
PRESENTER: Brett Collins, Grants and Acquisitions Manager
REQUEST: Introduction of the Open Spaces Master Plan Process
Documents:
SSI1 OPEN SPACES MASTER PLAN REPORT AND PRESENTATION.PDF

ANNOUNCEMENTS:
l
l

The next Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for August 18, 2020.
Planning Commission agendas, Board of County Commission agendas, and other important
Arapahoe County information may be viewed online at www.arapahoegov.com or you may
contact the Planning Division at 720-874-6650.

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS:
Jamie Wollman
Randall Miller
Lynn Sauve
Jane Rieck, Chair

Richard Sall

Kathryn Latsis

Rodney Brockelman
Arapahoe County is committed to making its public meetings accessible to persons with
disabilities.
Please contact the Planning Division at 720-874-6650 or TTY 711, at least three (3) days prior to a
meeting, should you require special accommodations.

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
TUESDAY, JULY 21, 2020
A regular meeting of the Arapahoe County Planning Commission
was called and held in accordance with the statutes of the State of
Colorado and the Arapahoe County Land Development Code. The
following Planning Commission members were in attendance:

ATTENDANCE

Jane Rieck, Chair; Richard Sall, Lynn Sauve, Kathryn Latsis, Chair
Pro-Tem, Jamie Wollman, Rodney Brockelman, and Randall Miller.
Also present were: Robert Hill, Senior Asst. County Attorney;
Kurtis Cotton, Engineer; Bill Skinner, Senior Planner; Kathleen
Hammer, Planner II; Jason Reynolds, Current Planning Program
Manager; Jan Yeckes, Planning Division Manager; and members of
the public.
CALL TO ORDER

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

DISCLOSURE
MATTERS

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

GENERAL BUSINESS ITEMS:
APPROVAL OF THE
MINUTES

The motion was made by Ms. Wollman and duly seconded by
Ms. Latsis to accept the minutes from the July 7, 2020 Planning
Commission meeting, with the correction of a typographical
error. [p. 5, paragraph starting with “Assistant County
Attorney,” third line, “he explained the” (not “thee”]
The motion passed unanimously.

REGULAR ITEMS:
AMENDMENT TO THE
AGENDA

It was announced that Item 1 - Case No GDP18-007, Sky Ranch /
General Development Plan and Item 2 – Case No PP18-001, Sky
Ranch [Neighborhood A – Phase 1] / Preliminary Plat would not be
heard due to public noticing requirements not being met. Staff stated
the hearings would be properly noticed and rescheduled for a future
date.

ITEM 3

CASE NO FDP20-001, COPPERLEAF [KIDDIE ACADEMY] /
FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (FDP) AND USR20-001,
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COPPERLEAF [KIDDIE ACADEMY] / USE BY SPECIAL
REVIEW (USR)
Kat Hammer, Planner II, presented a PowerPoint, a copy of which
was retained for the record. She introduced the application,
established jurisdiction for the public hearing, explained the
proposed use, and noted the application, under the Copperleaf
Preliminary Development Plan, required either a Use by Special
Review or a Special Exception Use for day care use. Ms. Hammer
stated the Use by Special Review was being considered in
conjunction with the Final Development Plan for the site, as both had
a requirement for a public hearing before the Board of County
Commissioners (BOCC). She provided context for the site, noting
nearby land uses. She explained the requested reduction in the
parking space requirement, using the 2019 Land Development Code
(LDC) requirement for parking and reducing that number by 5%. Ms.
Hammer noted the findings and recommendations of staff, and noted
a recommendation that future building permit plans included a shade
structure as part of the playground, as the final plans for the
playground were not yet know.
Ms. Rieck asked about sidewalk connectivity given that
consideration of other developments in the area had raised sidewalk
connectivity issues.
Ms. Hammer noted the applicant would provide additional detail.
Mr. Brockelman asked for further explanation of the parking
reduction request and the various exhibits included in the staff report.
Ms. Hammer indicated the applicant would address this request
during the applicant presentation.
Mr. Miller asked about the proximity of other day care facilities
nearby.
Ms. Hammer noted another day care center project that had been
approved; however, the project had not been finalized, at this time,
due to the final plans not having been received by the County for
signature.
John Stzalka, applicant, presented a PowerPoint, a copy of which
was retained for the record. He indicated the child care center was
intended to serve approximately 150 children. He reported parents
must park and walk the children into the center. He stated corporate
averages showed a significant percentage of families had more than
Planning Commission
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one child coming to the center, which reduced the number of parking
spaces needed. Mr. Stzalka reported there were staggered times for
arrival and departure reducing peak demand for parking at any given
time. He explained the site was over-parked for their purposes. He
said their other facilities usually had 22 to 28 spaces; however, this
site was proposed to have 38 spaces. He reported a deceleration lane
on Picadilly would help with traffic circulation. He stated the
landscape plan would reflect Copperleaf landscaping standards and
add shade to the playground area as the trees grew. Mr. Stzalka said
there would also be shade structures in the playground. He explained
the plans had just recently been finalized. He spoke to the sidewalk
connectivity and noted there would be wrought-iron security fencing
and security cameras. Mr. Stzalka said the tenant was very
committed to safety. He went on to report the school did not
anticipate a need for vehicle stacking as there was no drop-off zone
and the arrival times would be staggered. He said the site plan gave
a good indication of the nice environment. Further, Mr. Stzalka said
the landscaping was a top priority for the tenant, as well as, for
Copperleaf.
There were discussions regarding the maximum allowed children at
peak capacity, pedestrian access, whether the site would
accommodate 40 spaces, and if the site was a school or day care
center.
Ms. Rieck opened the hearing for public comments. There were no
public comments. The public hearing was closed.
It was moved by Ms. Latsis and duly seconded by Ms. Wollman,
in the case of FDP20-001, Copperleaf Kiddie Academy / Final
Development Plan, that the Planning Commission reviewed the
staff report, including all exhibits and attachments, listened to
the applicant’s presentation and any public comment as
presented at the public hearing, and moved to recommend
approval of the application based on the findings in the staff
report, subject to the following conditions:
1. Prior to signature of the final copy of these plans, the
applicant must address Public Works Staff comments
and concerns.
2. The applicant must meet all of East Cherry Creek Valley
and Water Sanitation requirements.
3. The applicant must include shade structures in the play
area at the time of building permit.
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4. The applicant must meet all of Tri-County Health
Department requirements and receive approval from
Tri-County Health Department prior to construction.
The vote was:
Ms. Rieck, Yes; Ms. Sauve, Yes; Mr. Miller, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes;
Ms. Latsis; Yes; Ms. Wollman, Yes, Mr. Brockelman, Yes.
ITEM 4

Case No. LDC20-003, Recreational Marijuana Code – Bill
Skinner, Senior Planner, Public Works and Development (PWD)
Mr. Skinner presented a PowerPoint, a copy of which was retained
for the record. He intruded the case and explained Arapahoe County
was the applicant. He stated the case had been properly noticed and
the Planning Commission had jurisdiction to proceed. Mr. Skinner
explained the purpose and history of the proposed amendment to the
Marijuana Land Uses code. He reported the owners of the four
existing, nonconforming medical marijuana businesses, had
approached the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) asking for
consideration to expand the allowable use to include the sale of
recreational marijuana from these retail establishments. He said,
such approval would them to compete within the market, which
included nearby jurisdictions who allowed both medical and
recreational marijuana sales at retail establishments. Mr. Skinner
stated the BOCC conducted a study session and provided direction
to staff to prepare draft regulations for consideration through the
hearing process. He said their direction included the allowance of
recreational marijuana sales for the four existing businesses, at their
existing locations, and that the rules of nonconforming uses would
otherwise continue to apply to these four businesses. Mr. Skinner
explained the relationship of the proposed Land Development Code
(LDC) amendment to a proposed change to a County ordinance
currently prohibiting marijuana businesses. He stated the ordinance,
which would be amended to allow recreational sales at the four
existing, nonconforming medical marijuana retail businesses in their
current locations, would be reviewed and acted upon only by BOCC.
He reported, if the ordinance was approved, the change in the LDC
would be needed to implemented.
Senior Assistant County Attorney Bob Hill noted the language
between the proposed ordinance and the proposed LDC amendment
was inconsistent.
Mr. Skinner noted the text of the proposed LDC amendment had
been further revised since what was provided to the PC in their staff
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report. He explained that was presented in the staff report referenced
the four businesses that were in existence “prior to December 15,
2009.” However, he went on to explain that in order to make the
LDC language consistent with the ordinance language, the LDC had
been re-revised to reference the four businesses “existing as of
July 14, 2020.” Mr. Skinner reviewed agency referral comments that
were received after the staff report was sent. He explained the
referral responses included comments from Tri-County Health
Department (TCHD) recommending a minimum 1,000-foot distance
from youth-oriented facilities such as schools. He had also received
referral comments from the Sheriff’s Office noting there might be
some additional security issues that arose with the expanded use into
the retail market. Finally, Mr. Skinner shared referral comments
from the City of Centennial that they did not oppose the amendment
but would want the opportunity to further review any changes that
would allow expansion of sales at the existing businesses or the
addition of new businesses. Mr. Skinner noted the code did not
address a spacing requirement, because the change would apply only
to existing locations. He noted some of the locations would not meet
the minimum distance recommended by TCHD.
There were discussions regarding expanding uses that were deemed
nonconforming, the 1,000-foot minimum proximity of the existing
locations to schools or other youth-oriented facilities and the
increase of the minimum age to purchase marijuana from 18-21.
Ms. Sauve asked for a legal opinion as to whether allowing this
additional use would set a precedent for allowing additional
marijuana businesses in the future.
Mr. Hill explained the very limited nature of the nonconforming
status and that any further expansion of business or establishment of
any new business would require an additional Land Development
Code amendment.
There were continued discussions about the impact of the proposed
code changes and if it would allow new or continued business
processes. It was noted the current retail medical marijuana
businesses did not currently manufacture products on site.
Mr. Skinner noted Tri-County Health Department regulated prepackaged food sales differently than preparing and serving food on
site.
Mr. Miller asked how many of the four facilities encroached on the
1,000-ft setback from youth-oriented facilities.
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Mr. Skinner referenced a map and indicated it was possible that at
least three of the existing businesses fall within that distance.
Ms Rieck asked whether any of the four businesses could relocate to
another location and whether the business could shut down and then
be reopened by another party.
Mr. Skinner noted the code amendment was specific to the address
and to the unit number of a multi-tenant building.
Mr. Hill stated that a nonconforming use was transferable and could
be sold if not shut down for more than six months and that’s tate
licensing requirements would apply to the new owner.
Mr. Miller asked whether there were any restrictions in hours of
operation.
Mr. Skinner explained the proposed code amendment did not address
hours of operation and that these types of businesses would be
considered in the same way as other general retail businesses, unless
located in a PUD, with an overall “no 24-hour business” restriction.
Ms. Rieck opened the public hearing for comments.
Earam Matenan, said he owned one of the existing medical
marijuana shops. He knows many of his customers and they liked to
come to his shop. He would like to be able to have the flexibility to
provide them with recreational products.
Wendy Davis, 3460 S Poplar, said she lived about a mile from the
Yale St location and has patronized them for a long time. She felt the
code amendment would be fair to the owners, who are very nice
people and are very concerned about the rules. She supported the
business that she patronized.
Wesley Billingstone, reported he lived off of Mississippi in
Unincorporated Arapahoe County and that he was a surviving
pancreatic cancer patient who moved here a number of years ago
because of the ability to obtain medical marijuana. He stated some
of the medical shops were excellent. Some days he cannot drive
because of his illness, and some stores are closed on Sundays. He
would like to be able to obtain recreational, as well as, medical
marijuana in the same location that is close to his home.
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Gabriel [last name was inaudible], stated he owned the store at 2280
S Quebec. He would like to expand into recreational sales to better
serve the community.
Bill McKiernan, 3290 Cherry Ridge Rd, said he was employed by
CURE, which was one of the existing shops. He wanted to thank the
Planning Commissioners and Bill Skinner for their work. He
reported the shop where he was employed has no manufacturing as
part of its business. He appreciated the support and, as an employee
of this shop and as an Arapahoe County resident, would like this
opportunity to move into the recreational market to better compete.
There were no further public comments. The public hearing was
closed.
Ms. Latsis asked if staff had information on the proximity of
competing businesses in other jurisdictions. She also asked if the
expansion into recreational sales would result in additional security
needs and costs, and if that had been taken into consideration.
Mr. Skinner said staff had not researched the locations of competing
businesses. He noted the BOCC, during a study session, did ask
about set-up considerations. He explained medical and recreational
sales must be separated in area and cash flow/accounting, but no
discussion occurred specifically on security changes anticipated by
owners. Mr. Skinner said he had the impression the owners knew the
business operations of their competitors and understood operational
needs.
Mr. Miller asked whether the business could move entirely into
recreational sales and no longer include medical sales.
Mr. Skinner shared that Mr. McKiernan, one of the CURE
employees, stated these businesses had long-running relationships
with their medical customers and they did not wish to cause any
discomfort for their current clients with that change in operations;
however, he stated there was nothing in the proposed code that would
require medical sales to continue.
It was moved by Ms. Wollman and duly seconded by
Mr. Brockelman, in the case of LDC20-003, Recreational
Marijuana Regulations / Land Development Code Amendment,
that the Planning Commission read the staff report, including all
exhibits and attachments, listened to the staff’s presentation and
any public comment as presented at the public hearing, and
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moved to recommend approval of the application based on the
findings in the staff report, subject to the following conditions:
1. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed
language as directed by the County Attorney prior to
incorporating the approved amendment into the Land
Development Code for publication.
2. If the Board of County Commissioners does not adopt a
recreational marijuana ordinance this related application
LDC20-003 to amend the Land Development Code will be
withdrawn.
The vote was:
Ms. Rieck, No; Ms. Sauve, Yes; Mr. Miller, Yes; Mr. Sall, Yes;
Ms. Latsis, No; Ms. Wollman, Yes; Mr. Brockelman, Yes.
ADJOURNMENT

Planning Commission

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

July 21, 2020
The audio recording is the official County record of this meeting.
Written minutes are a summary of the meeting and provided as a courtesy only.

Page 8 of 8

ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
AUGUST 04, 2020
6:30 P.M.
SUBJECT: LDC20-001 RR-A and A-1 front setback for accessory buildings
MICHELLE LANTZ, ZONING INSPECTOR

JULY 20, 2020

PROPOSAL
Staff is recommending two modifications to the Land Development Code. The changes are proposed for
the minimum required front setback for accessory buildings in the A-1 (Agricultural-1) and RR-A (Rural
Residential-A) zone districts. Current regulations require accessory buildings to be behind the front building
line of the principal structure.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is recommending two modifications.
Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback – 100
feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Proposed
Regulations

Accessory Structures must be set at or behind 100 feet from front
the front building line of principal structure property line
Accessory Structures must be set at or behind 100 feet from front
the front building line of principal structure property line

BACKGROUND
This request is based on a conflict that sometimes arises when a property owner builds a home with a
significantly greater setback than the minimum required on these large properties (minimum parcel sizes
of 19 acres and 9 acres) and later wishes to add an accessory building such as a barn. A conflict can also
occur when a property owner builds an agricultural building without a home on the property. Agriculture
and ranch uses are permitted principal uses within the A-E zone district (minimum parcel size of 35 acres,
but properties are often much larger) and within the A-1 and RR-A zone districts; as such, an agricultural
or ranching use may be established without first building a home on the property. Agricultural and larger
Rural Residential properties also may have constraints, such as floodplains, that would make a different
layout on the property work better for permitted agricultural and ranching uses.
In most residential zone districts, accessory buildings are required to be at least as far back on a property
as the front building line of a home to preserve a residential character for the property and surrounding area.
In these zone districts, a house is required to be constructed as a principal use before an agricultural building
can be constructed, and homes are often built at the minimum required setback based on smaller lot sizes
and neighborhood configurations.
By comparison, the A-E Agricultural, A-1 and RR-A zone districts permit an agricultural or other
“accessory” building to be constructed without a home on the property. Currently, the A-E zone has a
minimum setback of 100 feet for either a residential or accessory building, but does not state a requirement
that an accessory building must be behind the front building line of the home. In the A-E zone, it is not
uncommon to see a barn or similar building constructed in front of a home that is set farther back on the
LDC20-001, RR-A & A-1 setback
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property for privacy while providing good access to the accessory building from the road. The proposed
change for the R-1 and RR-A zones would also establish a similar standard.
DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS
The proposed changes to the A-1 and RR-A setbacks correlates strongly with all of the Align Arapahoe
objectives- Service First, Quality of Life, and Fiscal Responsibility.
Service First and Quality of Life: The proposed changes for accessory structure setbacks in these two
zone districts will allow property owners a better opportunity to utilize their land for agricultural and
residential purposes in the most favorable way based on their needs and the characteristics of the
property, while still taking into account the intent and need for some type of setback requirement in a
rural and semi-rural setting.
Fiscal Responsibility: The current accessory setback is often not taken into account when someone starts
building either a residential structure or an accessory building without anticipating where they will
eventually want to build other structures. This causes additional work for staff to communicate the
requirements to property owners and people working to build on their parcels of land. Additionally, over
the past several years, staff has worked with several property owners who went to the Board of
Adjustment requesting a variance to the setback requirement.

REFERRAL COMMENTS
Comments received during the referral process are as follows:
East Arapahoe County Advisory Planning Commission – Deb Deitchel: Supports the proposed change as
providing flexibility for property owners (comments attached)
East Arapahoe County Advisory Planning Commission – Tom Coker: Supports the proposed change as
providing flexibility for property owners (comments attached)
Gary May, May Farms: Supports the proposed change to allow placement of dwelling in the most desirable
spot for the land owner, placement of barns closer to the road for deliveries and reducing impacts of dust
to homes, and improved child safety by placing homes farther from the road (comments attached)
Bennett Watkins Fire Rescue: No issue with the proposed regulation, but reiterate the continued need and
requirement for an accessible driveway meeting fire code specifications to serve any proposed accessory
structures for emergency purposes, regardless of where situated on the property (comments attached)

The following responded as having No Comments:
Arapahoe County Mapping
Arapahoe County Sheriff’s Office – Public Safety Bureau
East Arapahoe County Advisory Planning Commission – Arnold Hollingsworth
Unincorporated Arapahoe County Economic Development – James Shelley
I-70 Corridor Regional Economic Advancement Partnership
Strasburg Fire Department
Tri-County Health Department
Douglas County Planning
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STAFF FINDINGS
Based upon review of applicable policies and goals in the Comprehensive Plan, review of the development
regulations and analysis of referral comments, our findings include:
1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the Arapahoe County Comprehensive Plan and the
General Purpose of the Land Development Code.
2. The proposal would allow greater flexibility for property owners to utilize their land in a way
consistent with agricultural and semi-rural needs while providing setbacks to reduce impacts to
neighboring property owners.
RECOMMENDATION
Considering the findings and other information provided in this report and its attachments, Staff
recommends approval of case number LDC20-001 RR-A and A-1 front setback for accessory buildings
subject to the following condition:
1. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed language as directed by the County
Attorney prior to incorporating the approved amendment into the Land Development Code for
publication.

(Draft motions provided on next page)

LDC20-001, RR-A & A-1 setback
PC Staff Report for Public Hearing
Page 3 of 4

DRAFT MOTIONS
Recommend Conditional Approval
In the case LDC20-001, RR-A and A-1 front setback for accessory buildings, the Planning Commissioners
have reviewed the staff report, including all exhibits and attachments, and have listened to the applicant’s
presentation and any public comment as presented at the public hearing. I hereby move to RECOMMEND
APPROVAL of this application based on the findings in the staff report, subject to the following condition:
1. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed language as directed by the County
Attorney prior to incorporating the approved amendment into the Land Development Code for
publication.
Staff provides the following Draft Motions as guidance in preparing an alternative motion if the
Planning Commission reaches a different determination:
Recommend Denial:
In the case of case LDC20-001, RR-A and A-1 front setback for accessory buildings, the Planning
Commissioners have reviewed the staff report, including all exhibits and attachments, and have listened to
the applicant’s presentation and any public comment as presented at the public hearing. I hereby move to
RECOMMEND DENIAL of this application based on the findings:
1. State new or amended findings in support of denial as part of the motion.
2.
Continue to Date Certain:
In the case of LDC20-001, RR-A and A-1 front setback for accessory buildings, I move to continue the
hearing to [date], 6:30 p.m., to obtain additional information and to further consider the information
presented.

Attachments:
Proposed Code Text
Referral Comments

LDC20-001, RR-A & A-1 setback
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A-1 & RR-A Accessory Building
Setback

1

Agricultural 1 (A-1) Zone
What it requires:
◦ Minimum Lot Size 19 acres
◦ Accessory structure front
setback “front building line
of principle structure”

Proposed Change
◦ 100’ minimum front
setback

2

Rural Residential A (RR-A) Zone
What it requires:
◦Minimum lot size 9 Acres
◦Accessory structure front setback: “front building
line of principle structure”

Proposed Change
100’ minimum
front setback
3

Why Change the Code?

◦More buildable area for property
owners
◦Can reduce the need for additional
road construction
◦Frequent citizen request for change

4

Staff Proposed Changes
Change the front setback in the A-1 and
RR-A Zone Districts to 100 feet for
accessory structures.
Considerations for existing structures:
◦ All accessory buildings on RR-A built within the 100 foot
setback, with a complete building permit unless exempt by use
or size, may be rebuilt in the same location if destroyed.

5

Date Submitted

City

State

Zipcode

Please provide your feedback/comments on the proposed regulation changes.

07/09/2020
4:40:08 pm
07/10/2020
7:28:05 am
07/13/2020
8:00:57 pm

Bennett

CO

80102

I like the change to this amendment.

Colorado
Springs
Bennett

CO
CO

80102

07/14/2020
2:41:19 pm
07/19/2020
1:26:55 pm

Littleton

CO

80102

Bennett

CO

80102

I approve of this change! Some principle residences are set a lot further from the road then
required and the current requirements make it difficult to add buildings that are behind or in line
with the residence. Thank you!
Accessory buildings should be allowed anywhere on the property as long as they conform to
driveway standards.
I have no objections to the proposed 100 foot setback for accessory structures. The current rule
forces landowners to want to put their home closer to the front line so that they have more
flexibility with layout of their out buildings in the future. In general a 100 foot setback for any
building is reasonable and it is the property owners land so they should be able to place their
outbuildings as they wish.
So if you have a residential neighborhood that is next to a property that is an acre(s) lot. The
residential parties are allowed to build 10 feet next to the property line, but the land owner that
has acreage has to build a structure 25 foot away. So how is this fair? These cluster homes in a
neighborhood get to invade that space because they are small? but the owner of acreage has to
keep out buildings farther away? Hummmm. Will this lead to a lawsuit???

07/21/2020
12:23:45 pm

80136

Public Works and Development
6924 S. Lima Street Centennial, Colorado 80112 Phone: 720-874-6650; FAX 720-874-6611
www.co.arapahoe.co.us
Planning Division

Referral Routing
Case Number:
Case Name:
Planner:
Date sent:
Date to be returned:

LDC20-001
A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accesory Buildings
Planning Case Manager – Michelle Lantz/ MLantz@arapahoegov.com
May 18, 2020
June 1, 2020

Arapahoe County is proposing a modification to the front setback requirement for accessory buildings on RR-A
and A-1 zoned property.The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and buildable area on large acre
parcels while maintaining the intent of the rural zone districts.

Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback –
100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure
Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure

Proposed
Regulations
100 feet from
front property
line
100 feet from
front property
line

Please review this request and return your comments, if any, to the Arapahoe County Planning Office on or
before the date indicated above. You may use this form or you may respond by email/letterhead if you prefer.
COMMENTS:
I Have NO Comments to make on the case as
submitted
I Have the following comments to make related
to the case:
Comments:

ORGANIZATION & SIGNATURE
Glenn Thompson, Bureau Chief, Arapahoe County
Sheriff’s Office

Public Works and Development
6924 S. Lima Street Centennial, Colorado 80112 Phone: 720-874-6650; FAX 720-874-6611
www.co.arapahoe.co.us
Planning Division

Referral Routing
Case Number: LDC20-001
Case Name:
A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accesory Buildings
Planner:
Planning Case Manager – Michelle Lantz/ MLantz@arapahoegov.com
Date sent:
May 18, 2020
Date to be returned: June 1, 2020
Arapahoe County is proposing a modification to the front setback requirement for accessory buildings on RR-A and A-1
zoned property.The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and buildable area on large acre parcels while
maintaining the intent of the rural zone districts.

Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback –
100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure
Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure

Proposed
Regulations
100 feet from
front property
line
100 feet from
front property
line

Please review this request and return your comments, if any, to the Arapahoe County Planning Office on or before the
date indicated above. You may use this form or you may respond by email/letterhead if you prefer.
COMMENTS:
I Have NO Comments to make on the case as
submitted
I Have the following comments to make related to
the case:

ORGANIZATION & SIGNATURE

Bennett-Watkins Fire Rescue

Comments: We do not have any issue with the proposed regulation changes related to the current front
setback requirements of accessory buildings and the proposed property line distance requiremements.
We would like to reiterate or reinforce the continued need and requirement for an accessible driveway meeting
fire code specifications to serve any proposed accessory structures for emergency purposes, no matter where
the accessory structure is situated on the property.
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Case Number: LDC20-001
Case Name:
A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accesory Buildings
Planner:
Planning Case Manager – Michelle Lantz/ MLantz@arapahoegov.com
Date sent:
May 18, 2020
Date to be returned: June 1, 2020
Arapahoe County is proposing a modification to the front setback requirement for accessory buildings on RR-A and A-1
zoned property.The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and buildable area on large acre parcels while
maintaining the intent of the rural zone districts.

Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback –
100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure
Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure

Proposed
Regulations
100 feet from
front property
line
100 feet from
front property
line

Please review this request and return your comments, if any, to the Arapahoe County Planning Office on or before the
date indicated above. You may use this form or you may respond by email/letterhead if you prefer.
COMMENTS:
I Have NO Comments to make on the case as
submitted
I Have the following comments to make related to
the case:
Comments:

ORGANIZATION & SIGNATURE
Douglas County Community Development

Department of Community Development
www.douglas.co.us

Project Name: A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accessory Buildings
Project Number: LDC20-001
Date Received: 05/18/2020

Addressing Comments:
No Comments

Engineering Comments:
No Comments

Planner Comments:
No Comments

Jurisdiction: Arapahoe County
Due Date: 06/01/2020

Caitlyn Cahill
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Michelle Lantz
Friday, July 24, 2020 11:39 AM
Caitlyn Cahill
FW: Referral Comments requested by 06/01/2020: LDC20-001
ATP Scan In Progress

From: Arnold Hollingsworth <ajguitar2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 6:03 PM
To: Michelle Lantz <MLantz@arapahoegov.com>
Subject: Re: Referral Comments requested by 06/01/2020: LDC20‐001
Michelle, thanks for your correspondence. I have no comment on this application.
On Monday, May 18, 2020, 03:22:24 PM MDT, Michelle Lantz <mlantz@arapahoegov.com> wrote:

Hello,
Your referral comments are requested on LDC20-001 by 06/01/20
Arapahoe County is proposing a Land Development Code amendment to the front setback requirement for
accessory buildings on RR-A and A-1 zoned property. The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and
buildable area on large acre parcels while maintaining the intent of the rural zone districts.

A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback – 100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50 feet

Current Regulations

Proposed
Regulations

Accessory Structures must be set at or behind
the front building line of principal structure

100 feet from front
property line

Accessory Structures must be set at or behind
the front building line of principal structure

100 feet from front
property line

Thank you,

Michelle Lantz | Arapahoe County Zoning
Public Works and Development
6924 S. Lima Street | Centennial, CO 80112
720-874-6710 | www.ArapahoeGov.com
1
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Hi Michelle,
I have read the proposed amendments to the Land Development Code and I think it is a great idea. I feel like it
gives the flexibility to the property owners to provide for animal shelters, storage sheds and garages if needed.
Thanks,
Deb Deitchel
East End Advisory
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Public Works and Development
6924 S. Lima Street Centennial, Colorado 80112 Phone: 720-874-6650; FAX 720-874-6611
www.co.arapahoe.co.us
Planning Division

Referral Routing
Case Number: LDC20-001
Case Name:
A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accesory Buildings
Planner:
Planning Case Manager – Michelle Lantz/ MLantz@arapahoegov.com
Date sent:
May 18, 2020
Date to be returned: June 1, 2020
Arapahoe County is proposing a modification to the front setback requirement for accessory buildings on RR-A and A-1
zoned property.The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and buildable area on large acre parcels while
maintaining the intent of the rural zone districts.

Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback –
100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure
Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure

Proposed
Regulations
100 feet from
front property
line
100 feet from
front property
line

Please review this request and return your comments, if any, to the Arapahoe County Planning Office on or before the
date indicated above. You may use this form or you may respond by email/letterhead if you prefer.
COMMENTS:

ORGANIZATION & SIGNATURE

I Have NO Comments to make on the case as
submitted
I Have the following comments to make related to
the case:
Comments:I wholehearted support the change in zoning. I like the flexibility that these changes create.
Tom Coker
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Case Number: LDC20-001
Case Name:
A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accesory Buildings
Planner:
Planning Case Manager – Michelle Lantz/ MLantz@arapahoegov.com
Date sent:
May 18, 2020
Date to be returned: June 1, 2020
Arapahoe County is proposing a modification to the front setback requirement for accessory buildings on RR-A and A-1
zoned property.The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and buildable area on large acre parcels while
maintaining the intent of the rural zone districts.

Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback –
100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure
Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure

Proposed
Regulations
100 feet from
front property
line
100 feet from
front property
line

Please review this request and return your comments, if any, to the Arapahoe County Planning Office on or before the
date indicated above. You may use this form or you may respond by email/letterhead if you prefer.
COMMENTS:
I Have NO Comments to make on the case as
submitted
I Have the following comments to make related to
the case:

Comments:

ORGANIZATION & SIGNATURE

Dwelling should be placed in the most desirable spot for
the land owner. Many Rural Residents would like their
Barns closer to the entrance for deliveries and eliminating
dust in home. Also child safety away from traffic.

Public Works and Development
6924 S. Lima Street Centennial, Colorado 80112 Phone: 720-874-6650; FAX 720-874-6611
www.co.arapahoe.co.us
Planning Division

Referral Routing
Case Number: LDC20-001
Case Name:
A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accesory Buildings
Planner:
Planning Case Manager – Michelle Lantz/ MLantz@arapahoegov.com
Date sent:
May 18, 2020
Date to be returned: June 1, 2020
Arapahoe County is proposing a modification to the front setback requirement for accessory buildings on RR-A and A-1
zoned property.The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and buildable area on large acre parcels while
maintaining the intent of the rural zone districts.

Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback –
100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure
Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure

Proposed
Regulations
100 feet from
front property
line
100 feet from
front property
line

Please review this request and return your comments, if any, to the Arapahoe County Planning Office on or before the
date indicated above. You may use this form or you may respond by email/letterhead if you prefer.
COMMENTS:
X

I Have NO Comments to make on the case as
submitted
I Have the following comments to make related to
the case:

Comments:

ORGANIZATION & SIGNATURE
Julio Iturreria
Regional Economic Advancement Partnership
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6924 S. Lima Street Centennial, Colorado 80112 Phone: 720-874-6650; FAX 720-874-6611
www.co.arapahoe.co.us
Planning Division

Referral Routing

Case Number: LDC20-001
Case Name:
A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accesory Buildings
Planner:
Planning Case Manager – Michelle Lantz/ MLantz@arapahoegov.com
Date sent:
May 18, 2020
Date to be returned: June 1, 2020
Arapahoe County is proposing a modification to the front setback requirement for accessory buildings on RR-A and A-1
zoned property.The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and buildable area on large acre parcels while
maintaining the intent of the rural zone districts.

Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback –
100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure
Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure

Proposed
Regulations
100 feet from
front property
line
100 feet from
front property
line

Please review this request and return your comments, if any, to the Arapahoe County Planning Office on or before the
date indicated above. You may use this form or you may respond by email/letterhead if you prefer.
COMMENTS:
X

I Have NO Comments to make on the case as
submitted
I Have the following comments to make related to
the case:

Comments:

ORGANIZATION & SIGNATURE

May 22, 2020
Michelle Lantz
Arapahoe County Public Works and Development
6924 S. Lima Street
Centennial, CO 80112
RE:

A-1 & RR-A Front Setback for Accessory Buildings, LDC20-001
TCHD Case No. 6283

Dear Ms. Lantz,
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the modification to the front
setback requirements for accessory buildings in the RR-A and A-1 zoned properties.
Tri-County Health Department (TCHD) staff has reviewed the application for compliance
with applicable environmental and public health regulations and principles of healthy
community design. After reviewing the application, TCHD has no comments.
Please feel free to contact me at 720-200-1585 or aheinrich@tchd.org if you have any
questions.
Sincerely,

Annemarie Heinrich Fortune, MPH/MURP
Land Use and Built Environment Specialist
cc:

Sheila Lynch, TCHD

Serving Adams, Arapahoe and Douglas Counties  www.tchd.org
6162 S. Willow Dr., Suite 100  Greenwood Village, CO 80111  303-220-9200
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Planner:
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Arapahoe County is proposing a modification to the front setback requirement for accessory buildings on RR-A and A-1
zoned property.The proposed changes will allow for more flexibility and buildable area on large acre parcels while
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Current Regulations
A-1 (min. lot size 19 acres)
Principal structure setback –
100 feet
RR-A (min. Lot size 9 acres)
Principal structure setback – 50
feet

Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure
Accessory Structures must be set at or
behind the front building line of
principal structure

Proposed
Regulations
100 feet from
front property
line
100 feet from
front property
line

Please review this request and return your comments, if any, to the Arapahoe County Planning Office on or before the
date indicated above. You may use this form or you may respond by email/letterhead if you prefer.
COMMENTS:
I Have NO Comments to make on the case as
submitted
I Have the following comments to make related to
the case:
Comments:

ORGANIZATION & SIGNATURE
James Shelley/ Executive Director

ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
AUGUST 4, 2020
6:30 PM
LDC19-003 Arapahoe County Land Development Code – Required Neighborhood
Outreach
Kelsea Dombrovski, Planner II

JULY 27, 2020

This County-initiated application to amend the Land Development Code would include new
language and requirements that require neighborhood outreach as part of the land use
application process for select application types.
Request and Recommendation
Staff recommends adopting regulations to require neighborhood outreach based on recent
controversial land use cases that may have benefitted from neighborhood outreach. Staff have
conducted research on seventeen neighboring jurisdictions’ practices, held a study session with
the Planning Commission, held three study sessions with the Board of County Commissioners,
completed outreach with stakeholders via an early referral process, and developed draft
regulations. Staff requests a recommendation of approval from the Planning Commissioners on
these draft regulations.
Background
The Arapahoe County Land Development Code does not require neighborhood outreach for
most land use applications. The Code only requires a neighborhood meeting for proposed
Commercial Mobile Radio Service (cellular) facilities within 500 feet of residential zoning. Staff
consistently recommends neighborhood outreach when we identify potential land use conflicts
or neighborhood concern. However, applicants are not obligated to follow staff’s advice.
While staff often recommend neighborhood outreach, applicants do not always opt to perform the
recommended outreach. Two recent cases highlight the importance of neighborhood outreach:
the Silver Creek Sporting Club and Waffle House. In both cases, staff strongly recommended
reaching out to neighbors. Neither applicant followed that advice; both cases resulted in significant
neighborhood opposition, lengthy public hearings, and denials. Administrative cases can also
sometimes benefit from neighborhood outreach: minor changes such as relocating a
tennis/pickleball court or trash enclosure could have impacts on neighbors, even if those changes
can be approved by staff.
In addition, late citizen opposition to a project (as a result of the lack of early opportunity for input)
often results in higher project-related costs for the County as well as for the applicant. High-impact
cases without early neighborhood communication often produce a major out-pouring of comments
and questions at the time of the staff report and hearing notice. This high-volume response
requires considerable staff time to track and convey comments to the applicant and decisionmakers, and may result in significantly longer and more complex public hearings.
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At those hearings, applicants often complain that changing their plans to respond to citizen
concern is too costly and will result in unacceptable delays given the significant investment that
has already been made in preparing detailed plans and undergoing staff review and agency
referrals. The applicant team often overlooks the fact that they may have avoided these potentially
expensive and time-consuming delays by heeding staff advice to offer earlier outreach to the
neighborhood.
On January 7, 2019, Planning staff met with the Board of County Commissioners to discuss a
possible amendment to the Land Development Code to require neighborhood outreach prior to
land use application submittal. Staff was directed to research how other jurisdictions handle
neighborhood outreach and to return for another Study Session at a later date.
On June 17, 2019, Planning staff met with the Board of County Commissioners to discuss the
results of the research and to share draft regulations resulting from that research. Commissioners
provided suggestions and feedback, and directed staff to develop regulatory options for required
neighborhood outreach.
On December 3, 2019, Planning staff met with the Planning Commission to discuss the results of
the research and the pre-referral to affected parties, and to share draft regulations resulting from
that research and outreach. Commissioners provided suggestions and feedback, and directed
staff to provide more clarity on staff attendance and applicant instruction for outreach summaries.
On January 28, 2020, Planning staff met with the Board of County Commissioners to provide an
update on the draft regulations after incorporating pre-referral and Planning Commission
feedback. Commissioners provided additional suggestions and feedback, and directed staff to
continue developing regulatory options and proceed with Code amendment processes.
On April 14, 2020, Planning staff met with the Board of County Commissioners to explain which
areas and content of the Development Application Manual, the companion document to the Land
Development Code, would be affected by this Code amendment, should it be approved.
Commissioners were amenable to these possible changes and directed staff to proceed with the
Code amendment drafting and hearing procedures.
Comparable Jurisdictions
Many communities in the region require neighborhood meetings or outreach in different
circumstances or with staff discretion. Jefferson County requires meetings for any change in
zoning and certain special uses. Adams County requires neighborhood meetings if one is deemed
necessary by the Director, often for rezonings or conditional use permits. The City of Littleton
requires meetings whenever a case will result in a public hearing. The Town of Castle Rock
requires neighborhood meetings for certain case types and gives staff the authority to request
neighborhood outreach for others. Fourteen of the seventeen jurisdictions contacted have a code
provision requiring a neighborhood meeting for at least one case type. (See attachment for more
details).
Thirteen jurisdictions require meetings for zoning/rezoning, including at least one stage of a new
Planned Unit Development. Ten jurisdictions require a meeting for Conditional Use Permit, Use
by Special Review, and/or Special Exception Use applications. For comparison to the County’s
meeting requirement for Commercial Mobile Radio Service (cellular) facilities, three jurisdictions
require meetings in similar contexts, but typically only if the case requires a Conditional Use
Permit or other special consideration. Generally, jurisdictions required neighborhood meetings for
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cases with the most potential impact on nearby residents. For example, rezonings or uses by
special review can completely change how a property functions within a neighborhood.
Most Common Case Types Requiring
Neighborhood Meeting
Zoning/Rezoning, including PUD Stages
Conditional Use Permit, Use by Special
Review, Special Exception Use
Annexation
CMRS or Telecommunications
Plat, Preliminary or Final

Number of Jurisdictions (of 17 total)
13
10
3
3
2

Most jurisdictions have staff attend neighborhood meetings, and meeting location is typically
selected at the applicant’s discretion, with some guidance from staff.
Staff Attend Neighborhood Meeting
Yes
No
Depends/Unknown

Number of Jurisdictions (of 17 total)
13
2
2

Meeting Location
Applicant’s Discretion, Community Site
Encouraged
Typical Location, e.g. City Hall
Unknown

Number of Jurisdictions (of 17 total)
13
3
1

Six jurisdictions reported clear authority for a manager or director to require a neighborhood
meeting if the code did not otherwise require it, while eight jurisdictions either did not have
dedicated authority or did not have meeting-specific authority (e.g. they were able to request
additional information, but perhaps not a meeting). Three jurisdictions were in the process of
updating their code, had old guidance documents with unclear language, or had another reason
to be uncertain about authority to require a meeting.
Staff Ability to Require Meeting if Not
Required Otherwise?
Yes
No
Unknown

Number of Jurisdictions (of 17 total)
6
8
3

Preliminary Stakeholder Referral
Staff conducted an early referral in fall 2019 to receive feedback on the draft regulations.
Homeowners’ associations, local developers, neighborhood groups, and other interested
stakeholders were contacted, and two in-person meetings were held with interested parties: the
Four Square Mile Development Sub-Committee and the Copperleaf Master Developer. A
summary of comments and County response is included in this packet, and the following updates
to the draft Code were made as a result of the early referral:
- Add a line to the ‘Waivers and Special Requirements’ section that states: “The Planning Division
may require an additional neighborhood meeting in the event of significant design changes, a
3

lapsed pre-submittal application (valid for six months), or other relevant changes to the proposed
land development project.”
- Add an option for a meeting prior to pre-submittal, with proper permission from the Planning
Division
- Add a requirement for HOAs and neighborhood groups to be notified of the neighborhood
meeting
- Subdivision added to the ‘Case Types’ list conditionally: “Subdivision, if deemed necessary by
the Planning Division.”
- Location & Extent added to the ‘Case Types’ list conditionally: “Location and Extent, if deemed
necessary by the Planning Division.”
- Major Amendments added to the ‘Case Types’ list conditionally: “Major Amendments, if deemed
necessary by the Planning Division.”
- Add reference to Comprehensive Plan Amendments, which also require a neighborhood
meeting
External Referral
Draft regulations were updated following the preliminary referral and study sessions with the
Board of County Commissioners and Planning Commission. Planning staff sent referrals to
homeowners’ associations, local developers, neighborhood groups, and other interested
stakeholders soliciting feedback on the updated draft. A summary of responses is below, and full
responses are attached.
Organization

Aurora Economic
Development

City of Centennial
City of Greenwood
Village
City of Littleton

Comment
Clarifying which areas would be
affected by the proposed meeting
requirement

No comments or amendments
Communication and neighborhood
involvement included in proposal
looks good.
No objection to proposed language

County Response
County staff responded to
explain that only
Unincorporated areas of
Arapahoe County would be
affected; no additional
comment received
Acknowledged
Acknowledged

Acknowledged
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Organization

City of Sheridan

Comment
In 2(e), it is not entirely clear that
"property owners" within 500' include
only property owners within
unincorporated Arapahoe County, or if
property owners within an adjacent
municipality would be included as
well. I would recommend that this be
clarified to include "all property
owners (within unincorporated
Arapahoe County or an adjacent
municipality)" be included in this
statement.

County Response
Acknowledged; text edited to
include 'all' property owners.
Neighboring jurisdictions will
continue to receive case
referrals for cases near or with
the potential to affect their
jurisdictions. This process will
remain separate from the
neighborhood meeting
requirements.

Will this affect referrals to adjacent
municipalities in any way? For
instance, would the City of Sheridan
automatically receive a land use
referral if any of our boundaries fell
within 500' of the site? Or, would that
process stay separate from the
neighborhood meeting requirements?
Denver South
Economic
Development
Partnership
Denver South
Transportation
Management
Association
Douglas County

Not taking a formal position

Acknowledged

Not taking a formal position

Acknowledged

No comments or amendments

Acknowledged
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Organization

Comment
As a homeowner at the Farm, I
applaud your proposed changes to
meeting notifications for affected
communities. In the past, these
neighborhood notices were not
effective because only a small
percentage of homeowners were
notified because of the 500 feet
distance provision. In addition, I
recommend that the county also
require that proposed changes be
communicated to the HOA for the
community. The HOA/property
manager can then communicate these
proposed changes to the broader
affected community to assure that a
Farm at Arapahoe
proper sharing of information is
- Homeowner
accomplished. This will
promote planning collaboration while
reducing downstream opposition that
arises from the affected community
who was not adequately informed of
these proposed changes. In particular,
I am very concerned about the
looming 5G buildout by infrastructure
companies who are central to this
massive
wireless buildout. There are significant
concerns about new health dangers
from the 5G buildout and Arapahoe
County planners would be well
advised to consider the communities
interest as much as
the developer/provider interests.
Please notify all homeowners on the
subject street to the end of the block
in both directions, both sides of the
street. Also, if subject property has
street frontage on another street
Greenhaven-Paula include all homeowners on that street,
Dora HOA
both sides. Send out notices at least
10 or more days in advance of
meeting. Sending 1 notice to a HOA 2
days before the meeting just doesn't
get the word out.

County Response
Acknowledged; HOAs have
been included in the required
contact list for applicants and
the noticing radius is 500 ft. but
able to be expanded by the
Planning Division to ensure
adequate notice. Nearby
residents are currently notified
of cellular developments and
this practice will continue.

Acknowledged; the noticing
radius is 500 ft. from the
proposed project boundary but
able to be expanded by the
Planning Division to ensure
adequate notice. Notices are
required to be sent 15 days
prior to the meeting, and shall
be sent to all property owners,
HOAs, and neighborhood
groups within the designated
noticing radius.
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Organization

Referral
Comments were
sought but not
received from the
following
organizations;
some
organizations
provided feedback
during the prereferral period:

Comment

County Response

Alton Park, Appletree Condo Association, Arapahoe Lake No. One Association, Boston Commons
Master, Cherry Creek CC, Cherry Creek Country Club Master Association, Cherry Creek Farm,
Cherry Creek Farm #05, Cherry Creek Vista, Cherry Creek Vista 16, Cherry Creek Vista II, Cherry
Creek Vista South, Christensen Lane Estates, Club Valencia Condos, Colony @ Cherry Creek
Condominium, Columbine Heights, Columbine Lakes Townhome, Copperleaf, Copperstone
Condominium Association, Country Village POA, Creekview At River Run II, Dove Hill Estates,
Dove Valley Outdoor Storage Condo Assoc, Dry Creek Crossing HOA, Enclave At Dtc Condo
Assoc, Fox Hollow Estates, Hampden Villas, Highline Glen, Hillcrest At The Farm-Aka- The Farm,
Hills At Cherry Creek Hoa-Adair Sub, Hills At Cherry Creek Vista East 15, Hills At Cherry Creek
West, Hughes Mountainview, Hunter's Run, Huntington Estates-Welch, Inverness PropertiesIPACC, Jamison Circle Ranches-Allred, Loretto Heights Owners Association, Mancaves, Mesa,
Mountain View Gardens, Normandy Estates, Oak Park At Cherry Creek, Orchard Gate
Association, Paragon, Park At Jewell Circle HOA-Mountainview Gardens 7th Sub, River Rock
Condo Owners Assoc., Saddle Rock Highlands, Saddle Rock Ridge, Saxony, South Dahlia Lane
HOA, South Sycamore St Condos, Southcreek Master, Southcreek Paired & Townhome HOALadera, Southwest Bennett Properties, Spring Creek Meadows, Spring Creek Meadows #01,
Stage Run HOA, Stanford Hills -Trail Ridge Master, The Highline/Highline Estates, Thunder
Ranches HOA, Township, Travois, Turtle Creek, Tuscany, Tuscany South MA, Valentia Court,
Vallagio At Inverness Res Condo, Vallagio North, Valley Country Club Estates, Vintage East,
Watkins Farm, Willow Trace #01, Willow Trace Sub #01, Wind Stream Condo, Windmill Creek,
Windsong Condominium Association, Yorkshire Estates, REAP, East Arapahoe County Advisory
Planning Commission, Developer-Consultants (specific contacts within the field), Centennial East
Corporate Center/ARC, Cherry Creek Business Center Association, Dove Valley Business Park
ARC, IPACC-Inverness ARC, Adams County, Aurora Planning, Bennett Planning, Bow Mar
Planning, Cherry Hills Village Planning, Colorado State Board Of Land Commissioners, Columbine
Valley Planning, Deer Trail Planning, Denver Planning Services-CPD, Elbert County Planning,
Englewood Planning, Foxfield Planning, Glendale Planning, Greenwood Village Planning,
Jefferson County Planning, Lone Tree Planning, Parker Planning, Washington County Land Use,
Weld County Planning

Discussion and Recommended Regulations
Suggested Code Elements
Staff suggests the following elements for the proposed Code change based on Planning Division
operations, case types reviewed, geographic layout of the County, feedback received from the
Board of County Commissioners, Planning Commissioners, and outside stakeholders, and other
relevant factors.
Case types best suited for neighborhood outreach in Arapahoe County are: zonings, rezonings,
Planned Unit Development stages that set zoning, and Uses by Special Review. These case
types have the highest chance of impacting neighboring citizens and land uses. The following
case types may require neighborhood outreach, if deemed necessary by the Planning Division:
Location and Extent, Major Amendments to Planned Unit Developments, Subdivision (Preliminary
Plat, Minor Subdivision, Replat), Specific Development Plan (when the second step in a threestep Planned Unit Development process and if more than three years have passed since initial
document approval), and any other application. Outreach required for CMRS facilities as currently
dictated by the Code will not be affected by this Code amendment; staff will refine those outreach
requirements in conjunction with updates to the CMRS code.
The draft Code language includes a provision for the Planning Division Manager to waive required
outreach; it may not always be necessary to conduct neighborhood outreach. For instance,
increasing the number of residents in a group home by as few as one person may trigger a Use
by Special Review and therefore neighborhood outreach. If there is interest from citizens,
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however, outreach would still be required. Outreach waiver guidelines would be documented via
a memo and shared with potential applicants.
A provision for the Planning Division Manager to require neighborhood outreach not typically
required by Code is also included. Occasionally, non-zoning or special review cases may have
the potential to impact the neighborhood. In this case, the Division Manager would have the
authority to require outreach to ensure neighbors are aware of the proposed project and have
early opportunity to comment. Outreach requirement guidelines would be documented via a
memo and shared with potential applicants.
Neighborhood outreach would generally occur after a pre-submittal meeting and prior to full
application. This will give the applicant the opportunity to incorporate citizen concern in application
documents prior to submittal, reducing the chance of potentially costly adjustments late in the
project. This timing will also provide staff with a sense of neighborhood feedback prior to review,
rather than prior to hearing. Outreach may be permitted prior to a pre-submittal meeting, but the
applicant must justify this timing and must obtain proper permission from the Planning Division.
The applicant would be responsible for compiling a list of mailing addresses for landowners within
the dedicated noticing radius, drafting notice letters, sending letters by noticing date, and attesting
to proper noticing. Staff would review notice materials to ensure accuracy and clarity.
Notice would be sent fifteen days prior to the neighborhood outreach. Property owners,
homeowners’ associations, and neighborhood groups within 500 feet of the project boundary
would receive the notice. The Planning Division may expand or contract the notification boundary
as appropriate and per existing Code language.
The meeting would be held at a community space close to the project site and would be chosen
at the applicant’s discretion.
Staff would not typically attend neighborhood meetings. There is opportunity for conflict and
confusion: staff attendance may indicate staff or County approval or support of the project. Staff
may also be approached with questions on other projects, broader County questions, or other
topics they are not able to discuss or speak on, which may lead to misunderstandings. The
applicant would also have the ability to present the proposed project without the distraction of
staff presence. Further, the project being discussed at the meeting would not yet be an official or
complete application with the County, and the County is not responsible for project characteristics
presented by developers. See the Memo from Planning Division Manager Jan Yeckes, included
in this report, for more context on this topic.
The applicant would submit a meeting summary report at time of application, which would contain:
sign-in sheet with attendee names, addresses, and contact information; a copy and/or a summary
of the presentation; a summary of comments made and feedback received; and a description of
how they will address concerns presented. Neighborhood groups, HOAs, or other meeting
attendees are welcome to submit notes or other materials to the County as well: staff contact
information would be included in the meeting noticing materials sent out by the applicant, and
citizens could contact Planning staff directly.
If directed to move forward with the Code amendment, staff will amend related sections of the
Development application manual, including case processes, flowcharts, sign and notice letter
templates, and the table of contents.
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Fiscal Impact
Management of high volumes of citizen comment at time of staff report and hearing strain staff’s
time and add to the demands of case management. Longer and more complex public hearings
can be a burden on staff and Commissioners, perhaps drawing valuable resources for a project
that may not receive approval.
Recommendation
Considering the findings and other information provided herein, and provided that the Planning
Commission determines that neighborhood outreach should be required for certain case types,
Staff recommends approval of case number LDC19-003, Arapahoe County Land Development
Code – Neighborhood Outreach Amendment as drafted and presented to the Planning
Commission, subject to the following conditions of approval:
1. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed language as directed by the
County Attorney prior to incorporating the approved amendment into the Land
Development Code for publication.
2. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed language as directed by the
County Attorney prior to incorporating the approved amendment into the Development
Application Manual for publication.
Draft Motions – LDC19-003, Arapahoe County Neighborhood Outreach Code
APPROVAL AS PROPOSED
In the case of LDC19-003, Arapahoe County Neighborhood Outreach Code, I have reviewed
the staff report, including all exhibits and attachments and have listened to the staff presentation
and any public comment at the hearing and hereby move to recommend approval of this
application based on the findings in the staff report, subject to the following conditions:
1. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed language as directed by the
County Attorney prior to incorporating the approved amendment into the Land
Development Code for publication.
2. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed language as directed by the
County Attorney prior to incorporating the approved amendment into the Development
Application Manual for publication.
APPROVAL WITH CHANGES
In the case of LDC19-003, Arapahoe County Neighborhood Outreach Code, I have reviewed
the staff report, including all exhibits and attachments and have listened to the staff presentation
and any public comment at the hearing and hereby move to recommend approval of this
application, based on the findings in the staff report, with the following changes:
1. State changes to be made in the provisions of the Code
2. …
This recommendation for “approval with changes” is also subject to the following conditions:
1. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed language as directed by the
County Attorney prior to incorporating the approved amendment into the Land
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Development Code for publication.
2. Staff will make corrections and revisions to the proposed language as directed by the
County Attorney prior to incorporating the approved amendment into the Development
Application Manual for publication.
DENY
In the case of LDC19-003, Arapahoe County Neighborhood Outreach Code, I have reviewed
the staff report, including all exhibits and attachments and have listened to the staff presentation
and the public comment at the hearing and hereby move to recommend denial of this
application based on the following reasons: [as determined by the movant]
CONTINUE
In the case of LDC19-003, Arapahoe County Neighborhood Outreach Code, I move to continue
the decision on this request to [DATE], 2020, date certain, at 6:30 p.m., at the Arapahoe Board
Room 6954 S. Lima St. Centennial, CO 80112 [to receive further information] [to further
consider information presented during the hearing].
Attachments
-

Proposed Code language
Staff attendance memo
Jurisdiction comparison table
Referral comments
Pre-referral comments and response to comments
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Proposed Code Language

5-2 COMMON PROCEDURES
5-2.1 Application Submittal and Approval Process
The following section outlines and describes the submittal and approval process for land
development applications submitted to Arapahoe County.
A. WHO MAY FILE
1.

2.

3.

An application for a zoning map amendment (rezoning) may be initiated by Arapahoe County
Planning Commission, the Arapahoe County Board of County Commissioners, the owner of record,
or by joint application of the owner of record together with a potential purchaser under a bona
fide contract and/or agreement for sale.
The Board of County Commissioners shall have the power to condition approval of land use
applications upon the receipt of signatures of additional persons with record interests in the land
that is the subject of the land use application.
Signatures of persons that appear on a land use application or on a final version of an approved
land development plan shall constitute such person’s irrevocable consent to the action requested
or reflected on or in the document.

B. APPLICATION PROCESS
1.

Pre-Submittal Meeting
a. Applicants are required to meet with the Planning Division prior to formal submittal of a land
development application in order to discuss potential issues or concerns relating to the
proposed development. At this meeting, staff shall provide information to the applicant
about the application requirements and review process.
b. A pre-submittal form must be completed and submitted with a sketch plan or map and
documentation as listed in the Development Application Manual along with any required fees.
c. The pre-submittal form and all materials must be submitted at least five business days prior to
the scheduled pre-submittal meeting with staff.
d. An application for the land development proposal discussed at the pre-submittal meeting
must be submitted within six months of the pre-submittal meeting, otherwise a new presubmittal meeting must be scheduled.

2. Neighborhood Outreach
Intent: Inform citizens of proposed land development projects, solicit citizen feedback and
input, and provide land development applicants the opportunity to adjust plans prior to
submitting land development application materials.
Neighborhood outreach will be held after the pre-submittal meeting and prior to submitting a
land development application. Neighborhood outreach may be permitted prior to a presubmittal meeting, but the applicant must justify this timing and must obtain proper
permission from the Planning Division.
Outreach shall be accomplished through a neighborhood meeting unless an alternative
outreach format is approved by the Planning Division Manager. Meetings will be held at a
location of the applicant’s choosing, but will be near the proposed project site.
The minimum notice radius is 500 feet from the property boundary, and all property owners,
neighborhood groups, and Homeowners’ Associations within this radius must be notified. The
Planning Division may expand or contract the notification boundary as appropriate to ensure
adequate notice. The noticing timeline will mirror that of public hearing noticing; see Table 52.2.1 in the Land Development Code.
The applicant is responsible for submitting evidence of proper noticing and an outreach
and/or meeting summary comprised of the specific requirements outlined in the
Development Application Manual; see 1-2.2.

Staff will attend meetings at their discretion and as appropriate.
The Planning Division Manager has the authority to waive a typically required meeting,
require a meeting for a case type other than those listed below, or approve a different
neighborhood outreach format. Decision to waive or require a meeting will depend on
relevant characteristics of the proposed land development project. Examples of relevant
characteristics include but are not limited to: impact on infrastructure and services,
compatibility with surrounding land uses, and effect on quality of life.
The Planning Division may require additional neighborhood outreach in the event of
significant design changes, a lapsed pre-submittal application (valid for six months), or other
relevant changes to the proposed land development project.
The following case types have the highest chance of impacting neighboring citizens and land
uses, and are required to conduct neighborhood outreach prior to submitting a land
development application. Application submittals will be considered incomplete and will not
be accepted until neighborhood outreach has been conducted.
i. Zoning/Rezoning
ii. Planned Unit Development stages that establish or modify zoning
Specific Development Plan for the two-step process
General Development Plan for the three-step process
iii. Use by Special Review
iv. If deemed necessary by the Planning Division:
Location and Extent
Major Amendments to Planned Unit Developments
Subdivision: Preliminary Plat, Minor Subdivision, Replat
(d) Specific Development Plan: when the second step in a three-step Planned Unit
Development and if more than three years have passed since initial document approval
Other applications
Note: Comprehensive Plan Amendments require a neighborhood meeting; see Chapter 6 of
the Comprehensive Plan for details
3. Application Submittal Materials
Following the pre-submittal meeting, the applicant must complete an application. Application
materials may vary based on the type and complexity of the development proposed, the location
of the project, and the service availability to the project site. Submittal requirements for each
type of Land Development Application can be found in the Arapahoe County Development
Application Manual.
a.

b.

c.

All applications shall include the forms provided by the Planning Division and all required
items indicated on the submittal checklist provided to the applicant at the pre-submittal
meeting.
The applicant shall have the burden of submitting information showing that the application
fulfills all applicable standards and requirements in the LDC, and the approval criteria of this
Section.
Planning and/or Engineering Division Managers may waive or modify any portion of the
submittal requirements that they determine is not relevant to the application, and may
require the submittal of additional information (before or after referrals to other agencies
and/or citizen comments) they determine is necessary to accurately understand the impacts
of the proposed rezoning.

TABLE 5-1.1.1: SUMMARY OF REVIEW AND DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY AND PUBLIC HEARING AND NOTICE
REQUIREMENTS
R = Review; D = Decision; A = Appeal; * = Public Hearing;
Pink Shaded Cell Indicates Neighborhood Outreach May be
Pub = Publication in Newspaper; Mail = Mailing to Landowners; Required
Sign = Sign Posting
Yes = Required; No = Not Required
Reviewing or Decision-Making Body
Type of Application or Process

Zoning Procedures
Land Development Code Text
Amendment
Rezoning (Zoning Map
Amendment/Conventional District)
Planned Unit Development - 3 Step
General Development Plan
Specific Development Plan
Administrative Site Plan
Planned Unit Development - 2 Step
Specific Development Plan
Administrative Site Plan
PUD Amendment - Major
General Development Plan
Specific Development Plan
3-Step
2-Step
PUD Amendment - Administrative
Use by Special Review
Use by Special Review - Energy Facility
w/ MOU
Use by Special Review - Energy Facility
no MOU
Use by Special Review Private Utility
Company
Type B Group Home
CMRS
Site Development Procedures
Administrative Site Plan - Non PUD
Planned Sign Program
Exceptions Procedures
Special Exception Use
Temporary Structure

Staff

PC

BOCC

Hearing Notices
Pub Mail Sign

Hearing Notices
Pub Mail Sign

Role

Role

R

R*

No

No

No

D*

Yes

No

No

R

R*

No

Yes

Yes

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

R
R
D

R*
D*
A

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

R
D

R*
A

No
No

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

R

R*

No

Yes

Yes

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

R
R
D
R
D or
refer to
BOCC

R*
D*
A

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

D* Yes
D* if Yes
referr
ed

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

R
R
R
D
D
R

R
D
D or
Temporary Use Permit
refer to
BOCC
Appeal of Zoning Administrator Decision
D
(Zoning Interpretation)
Zoning Variance
R
Airport Influence Area Waiver
R
Subdivision Procedures
Preliminary Plat
R
Final Plat
R
Replat - Administrative
D

R*

Yes

Yes

Yes

See Section 5-3.13

A
R*

No
No

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Role

BOA

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

Role

Hearing Notices
Pub Mail Sign

See Section 5-3.13
A
No Yes Yes

D

D* if No
referr
ed

Yes

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

A*

No

No

Yes

D*

No

No

Yes

Yes

R*

No

Yes

Yes

D*

Yes

Yes

Yes

R*

No

Yes

Yes

D*
D*

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

TABLE 5-1.1.1: SUMMARY OF REVIEW AND DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY AND PUBLIC HEARING AND NOTICE
REQUIREMENTS
R = Review; D = Decision; A = Appeal; * = Public Hearing;
Pink Shaded Cell Indicates Neighborhood Outreach May be
Pub = Publication in Newspaper; Mail = Mailing to Landowners; Required
Sign = Sign Posting
Yes = Required; No = Not Required
Reviewing or Decision-Making Body
Type of Application or Process

Staff

PC

Role

Role

R
R

R*

BOCC

Hearing Notices
Pub Mail Sign

BOA

D*
D*

Hearing Notices
Pub Mail Sign
Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes

D*
D

Yes
No

Role

Replat
Minor Subdivision
Vacation
Right-of-Way
Public Easement or Plat
Amendments to Recorded Plats
Affidavit of Correction
Plat Correction

D
D

Subdivision Exemption

R

Rural Cluster Subdivision
Rural Cluster Subdivision Amendment
Administrative Amendment
Non-Administrative Amendment
Street Name Change
Miscellaneous Procedures
Amendments to Existing Approvals
Administrative Amendment (All Types)
Administrative Amendment Appeal [1]

R

R*

No

Yes

Yes

D or Yes if Yes if Yes if
D*
*
*
*
D* Yes Yes Yes

D
R
R

R*
R*

No
No

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

A
D*
D*

Major or Non-Administrative
Amendment

No

Yes

Yes

R
R

D
R
R

Comprehensive Plan or Subarea Plan
Adoption or Amendment

R

Vested Rights
Development Agreement
Location and Extent
1041 Permit
Certificate of Designation

R
R
R
R
R

Title 32 District (Metro and Special)

R

Yes
Yes

Yes
No

Yes
Yes

Role

Hearing Notices
Pub Mail Sign

Yes
No

Yes
Yes

[1]
[1]
Same Requirements and Same Requirements and
Process as for Original Process as for Original
Approval
Approval
See
D* Comprehensive
Plan Chapter 6
D* Yes Yes No
D* Yes Yes Yes
D* No Yes Yes
A* No Yes Yes
R* Yes Yes Yes D* Yes Yes Yes
R
No Yes Yes D* Yes No Yes
See Colorado
See Colorado
Revised Statutes
Revised Statutes
R*
D*
32-1-201 Through
32-1-201 Through
32-1-205
32-1-205

Title 30 District
Public Improvement District
See Colorado Revised
See Colorado Revised
Local Improvement District
Statutes 30-20-501
Statutes 30-20-501
Park and Recreation District
Through 30-20-80
Through 30-20-8
Cemetery District
Voided/De-Annexed/Disconnected Land
R
R
No No No
D* Yes No No
[1] Unless otherwise indicated in this Table, appeals of staff decisions regarding a previous approval are reviewed by the
original decision-making body for a decision, with the exception of administrative site plans which are appealed to the Planning
Commission.

TABLE 5-2.2.1 PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
Blue Shaded Cell Indicates Applicant Responsibility
Type of Application

Pink Shaded Cell Indicates Neighborhood Outreach May be Required

Administrative Review
Pub
Mail
Sign

PC Hearing
Pub
Mail
Sign

Zoning Applications
LDC Text Amendment

Zoning Map Amendment
(Conventional Rezoning)

Not
Adjacent
Required property
owner(s);
15 days
prior to
hearing
15 days Affected
prior to property
hearing owner(s);
15 days
prior to
hearing

Zoning Map Amendment
Initiated by County

PUD Zoning - 3 Step
General Development Plan &
General Development Plan Major Amendment

PUD Zoning - 2 Step
Specific Development Plan &
Specific Development Plan Major Amendment

Use by Special Review Private
Utility Company

15 days
prior to
hearing
15 days 15 days Adjacent
prior to prior to property
hearing hearing owner(s);
15 days
prior to
hearing
15 days 15 days Property
prior to prior to owner(s);
hearing hearing 15 days
prior to
hearing

Not
Adjacent 15 days 15 days
Required property prior to prior to
owners; hearing hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing

Use by Special Review

Use by Special Review - Energy
w/out MOU

BOCC Hearing
Mail
Sign

15 days
prior to
hearing

15 days
prior to
hearing

Not
Adjacent 15 days 15 days Adjacent 15 days
Required property prior to prior to property prior to
owners; hearing hearing owners; 15 hearing
15 days
days prior
prior to
to hearing
hearing
Not
Adjacent 15 days
Required property prior to
owners; hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing

Specific Development Plan &
Specific Development Plan Major Amendment

Use by Special Review - Energy
w/ MOU (hearings only required
if referred by PWD director or
appealed)

Pub

Adjacent
property
owners;
Min. 30
days
prior to
filing
applicati
on

At time
of filing
applica
tion

Adjacent 15 days
property prior to
owners; 15 hearing
days prior
to hearing

Adjacent
property
owners; 15
days prior
to hearing
15 days Adjacent
prior to property
hearing owners; 15
days prior
to hearing

15 days
prior to
hearing

15 days Adjacent
prior to property
hearing owners; 15
days prior
to hearing
15 days Property 15 days 15 days Property
prior to owners prior to prior to owners
hearing within 500 hearing hearing within 500
feet; 15
feet; 15

15 days
prior to
hearing

15 days
prior to
hearing

15 days
prior to
hearing

Pub

BOA Hearing
Mail
Sign

TABLE 5-2.2.1 PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
Blue Shaded Cell Indicates Applicant Responsibility
Type of Application

Administrative Review
Pub
Mail
Sign

Type B Group Home

CMRS

Site Development
Applications
Admin Site Plan - Non PUD
Administrative Site Plan
Appeal / ASP Amendment
Appeal

Planned Sign Program

Pink Shaded Cell Indicates Neighborhood Outreach May be Required
PC Hearing
Pub
Mail
Sign
days prior
to hearing
See Section Error!
Reference source not
found.

If within 500' of
residentially zoned
property, neighborhood
meeting required.
Property owners within
500' (or larger area
determined by PD
Manager) notified by
mail 15 days prior to
meeting.

Pub

BOCC Hearing
Mail
Sign
days prior
to hearing

15 days Property
prior to owners
appeal within 500
hearing feet; 15
days prior
to appeal
hearing

15 days
prior to
appeal
hearing

Not
Adjacent 15 days
Required property prior to
owners; hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing
Adjacent 15 days
property prior to
owners; hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing
Not
Not
15 days
Requir Required prior to
ed
hearing
Not
Not
15 days
Requir Required prior to
ed
hearing
Not
Adjacent 15 days 15 days Adjacent 15 days
Required property prior to prior to property prior to
owners; hearing hearing owners; 15 hearing
15 days
days prior
prior to
to hearing
hearing

Special Exception Use

Temporary Use

Subdivision Applications
Preliminary Plat

BOA Hearing
Mail
Sign

See Section Error! Reference
source not found.

Exceptions Applications
Appeal of Zoning
Administrator Decision
(Interpretation)
Zoning Variance

Waiver - Airport Influence
Area

Pub

15 days Adjacent 15 days
prior to property prior to
hearing owners; hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing
Not
If referred
Required to BOCC adjacent
property
owners; 10
days prior
to hearing

If
referred
to BOCC
- 10 days
prior to
hearing

Not
Adjacent 15 days 15 days Adjacent 15 days
Required property prior to prior to property prior to
owners; hearing hearing owners; 15 hearing

TABLE 5-2.2.1 PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
Blue Shaded Cell Indicates Applicant Responsibility
Type of Application

Administrative Review
Pub
Mail
Sign

Pink Shaded Cell Indicates Neighborhood Outreach May be Required
PC Hearing
Pub
Mail
Sign
15 days
prior to
hearing

Final Plat, Replat

Replat - Administrative
Minor Subdivision

Street Name Change

Rural Cluster Subdivision
(Hearing may be Requested
by BOCC) & Major
Amendment to Rural Cluster
Subdivision

Miscellaneous Applications
Amendments to Existing
Approvals
Administrative Amendment
Administrative
Amendment Appeal [1]
Major Amendment
Comprehensive Plan or Subarea Plan Adoption or
Amendment
Location and Extent

BOCC Hearing
Mail
Sign
days prior
to hearing

15 days Adjacent 15 days
prior to property prior to
hearing owners; 15 hearing
days prior
to hearing
Not
Adjacent 15 days 15 days Adjacent 15 days
Required property prior to prior to property prior to
owners; hearing hearing owners; 15 hearing
15 days
days prior
prior to
to hearing
hearing

Vacation
Right-of-Way

Plat or Easement
Amendments to Recorded
Plats
Affidavit of Correction
Correction Plat
Subdivision Exemption

Pub

15 days Adjacent 15 days
prior to property prior to
hearing owners; 15 hearing
days prior
to hearing

15 days Adjacent
prior to property
hearing owners; 15
days prior
to hearing
15 days 15 days Adjacent
prior to prior to property
hearing hearing owners; 15
days prior
to hearing

Not
Adjacent
Required property
owners;
15 days
prior to
hearing
15 days Adjacent 15 days
prior to property prior to
hearing owners; hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing

Same as for Original
Approval
Same as for Original
Approval

If
Requested; 15
days
prior to
hearing

If
Requested;
Adjacent
property
owners; 15
days prior
to hearing

15 days
prior to
hearing

15 days
prior to
hearing

If
Requested; 15
days
prior to
hearing

Same as for Original Approval
Same as for Original Approval

Refer to Comprehensive
Plan, Chapter 6
Not
Adjacent 15 days
Not
Adjacent 15 days
Required property prior to Required property prior to
owners; hearing
owners; hearing
15 days
15 days

Pub

BOA Hearing
Mail
Sign

TABLE 5-2.2.1 PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
Blue Shaded Cell Indicates Applicant Responsibility
Type of Application

1041 Permit

Vested Property Rights

Development Agreement

Certificate of Designation

Title 32 District

Title 30 District
Public Improvement District
Local Improvement District
Park and Recreation District
Cemetery District
Voided / De-Annexed /
Disconnected Land

Administrative Review
Pub
Mail
Sign

Pink Shaded Cell Indicates Neighborhood Outreach May be Required
BOCC Hearing
Mail
Sign
prior to
hearing
15
Not less Property Not less
days
than 30 owners than 30
prior
days nor within 500 days nor
to
more than feet or
more
heari
60 days larger area than 60
ng
prior to
as
days
hearing determine prior to
d by PD hearing
Manager;
not less
than 30
days nor
more than
60 days
prior to
hearing
15 days Adjacent 15 days
prior to property prior to
hearing owners; hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing
15 days Adjacent 15 days
prior to property prior to
hearing owners; hearing
15 days
prior to
hearing
Not
Adjacent 15 days At least
Not
On site:
Required property prior to 10 but no Required at least
owners; hearing more than
30 days
15 days
30 days
prior to
prior to
prior to
hearing
hearing
hearing
At
County
offices:
at least
30 days
prior to
hearing
See Colorado Revised
See Colorado Revised
Statutes 32-1-201
Statutes 32-1-201 Through
Through 32-1-205
32-1-205
Pub

PC Hearing
Mail
Sign
prior to
hearing
Property 15 days
owners prior to
within 500 hearing
feet or
larger area
as determined
by PD
Man-ager;
15 days
prior to
hearing

Pub

Pub

BOA Hearing
Mail
Sign

See Colorado Revised
See Colorado Revised Statutes
Statutes 30-2-501 Through
30-2-501 Through 30-2-805
30-2-805
15 days
prior to
the
hearing

[1] Unless otherwise indicated in Table 5-1.1.1, appeals of staff decisions regarding a previous approval are reviewed by the original decision-making
body for a decision, with the exception of administrative site plans which are appealed to the Planning Commission.

Staff Attendance Memo

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Board of County Commissioners

THRU:

Bryan Weimer, Director of Public Works and Development

FROM:

Jan Yeckes, Planning Division Manager

DATE:

January 16, 2020

SUBJECT:

Neighborhood Outreach Proposed Code Amendment – Staff Attendance Concerns

As part of the internal review process for a proposed amendment to the County’s Land Development
Code, staff considered whether to propose that Planning Division staff members would be regular
attendees and participants at neighborhood meetings to be conducted by applicants/developers for land
development projects. Staff researched practices of other jurisdictions and found that this varies from
one jurisdiction to another.
Planning Division staff is not recommending, at this time, that staff attend these meetings on a regular
basis, but that the Planning Division Manager could determine that staff should attend a meeting on a
case-specific basis if the benefits would likely outweigh the concerns. The determination for drafting the
proposed code amendment in this way took into consideration the following factors:


Opportunity for applicant and neighbors to communicate freely and identify opportunities
 This can be an important time for the applicant and neighborhood to communicate openly
to identify concerns and opportunities for the development to address concerns and to
build trust without distraction.
 This is the applicant’s required meeting. Use of the time for neighbors to ask questions of
staff could result in a long meeting, even while not ensuring the applicant has sufficient
time to share plans and to gather important input and have productive discussion.



Timing of the Meeting – County has not received the application/no County standing
 The meeting would occur between the time of the pre-submittal meeting and the time that
an application is made to the County – there is no formal application at this point in time.
 Staff has not conducted any review of an application and would be speaking in
hypotheticals if asked to address questions.
 There is a possibility that a project will not move forward based on early feedback from
the neighbors; this may not be the best use of limited staff resources.

Neighborhood Meeting Code – Staff Participation Memo
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Misperceptions about staff’s reasons for attending/importance of transparency
 There may be misperceptions that the staff is working directly with the applicant or
working directly with the neighborhood, especially if staff is expected to take minutes or
interpret what is being said through written notes on the meeting.
 When staff does attend, it is important that everyone be aware that a County staff member
is present and what that staff member’s role is (or is not) during the meeting.
 It is important that a neighborhood meeting not seem to be “a public hearing before the
public hearing” and that the process reduces the risk that statements made by staff during
a neighborhood meeting may be incorrectly understood (and represented) by the
applicant or by the neighborhood as definitive when staff has not received a formal
application for review.



Efficient use of staff time
 The Planning Division operates with a limited number of staff members and needs to
maximize staff availability for addressing applications in a timely manner and to work on
other longer-term projects (such as Land Development Code amendments); attending
meetings on a regular basis will have significant impacts.
 Some projects may not move forward to a formal application based on early
neighborhood feedback to the prospective applicant; this may not be the best use of
limited staff resources.

How will the County know what happened at the meetings or that discussions are accurately reflected?
 The applicant will be asked to submit notes from the meeting.
 The neighborhood will have an opportunity to (a) provide minutes from the meeting and/or (b)
provide comments through the County’s referral process.
 Some individuals may not agree with the position that their HOA or the consensus of neighbors
attending a meeting provided through comments or minutes. Individuals have an opportunity to
provide written or verbal comments to the County for any application that requires a public
hearing, ensuring that varied perspectives are heard.

Jurisdiction Comparison Table
Jurisdiction

Adams

Arvada

Meeting
Req. in
Code

Case Types

Timing

Yes

Determined by Director;
Often Rezonings, Conditional
Use Permits

Before
Application

Yes

Rezoning, Preliminary
Development Plans, Preliminary
Plat, Height Exceptions,
Conditional Use Approval,
Alternative Sign Program,
Annexations, Out of City Utility
Request

Before
Application

Staff Attendance

Yes

Yes

Noticing: Sign Posting

Noticing: Mailing

Location

Can Staff Req. Mtg. if
Not Otherwise
Required?

Unique Feature if
Relevant

No

10 days prior/500 ft.
radius

Location standard
broken down by
urban, semi-urban,
rural

Yes – at director’s
discretion

Meeting location
distance standards
vary for urban, semiurban, and rural areas

No

12 days prior/400 ft.
radius

Applicant’s discretion;
in vicinity of proposed
project, most often
within half mile

Yes – at director’s
discretion

Aurora

No

If requested by public

After
Application

Depends

No

10 days prior/1 mile
radius

Applicant’s discretion;
close to site, often at
fire stations or City
Hall

Brighton

Yes

Oil and Gas, CMRS

Before
Application

Yes

Yes

14 days prior/1000 ft.
radius

Usually City Hall

Yes – at director’s
discretion

Castle Rock

Yes

Centennial

Yes

Columbine Valley

No

Douglas

Englewood

If deemed necessary; most
often: residential development,
downtown site development
plans, some cell towers, USR,
BOA variances
Rezoning, PUD, Height >30 ft.,
when Traffic Study Required,
Conditional Use;
Projects <1 mi. from HOA &
>500,000 sf. floor space or 5,000
trips generated
Group Homes: neighborhood
notified of application, applicant
may propose to meet with
neighbors – can request town’s
assistance

No

Suggested for all applications,
especially: Rezoning, Final Plat,
Preliminary Plans, Site Plans

Yes

Rezoning, PUD, Major
Subdivision, Conditional Use for
Telecommunications Facility

No

Yes – at director’s
discretion

If mtg. requested by
public and applicant
opts not to hold one,
staff mentions this at
hearing and in report

Council and/or PC may
table decision if seems
neighborhood did not
get enough
information

Before
Application

Yes

No

15 days prior/300 ft.
radius

Applicant’s discretion;
typically community
space or applicant’s
office close to project

Before
Application

Yes

No

14 days prior/200 ft.
radius

Within mile of site,
avoid city offices

No

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Based on code review;
Columbine Valley did
not respond

Varies/1-2 mile radius

Applicant’s discretion;
staff suggests HOAs
and community spaces

No

PC and BOCC have
continued cases and
urged applicants to
hold mtg.

10 days prior/1,000 ft.
radius

Applicant’s discretion;
location accessible and
convenient for the
public

Unknown

Owner and tenant
notified, not just
owner; based on code
review – Englewood
did not respond

Before
Application

Before
Application

No

Yes

No

No

Jurisdiction

Greenwood
Village

Jefferson

Lakewood

Littleton

Meeting
Req. in
Code

Case Types

Yes

Annexation, Rezoning (including
PUD), Major PUD Modification,
Special Use Permit, Major
Special Use Permit Modification;
Meetings encouraged for Site
Development Plans (in
conventional zone districts)

Timing

Before
Application

Staff Attendance

Yes

Noticing: Sign Posting

No

Location

Can Staff Req. Mtg. if
Not Otherwise
Required?

Unique Feature if
Relevant

15 days prior/2,000 ft.
radius

City Hall

No;
Have Code section to
waive mtg.

Special areas –
Development Impact
Zone – have different
noticing requirements

Unknown

Different noticing
guidelines depending
on location – density
varies across the
jurisdiction

Noticing: Mailing

Yes

Rezoning, Special Use

Before
Application

Yes

Yes

14 days prior/500 ft. or
1,320 ft. radius

Applicant’s discretion;
close to project, public
buildings encouraged

Yes

Initial Zoning, Rezoning, Special
Use Permit, or as Determined by
Director

Before
Application

Yes

No

14 days prior/300 ft. or
500 ft. radius

Applicant’s discretion

Yes – at director’s
discretion

Yes

Initial Zoning, Rezoning, PUD,
Planned Development Overlay,
Conditional Uses

Before
Application

No

15 days prior/700 ft.
radius

Applicant’s discretion;
City building offered,
meeting in
neighborhood
encouraged

No

Yes

No

10 days prior/ 300 ft.
radius

Specific rec center or
City Hall

No;
General language to
ask for additional
materials

Yes

No

10 days prior/1,500 ft.
radius

Applicant’s discretion;
no formal guidelines

Yes – at director’s
discretion

Applicant’s discretion
but staff approves;
request using a public
building

No

Applicant’s discretion;
most at City Hall or rec
center

No

No

Sheridan

Yes

Zoning, Rezoning

No
specification

Thornton

Yes

Conceptual Site Plans, Rezoning,
Annexation, Major Development
Permits

After
Application

Westminster

Yes

Stages of PUDs, PUD
amendments

After
Application

Yes

No

14 days prior/300 ft.
radius

Wheat Ridge

Yes

Rezoning, Special Use Permit,
Projects in Mixed Use >10 ac.

Before
Application

Yes

No

10-14 days prior/600 ft.
radius

Owner and tenant
notified, not just
owner

Referral Comments
Kelsea Dombrovski
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jonathan Woodward <woodward@auroraedc.com>
Tuesday, March 10, 2020 11:06 AM
Kelsea Dombrovski
Re: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting Code Change

Hi Kelsea,
Does the proposed requirement of a neighborhood meeting apply to only unincorporated Arapahoe County? I want to
make sure I understand the affected areas.
Jonathan Woodward
Aurora EDC, Director of Development
720‐926‐0059

On Mar 10, 2020, at 11:41 AM, Kelsea Dombrovski <KDombrovski@arapahoegov.com> wrote:

Hello Jonathan,
I received your voicemail, but didn’t end up receiving an email from you. This is fine, I just
wanted to make sure I answered any questions you may have.
Feel free to be in touch, and take care!
Kelsea Dombrovski | Planner
Planning Division | Arapahoe County Public Works and Development
6924 South Lima St. Centennial, CO 80112
Direct: 720‐874‐6854 | Planning Office: 720‐874‐6650 | TTY: 711
kdombrovski@arapahoegov.com | Fax: 720‐874‐6611
www.arapahoegov.com
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Kelsea Dombrovski
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael Gradis <mgradis@centennialco.gov>
Sunday, March 1, 2020 4:03 PM
Kelsea Dombrovski
RE: Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting
Requirements

Kelsea,
Thank you for allowing the City of Centennial to offer comment on amendments related to community meetings. We
offer no comments at this time.
Sincerely,
Michael Gradis, AICP | Senior Planner
City of Centennial | Community Development
13133 E. Arapahoe Rd., Centennial, CO 80112
Direct (303) 754‐3356 | Zoning Hotline (303) 754‐3308
24‐Hour Call Center (303) 325‐8000
mgradis@centennialco.gov
CentennialCO.gov | Facebook | Twitter
Tell us how we’re doing!
Apply for Permits/Plans here: EnerGov Self‐Service portal
From: Kelsea Dombrovski [mailto:KDombrovski@arapahoegov.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 4:22 PM
To: Kelsea Dombrovski <KDombrovski@arapahoegov.com>
Subject: Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting Requirements

Hello,
Thank you for your previous feedback on the proposed regulation to require neighborhood meetings for
specific development case types in Unincorporated Arapahoe County. We have integrated your comments and
are now conducting a formal referral. This will be followed by public hearings at the Planning Commission and
Board of County Commissioners. Please provide feedback on the proposed regulations by: Monday, March
23rd.
Attached to this email are:
‐ Recent staff report with: rationale behind the proposed changes and special memo addressing staff
attendance
‐ Draft Land Development Code language
‐ Responses to pre‐referral comments
‐ Referral comments spreadsheet to collect your feedback
As part of the initial feedback we made the following changes:
‐ Add reference to Comprehensive Plan Amendments, which also require a neighborhood meeting
1

Kelsea Dombrovski
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alex Cowsky <Alex@denversouthedp.org>
Tuesday, March 3, 2020 8:34 AM
Kelsea Dombrovski
RE: Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting
Requirements

Hi Kelsea,
The Denver South Economic Development Partnership and the Denver South Transportation Management Association
will not be taking a formal position on this proposed regulation. Thank you for sending the information.
Best,
Alex Cowsky
Operations Manager
304 Inverness Way South, Suite 315
Englewood, CO 80112
303.531.8377

From: Kelsea Dombrovski <KDombrovski@arapahoegov.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 4:22 PM
To: Kelsea Dombrovski <KDombrovski@arapahoegov.com>
Subject: Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting Requirements

Hello,
Thank you for your previous feedback on the proposed regulation to require neighborhood meetings for
specific development case types in Unincorporated Arapahoe County. We have integrated your comments and
are now conducting a formal referral. This will be followed by public hearings at the Planning Commission and
Board of County Commissioners. Please provide feedback on the proposed regulations by: Monday, March
23rd.
Attached to this email are:
‐ Recent staff report with: rationale behind the proposed changes and special memo addressing staff
attendance
‐ Draft Land Development Code language
‐ Responses to pre‐referral comments
‐ Referral comments spreadsheet to collect your feedback
As part of the initial feedback we made the following changes:
‐ Add reference to Comprehensive Plan Amendments, which also require a neighborhood meeting
1

Department of Community Development
www.douglas.co.us

Project Name: Draft code for Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting Requirements
Project Number: LDC19-003
Date Received: 02/25/2020

Addressing Comments:
No Comments

Engineering Comments:
No Comments

Planner Comments:
No Comments

Jurisdiction: Arapahoe County
Due Date: 03/23/2020

Farm at Arapahoe County HOA

Kelsea Dombrovski
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Wednesday, February 26, 2020 9:39 AM
Kelsea Dombrovski
PCMS Corp Office
Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting
Requirements
Follow up
Flagged

Kelsea,
As a homeowner at the Farm, I applaud your proposed changes to meeting notifications for affected
communities. In the past, these neighborhood notices were not effective because only a small
percentage of homeowners were notified because of the 500 feet distance provision. In addition, I
recommend that the county also require that proposed changes be communicated to the HOA for the
community. The HOA/property manager can then communicate these proposed changes to the
broader affected community to assure that a proper sharing of information is accomplished. This will
promote planning collaboration while reducing downstream opposition that arises from the affected
community who was not adequately informed of these proposed changes. In particular, I am very
concerned about the looming 5G buildout by infrastructure companies who are central to this massive
wireless buildout. There are significant concerns about new health dangers from the 5G buildout and
Arapahoe County planners would be well advised to consider the communities interest as much as
the developer/provider interests.
Thank you.
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Green Haven - Paula Dora HOA

Kelsea Dombrovski
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tuesday, March 17, 2020 1:22 PM
Kelsea Dombrovski
Re: Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting
Requirements

Please notify all homeowners on the subject street to the end of the block in both directions, both
sides of the street. Also, if subject property has street frontage on another street include all
homeowners on that street, both sides. Send out notices at least 10 or more days in advance of
meeting. Sending 1 notice to a HOA 2 days before the meeting just doesn't get the word out.

1

Greenwood Village

Kelsea Dombrovski
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Heather Vidlock <HVidlock@greenwoodvillage.com>
Monday, March 23, 2020 12:35 PM
Kelsea Dombrovski
RE: Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting
Requirements

Kelsea‐
We appreciate the opportunity to review revisions to the neighborhood meeting provisions. We think everything you
propose looks good in terms of communication and neighborhood involvement.
Please continue to share your code revisions with us and we hope your staff is all fairing well with the current situation
in the state.
‐Heather

1

Kelsea Dombrovski
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael Sutherland <msutherland@littletongov.org>
Monday, March 16, 2020 2:53 PM
Kelsea Dombrovski
Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting Requirements

Hi, Kelsea:
Thank you for giving Littleton the opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed code changes. We have no
objection to the proposed language.
Thank you,

Mike Sutherland, AICP
Deputy Director
Community Development
2255 West Berry Avenue
Littleton, CO 80120
303-795-3763 (direct)

* Sender and receiver should be mindful that all incoming and outgoing emails may be subject to the Colorado
Open Records Act, S 24-72-100.1, et seq.
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Kelsea Dombrovski
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sheridan Planner <planner@ci.sheridan.co.us>
Monday, March 23, 2020 5:01 PM
Kelsea Dombrovski
Re: Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting
Requirements
Adjacent Property Owner Lookup Guide.pdf

Hi Kelsea,
Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments! My only two comments are:




In 2(e), it is not entirely clear that "property owners" within 500' include only property owners within
unincorporated Arapahoe County, or if property owners within an adjacent municipality would be included as
well. I would recommend that this be clarified to include "all property owners (within unincorporated Arapahoe
County or an adjacent municipality)" be included in this statement.
Will this affect referrals to adjacent municipalities in any way? For instance, would the City of Sheridan
automatically receive a land use referral if any of our boundaries fell within 500' of the site? Or, would that
process stay separate from the neighborhood meeting requirements?

Also, I've included the handout that our office provides to applicants to assist them with downloading these lists
correctly. I'm happy to provide a Word version if you would like one.
Thanks again,
Andrew Rogge

Community Development Department
Planning & Zoning
City of Sheridan
4101 S. Federal Blvd. Sheridan, CO. 80110
303-438-3307

From: Kelsea Dombrovski <KDombrovski@arapahoegov.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 4:21 PM
To: Kelsea Dombrovski <KDombrovski@arapahoegov.com>
Subject: Provide Feedback by Monday, March 23: Arapahoe County Neighborhood Meeting Requirements

Hello,
1

Comments and County Responses During Pre-Referral Period
Agency

Comment

500' and 1000' for urban and rural noticing is excessive. Requiring notice to abutting, or at the most 500' from properties, is more reasonable.
Large mailings add unnecessary fees to residential housing developments.
Home Builders'
Association of Metro
Denver

Request staff attendance required at meetings to answer citizen questions.
Property owner information should be provided by the County.
Support the following: Case types as written in the draft Code; requiring neighborhood meetings prior to submitting an application.

County Response

One of the goals of the Neighborhood Outreach Code Amendment is to ensure affected citizens are aware of proposed development in their
area. The County believes the proposed noticing distances are appropriate, but the Planning Division Manager does have the ability to adjust
the noticing distance if necessary. Additionally, the draft regulations include reference to a 500 ft. noticing radius; the 1000 ft. radius for rural
projects was included in an early report but has since been revised.
The County understands there may be some additional costs involved with required neighborhood meetings. Ideally funds spent up front
would help reduce possible expenses incurred later: if incompatibilities are discovered early on, time and money will be saved on altering plans.
County staff attending required neighborhood meetings creates the opportunity for conflict and confusion: staff attendance may indicate staff
or County approval or support of the project. Staff may also be approached with questions on other projects, topics, or work groups, and
misunderstandings may result. Additionally, it is a benefit to the applicant to be able to connect with citizens without the distracting presence
of County staff. Required meeting documentation will capture questions and concerns brought up at the meeting, and staff will review this
documentation.
The County has an accessible and convenient mapping system applicants can use to determine the noticing addresses. Staff are happy to
explain how to use this tool if applicants have questions.

Disagree with further regulation for rural communities in the County.
Regulation is too restrictive ‐ another hoop to jump through.
Unincorporated Arapahoe Would have adverse impact on flexibility, innovation, and efficiency.
County Economic
Development
Regulation would raise the cost of doing business.
Regulation would slow the process and time is often as valuable as money.
This proposal should not be adopted at all.

One of the goals of the Neighborhood Outreach Code Amendment is to ensure affected citizens are aware of proposed development in their
area, and the proposed regulation is intended to foster thoughtful development in rural areas of the County. Neighborhood meetings are an
opportunity for citizens to provide additional feedback so developers and development plans can evolve to better meet citizens' needs.
The County understands there may be some additional costs involved with required neighborhood meetings. Ideally funds spent up front
would help reduce possible expenses incurred later: if incompatibilities are discovered early on, time and money will be saved on altering plans.
Neighborhood meetings may be held prior to pre‐submittal meetings provided they are appropriately noticed and documented, and that there
are no significant changes to the project between the neighborhood meeting and the application submittal. The applicant must receive
permission from the Arapahoe County Planning Division to hold a neighborhood meeting outside of the typical schedule of after the pre‐
submittal meeting and prior to application submittal. The opportunity to conduct required meetings prior to pre‐submittal applications may
work more smoothly with some developers' timelines.

Supportive of required neighborhood meetings in general.
One change: require staff to attend the meeting. If staff doesn't attend, when the hearing is held staff don't know if the developer has taken the
Christensen Lane Estates neighborhood input into account.
HOA
Our HOA is close to JeffCo so we have public meetings in JeffCo regarding planning/zoning changes. In JeffCo, a staff member attends and explains that
the County has not taken a position. The staff member answered questions about process and regulation, and having staff present helped with the
conduct of the meeting.
Denver South Economic
Not submitting a formal position.
Development Partnership

County staff attending required neighborhood meetings creates the opportunity for conflict and confusion: staff attendance may indicate staff
or County approval or support of the project. Staff may also be approached with questions on other projects, topics, or work groups, and
misunderstandings may result. Additionally, it is a benefit to the applicant to be able to connect with citizens without the distracting presence
of County staff. Required meeting documentation will capture questions and concerns brought up at the meeting, and staff will review this
documentation.

Acknowledged; thank you for the response.

Wholeheartedly in favor or this proposal. We recently had neighborhood meetings with Aurora on a project adjacent to our unincorporated community.
Country Village Property Had it not been for those meetings, we would not have known of the intent. We got an Aurora Councilperson involved, and changes were made to the
Acknowledged; thank you for the response.
Owners' Association
development in our favor.
I‐70 Corridor Regional
No comment.
Advancement Partnership

Acknowledged; thank you for the response.

Response 1: It certainly appears there is a strong movement toward more community meetings prior to approval of projects. Issues of concern as a rural
Arapahoe County resident: overbearing new regulations ‐ as growth moves to older rural communities we must find a reasonable compromise. At the
moment, I recommend alternative 4 in the report. This would begin the phasing in of the inevitable intrusion coming to old hand rural folks!
Response 1: One of the goals of the Neighborhood Outreach Code Amendment is to ensure affected citizens are aware of proposed
development in their area, and the proposed regulation is intended to foster thoughtful development in rural areas of the County.
Neighborhood meetings are an opportunity for citizens to provide additional feedback so developers and development plans can evolve to
East Arapahoe County Any USR and any impact on land use should seek to ensure everyone potentially impacted is made aware and has the opportunity to comment. This also better meet citizens' needs.
Advisory Planning
ensures transparency.
Commission (2 responses)
Response 2: One of the goals of the Neighborhood Outreach Code Amendment is to ensure affected citizens are aware of proposed
There should be reasonableness when considering all views, e.g. how close the impact is to those with the loudest voices.
development in their area. The County believes the proposed noticing distances are appropriate, but the Planning Division Manager does have
the ability to adjust the noticing distance if necessary. When County staff review the meeting summaries they will make note of the responses
and concerns.
More eyes watching the process ensures greater adherence to proper procedures. More eyes can result in some costs and delays, but the end result is
likely much better for the community.
Response 2, includes feedback from citizen: Community meetings and outreach can be a great benefit for all involved.

(Commenter also provided three specific case examples.)

Neighborhood meeting signage could be different than hearing signage to differentiate: different color, simple language, only include developer contact
Provide parameters for what would trigger the Planning Division Manager to require a meeting, e.g. development in close proximity to residential,
possibly undesirable use, etc.
Impact on quality of life is important
Include neighborhood groups in noticing as well, especially if there is no HOA in the area
Four Square Mile
(feedback gathered via
meeting)

Want to ensure even administrative cases have the chance/possible requirement to have a neighborhood meeting, if relevant; concern about changes
that seem minor but are impactful not having a neighborhood meeting, e.g. relocation of trash enclosure
Questions about how Comp Plan amendment meetings fit in ‐ Comp Plan doesn't detail how to do the notice (County answer during meeting: new regs
could help provide guidance)

Sign requirements for neighborhood meetings will include clear titling to indicate the purpose and contact information for the meeting.
The draft regulations include reference to example characteristics that may trigger the waiver or requirement of a neighborhood meeting:
impact on infrastructure and services, compatibility with surrounding land uses, and effect on quality of life. These are parameters that the
Division Manager will consider. These characteristics will be considered for administrative cases as well.
Neighborhood groups and HOAs will be included in the required noticing.
The 4SM meeting may be able to function as the neighborhood meeting as long as noticing and documentation requirements are met.
Developers will be able to conduct additional meetings as relevant in addition to the required meeting.

Discussion with County and determined that 4SM monthly meeting may be able to count as neighborhood meeting if noticed and documented
appropriately; 4SM development committee meeting would not count.
Would like to make sure meeting sequencing makes sense, e.g. developer meet with 4SM development committee prior to neighborhood meeting.
4SM would like to make sure HOAs in the area get registered with the state and the County to ensure better communication.

Daniel Frank (representing
Copperleaf Community
Concern about the timing of the meeting; often developments are on a timeline, and having the meeting prior to application submittal may cause
Master Developer;
challenges. For larger projects meetings may be able to be held prior to pre‐submittal meetings.
feedback gathered via
meeting)

Neighborhood meetings may be held prior to pre‐submittal meetings provided they are appropriately noticed and documented, and that there
are no significant changes to the project between the neighborhood meeting and the application submittal. The applicant must receive
permission from the Arapahoe County Planning Division to hold a neighborhood meeting outside of the typical schedule of after the pre‐
submittal meeting and prior to application submittal. The opportunity to conduct required meetings prior to pre‐submittal applications may
work more smoothly with some developers' timelines.

LDC19-003: Required
Neighborhood Outreach
Land Development Code Amendment

1

Summary and Introduction
 County-initiated
 Controversial

cases
 Benefits of early, deliberate outreach
 County
 Applicant
 Neighborhood

2

Required Neighborhood
Outreach
 Currently
 CMRS

within 500 ft. of residential

 Currently
 Impact

Required:

Staff-Recommended:

on neighboring citizens
 Impact on neighboring land uses
 Otherwise controversial
3

Why conduct outreach?
 Inform

citizens
 Find common ground
 Solicit new ideas
 Reduce time, money spent
 Avoid costly changes
 Decrease staff time managing comments
 Shorten hearing time
 Build positive citizen relationships
4

Research & Feedback
 17

jurisdictions
 BOCC Study Sessions
 PC Study Session
 Development group meetings
 Pre-referral
 Formal referral

5

Research: 17 Jurisdictions
 13

of 17 required neighborhood
meetings/outreach for some cases
 Zoning/Rezoning, including
 Use

6

by Special Review

PUD stages

Research: 17 Jurisdictions
 Required

meetings for specific case

types
Most Common Case Types Requiring
Neighborhood Meeting

7

Number of Jurisdictions (of 17 total)

Zoning/Rezoning, including PUD Stages

13

Conditional Use Permit, Use by Special Review,
Special Exception Use

10

Annexation

3

CMRS or Telecommunications

3

Plat, Preliminary or Final

2

Research: 17 Jurisdictions
 Staff

attendance and meeting location

Staff Attend Neighborhood Meeting
Yes

13

No

2

Depends/Unknown

2

Meeting Location
Applicant’s Discretion, Community Site
Encouraged
Typical Location, e.g. City Hall
Unknown

8

Number of Jurisdictions (of 17 total)

Number of Jurisdictions (of 17 total)
13
3
1

Research: 17 Jurisdictions
 Staff

ability to require meeting

Staff Ability to Require Meeting if
Not Required Otherwise?
Yes

9

Number of Jurisdictions (of 17
total)
6

No

8

Unknown

3

Feedback:
Meetings, Pre-Referral
 Praise:
 Great

benefit
 Case types are logical
 Higher chance of good practices
 Chance to consider quality of life in
analysis

10

Feedback:
Meetings, Pre-Referral
 Concerns:
 Noticing

radius
 Additional costs
 Time constraints
 Access to property owner information
 New/additional regulation
 Requiring outreach
 Staff attendance
11

Feedback:
Meetings, Pre-Referral

Concerns:

Response:



Noticing radius



Noticing radius edited (with option for
expansion)



Additional costs



Reduction in future project costs to make
changes



Property owner info



Staff can assist with County mapping system



New/additional regulation



Code amendment designed to consider citizens’
interests



Time constraints



Added option for early outreach if appropriate



Encouraging outreach has not worked; discord
between citizens and developers, projects that
don’t fit neighborhoods
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Requiring outreach

Feedback:
Meetings, Pre-Referral

Concern:


Staff attendance

13

Response:


Staff disrupt, distract developers’ connection w/ residents



Misperception, misunderstanding of staff’s connection to,
endorsement of project



Project is not an official, submitted application at time of
outreach



Limited staff resources



Division Manager determine attendance case-by-case



Applicant required to submit outreach notes



Attendees, neighborhood org, or individuals able to submit
notes and/or comments

Feedback:
Meetings, Pre-Referral

Concern:


Staff attendance

Response:


Applicant required to submit outreach notes:









Discuss time, location, and other details of outreach with Planning staff
Cover letter describing outreach purpose, logistical details, contents of submitted packet
List of mailing addresses for landowners, HOAs, and neighborhood groups within the
dedicated noticing radius (500 ft.); send letter to Arapahoe County Planning as well
Copy of notice letter; draft shared with Case Manager prior to mailing
Mailing affidavit
Sign Posting Forms A & B; see forms for delivery timelines
Copy of sign-in sheet
Outreach summary






Copy of presentation
Written documentation of all comments shared at the meeting, verbal or written
Developer response to comments: how comments/suggestions will be integrated into the
proposal, or a clear explanation as to why they will not be integrated into the proposal

Staff may attend meeting if deemed appropriate
14

Proposed LDC Elements



After pre-submittal, prior to application (in most cases)
Case types:
 Zoning/Rezoning
 Planned Unit Development stages that affect zoning






Specific Development Plan for the two-step process
General Development Plan for the three-step process

Use by Special Review
If deemed necessary by the Planning Division:




Location and Extent
Major Amendments to Planned Unit Developments
Specific Development Plans
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2nd step in 3-step process, and if 3+ years have passed since initial
document was approved

Subdivision


Preliminary Plat, Minor Subdivision, Replat

Proposed LDC Elements


Planning Division Manager can require or waive outreach



500 ft. noticing radius; ability to expand



Applicant responsible for noticing, sign postings



Community space



Outreach summary submitted with application



Staff attendance case-by-case with Planning Manager approval
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Possible indication of endorsement
High volume of questions on other topics
Distraction from presentation

Summary and Request
 Based

on Planning Division operations,
case types reviewed, geographic layout of
the County, and feedback received from
the Board of County Commissioners,
Planning Commissioners, and outside
stakeholders

 Staff

requests a recommendation of
approval from the Planning
Commission

17

Questions?

18

ARAPAHOE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
STUDY SESSION
August 4, 2020
6:30 PM
Introduction of the Open Spaces Master Plan Process
Brett Collins, Open Spaces Grants and Acquisitions Manager

August 4, 2020

Open Spaces staff is working on an update to the county-wide Open Spaces Master Plan
adopted in 2010 that will focus on the incorporated and unincorporated portion of the County’s
parks, trails, and open spaces.
The update to the 2010 Open Spaces Master Plan will define the future direction of the open
spaces program, analyze current resources in the County and how they can be enhanced,
capture current community values, evaluate accomplishments, provide a long-term vision for
conservation, recommend long-term stewardship and management approaches, set priorities
for the program reflecting citizen needs, and identify strategies for near-term actions.
The plan will provide a new vision, focus, and strategies for addressing the purposes of the
2003 voter supported measure:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Preserve urban and rural open space and natural areas
Protect lands that preserve water quality
Provide, maintain, and improve neighborhood parks, open space, sports fields, and
picnic facilities
Provide, maintain, and improve biking, walking and multi-use trails
Protect wildlife habitat and corridors
Protect views, vistas, and ridgelines
Preserve agricultural and ranch lands
Enhance and maintain designated heritage areas

Request and Recommendation
As part of the master plan process, Open Spaces staff would like to update the Planning
Commission Members on the status of the Open Space Master Plan and get input on the
process to date.
Background
The 2018 Arapahoe County Comprehensive Plan adopted the 2010 Arapahoe County Open
Space Master Plan and incorporated it into the Comprehensive Plan by reference.
In June of 2019, a Request for Proposal (RFP) was initiated to update the 2010 Arapahoe
County Open Spaces Master Plan. The significant goals established for the Master Plan update
include land acquisition strategy, maintenance/stewardship, Open Space sales tax
reauthorization, and recommended updates to the Comprehensive Plan/Land Development
Code.
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Discussion and Recommended Regulations
A team from Arapahoe County and a team from Design Workshop was put together to complete
the master plan update and include the following tasks. As indicated below, the tasks are in
various stages of completion.
Task 001 – Strategic Kick-Off
This task is complete. An updated Public Engagement Plan has been shared with the County which outlines the approach to
engagement in the time of County social distancing requirements. It is the hope of the DW that we will be able to move into
person-to-person engagement by late summer; however, contingencies are being made in the event that County restrictions
continue.
1.1

Strategic Kick-Off Meeting
Occurred October 24, 2019 at ACOS offices
1.2 Master Plan Working Group Kick-Off Meeting
Occurred November 8, 2019 at ACOS offices
1.3 Public Engagement Plan
Revised Public Engagement Plan dated June 1, 2020

COMPLETE
COMPLETE
COMPLETE

Task 002 – Data Collection & Conditions Assessment
This task is largely complete, with mapping and memoranda summarized in detail below.
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7

Previous Plans, Demographics and Recreation Trends
Draft of Demographic and Recreation Trends Memo prepared submitted 05/18, edits made to this and
put on Teams (6/19)
Geographic Inventory and Composite Maps
Mapping and memo provided to WG 03/13
Quality of Life Analysis
Draft to be provided by 07/13
Policies and Strategies Review
Meeting with County planning held on 05/12, DW to provide follow-up memo
Comparable Counties’ Policy Deep-Dive
Meeting with County Planning staff held on 05/12; DW to provide follow-up memo, specifically
regarding Oil & Gas recommendations
Interviews with Development Community and other Stakeholders
Interviews to take place in the Fall, Roundtable Surveys to provide context
Nature Opportunities Inventory

Task 003 Resource & Needs Assessment
3.1 Public Values and Needs
Will be informed by survey results
3.2 Scenic Views and Sites
Sent to planning call attendees
3.3 Open Space Assessment
Included as part of Task 2.2 provided 03/13
3.4 Park and Public Open Space Accessibility and Distribution
Mapping review during 06/23 meeting, survey results will influence
3.5 Trails Gaps
Mapping review during 06/23 meeting, survey results will influence
3.6 Nature Score Matrix
Draft anticipated by 07/31
3.7 Nature Score Distribution Analysis
Draft anticipated by 07/31

COMPLETE
COMPLETE

COMPLETE
COMPLETE

COMPLETE

COMPLETE
COMPLETE
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3.8 Socio-Economic Demographic Distribution
In progress; anticipated draft delivery on 07/10/2020
Task 004 Energy Development Impact Analysis
4.1 Energy Development Impact Analysis
Draft submitted on 07/02
Task 005 Project Management Communications
On-going
Task 006 Public Engagement
6.1 Launch Celebrations
COMPLETE
Robust outreach with social media assets were created in lieu of Launch Celebrations that
were suspended due to COVID response
6.2 Project Website Content
Website is live; content development (3 more posts) will be on-going throughout project
duration
6.3 Listening Sessions
Meeting-in-a-box development underway
6.4 Roundtable Discussions
COMPLETE
Analysis provided to ACOS for review on 7/8/20
6.5 Interviews
Survey for BoCC/OSTAB distributed; survey closed, and analysis delivered 5/11/20
8 more interviews left to take place after Roundtable Surveys close in Fall 2020
6.6 Statistically Valid Survey
Survey mailing complete and survey underway
6.7 Public Meetings
6.8 Micro Engagements
Youth engagement underway. Lizzie and Chris to reach out to partner organizations
6.9 Public Plan Review
Task 007 Internal Stakeholder Engagement
7.1 Board of County Commissioners
BoCC work session 04/07/2020; follow up survey sent 4/22, analysis provided 5/11
7.2 Open Space and Trails Advisory Board
Survey distributed 4/22, analysis provided 5/11
Task 008 Comprehensive Plan Update & Land Use Policy Recommendations
8.1 Comparative Communities Analysis
Meeting with County planning held on 05/12
8.2 Land Use Policy Recommendations
Meeting with County planning held on 05/12, DW to provide follow-up memo 07/17
Task 009 Operations & Maintenance
9.1 Current Operations & Maintenance Review Memo
Underway; meeting with Ballard King scheduled for 07/09
9.2 Operations & Maintenance Recommendations
Task 010 Education & Programming
10.1 Programming Gaps Analysis
Underway; meeting with Ballard King scheduled for 07/09
10.2 Programming Recommendations
Task 011 Plan Framework & Investment Priorities
11.1 Plan Framework
Draft Table of Contents shared 07/01; under ACOS review
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11.2 Investment Priorities Memo
11.3 Draft Plan Recommendations
Task 012 Draft Plan
12.1 Draft Plan
12.2 Comment Log
12.3 Refined Strategies & Action Steps
Task 013 Final Plan
13.1 Final Plan & Appendix
13.2 Comment Log Update

The team is evaluating the following current strategies as outlined in the Comprehensive Plan.
To complete the evaluation, a comprehensive comparative analysis was conducted with Adams,
Larimer, and Douglas County, which is under review by staff. The intent is to provide a basis in
the master plan which would be used to draft more detailed code requirements for each of these
items. The specific code language and approval would be initiated later.
•

Strategy NL 5.1 (d)-Continue to Implement Park Dedication Requirements for Private
Development
The County will continue to require park dedications for private development, or cash in
lieu of dedication, to provide access to adjacent public lands and to provide adequate
land for parks.

•

Strategy NL 5.1 (e)-Evaluate Change to Park Dedication Standard
The County will evaluate a change to the park dedication standard that assesses the
adequacy or need for parks based on the percentage of population within walking
distance of a park instead of the current method of requiring acres per capita.

•

Strategy NL 5.1 (f)-Evaluate Establishing Open Space Standards
The County will consider amending the Land Development Code to include standards for
open space to be set aside in various types of development. Consideration should be
given to including passive recreation amenities in open spaces.

•

Strategy NL 5.1 (g)-Investigate Impact Fees for Parks.
The County will consider the imposition of impact fees to provide parks to meet demands
of a growing population.

Next Steps and Schedule
Staff and Design Workshop will continue to implement, and review tasks outlined in the RFP.
The anticipated approval schedule in 2021 is:
Draft Plan Completion
Planning Commission, OSTAB, BoCC
Final Plan Approval

Jan-Feb
Feb-May
May-Jun

Attachments
-

Presentation
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INTRODUCTION OF THE OPEN SPACES MASTER PLAN PROCESS
PLANNING COMMISSION
August 4, 2020

Project Goals
Goal #1
Acquisitions Strategy
Goal #2
Maintenance / Stewardship
Goal #3
Re-authorization of Sales / Use Tax
Goal #4
Recommended Updates to the Comprehensive Plan/Land
Development Code
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Project Team
Arapahoe County Directors
• Shannon Carter, Open Space
• Michelle Halstead, BOCC & Comms
• Bryan Weimer, Public Works
Arapahoe County Project Staff
• Brett Collins, Open Space
• Glen Poole, Open Space
• Chris Henning, Communications
• Lizzie Mayer, Communications
Design Workshop Project Staff
• Anna Laybourn, Principle
• Chris Geddes, Project Manager
• Hadley Peterson, Public Engagement
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Plan Tasks
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Strategic Kick Off
Data Collection and Conditions Assessment
Resource and Needs Assessment
Energy Development Impact Assessment
Project Management Communications
Public Engagement: Ignite, Listen, Dive and Assess
Internal Stakeholder Engagement
Comprehensive Plan Update/Land Use Policy
Operations and Maintenance
Education and Programming
Plan Framework and Investment Priorities
Draft Plan
Final Plan
3

Complete
95% Complete
50% Complete
Underway
On Going
20% Complete
Underway
Underway
Underway
Underway
Underway
Jan-Feb 2021
May- Jun 2021

Public Outreach Summary
Project Launch - Robust social media and awareness campaign
due to COVID-19 restrictions
Trail Sign Campaign/Newspaper Banner Ads/Rack Cards
• https://www.arapahoegov.com/1780/Open-SpacesMaster-Plan
Surveys
• Online existing conditions May 18-June 19
• Statistically valid mailed June 24
• Online public July 8 – July 24
• Online Roundtable Stakeholders
 OSTAB & BoCC
 Land Use
 Maintenance and Stewardship
 Reauthorization
 Strategic Acquisitions
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Comprehensive Plan Potential Recommended
Updates
Goal NL 5, Develop a Countywide Open Space, Parks, and Trails System
• Strategy NL 5.1 (d)-Continue to Implement Park Dedication Requirements for
Private Development
• Strategy NL 5.1 (e)-Evaluate Change to Park Dedication Standard
• Strategy NL 5.1 (f)-Evaluate Establishing Open Space Standards
• Strategy NL 5.1 (g)-Investigate Impact Fees for Parks.
Goals NCR1-Conserve Natural Areas, NCR2-Preserve Cultural Resources, NCR7Conserve Lands Which Contain Commercial Mineral Deposits for Future Use
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Next Steps
Continue to Implement and Review:
• Resource & Needs Assessment
• Energy Development Impact Analysis
• Public Engagement
• Internal Stakeholder Engagement
• Comprehensive Plan Update
• Operations and Maintenance Review
• Education & Programming
• Plan Framework & Investment Priorities

Anticipated Approval Schedule 2021
• Draft Plan Completion
• Planning Commission, OSTAB, BoCC
• Final Plan Approval

Jan-Feb
Feb-May
May-Jun

Questions?
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