
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

7:00 PM 

September 10, 2020 
 

Prior to the Meeting: 5:30 p.m. Planning Commissioner Training 
 

Town Administrator Emergency Order No. 2‐2020: All municipal facilities, including 
Town Hall where Planning Commission meetings are physically held, are closed to all 
members of the general public in response to the COVID‐19 pandemic. 

 
Town Administrator Emergency Order No. 4‐2020: Planning Commission meetings are 
closed to members of the general public in response to the COVID‐19 pandemic. The 
Town will provide for electronic, virtual participation by the general public, 
including applicants, residents and other interested parties during regular and special 
Planning Commission meetings via two (2) media types: 
 

• VIRTUAL PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: VIA ZOOM WEBINAR  
Instructions on how to participate in the public hearing are available by viewing the 
individual Planning Commission meeting listing on the Town’s online calendar at 
www.parkeronline.org/calendar. 
 

• PUBLIC VIEWING ONLY: FACEBOOK LIVE 
Planning Commission meetings may be viewed through Facebook Live from the Town of 
Parker website:  www.facebook.com/townofparkerco. 
 

 PLEASE NOTE:  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IS NOT AVAILABLE THROUGH 
FACEBOOK LIVE. 
 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3. ROLL CALL 
 
4. ADDITIONS TO OR DELETIONS FROM THE AGENDA 
 

 
 

 
 
 

http://www.parkeronline.org/calendar
http://www.facebook.com/townofparkerco


 
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

July 23, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
 
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

A. CAROUSEL FARMS FILING NO. 1, LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 1 - Fence 
Variance 

 
1) Applicant: Julie Trail 
 Location: 16022 Hayloft Lane 

Department:  Community Development, BrieAnna Simon 
TRAKiT No.:  Z20-007 

 
2) Applicant: Julie Trail 

Location: 11092 Hayloft Street 
Department: Community Development, BrieAnna Simon 
TRAKiT No.: Z20-008 

 
B. BOWEY PROPERTY - Zoning 

 
Applicant: Town of Parker 
Location: Northeast Corner of Parker Road and Pine Drive 
Department: Community Development, BrieAnna Simon 
TRAKiT No.: Z20-001 

 
7. PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS 

 
8. STAFF ITEMS 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
July 23, 2020

Chair Gary Poole called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

The Planning Commission and audience joined in saying the Pledge of Allegiance.

Also, present were the Commissioners seated at the June 25, 2020 Planning Commission meeting; 
Richard Foerster, Ruth Ann Nelson, John Howe and Susan Caudill. Commissioner Eliana Burke 
was seated for the absent Commissioner Tracie Manske. 

ADDITIONS TO OR DELETIONS FROM THE AGENDA
None

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Commissioner John Howe moved to approve the June 25, 2020 meeting minutes.
Commissioner Richard Foerster seconded; a vote was taken and passed 6:0.

Chair Gary Poole advised the public to join the Zoom webinar link if they wished to make public 
comments using the “Raise your Hand” feature; and that those watching on Facebook Live would 
not be able to make public comments.

Chair Gary Poole stated, for the record, the items to be heard are for Olde Town:
 ORDINANCE NO. 3.162.3 – A Bill for an Ordinance to Amend the Olde Town at Parker 

Planned Development Guide and Plan, and to Amend the Zoning Ordinance and Map to 
Conform Therewith

 Filing 2 Sketch and Preliminary Plans and
 “These items were remanded back to the Planning Commission to allow the Planning 

Commission to obtain more information from members of the public that were not able to 
participate in the public hearing that was held on these items on June 25, 2020.

 “The Planning Commission was advised by Town staff that some members of the public 
attempted to access the public hearing through Facebook Live instead of the Zoom Webinar 
link that was provided on the Town’s website,

 “Please note that the remanded public hearing will be reopened for the limited purpose of 
allowing Town staff to present information related to the remand and to allow those 
members of the public that attempted to access the June 25, 2020, public hearing through 
Facebook Live to provide public comment.  

 “The applicant will be allowed to respond to the additional public comments.
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 “Following the additional public comments and response by the applicant, I will close the 
public hearing.  The Planning Commission members that were present on June 25, 2020, 
are present tonight, with the exception of one commission member that is not able to attend 
tonight’s meeting.

 “Commissioner Burke will fill-in for the commission member that is absent.  
Commissioner Burke has reviewed the record from the June 25, 2020, meeting.
 Commissioner Burke stated she read the minutes from the June 25, 2020 Planning 

Commission meeting and watched the video of the meeting.
 “Following the Planning Commission’s deliberation, in which you will consider the 

additional public comment and applicant response, you will need to consider new motions 
for the zoning and sketch and preliminary plan.

 “Please note for the record that Town staff contacted Brandi & Cory Wilks and the Olde 
Town HOA, in addition to the Town Council and Planning Commission agendas that were 
posted concerning the remand of this matter.”

PUBLIC HEARING: OPENED: 7:05 P.M. OLDE TOWN ­ Rezone and Filing 2 – 
Sketch/Preliminary Plans 
Applicant: Pacific North Enterprises, LLC
Location:       Generally located on the south side of Mainstreet between Jordan 

Road and Motsenbocker Road
Department: Community Development, BrieAnna Simon
TRAKiT Nos.: Z19-014, SUB19-014/SUB19-015

BrieAnna Simon, Planner, presented the staff report for the Olde Town rezone and 
sketch/preliminary plans request. Ms. Simon concluded with the determinations in the staff report; 
requested questions be asked after the applicant’s presentation; and recommended the Planning 
Commission recommend Town Council approve:

 an ordinance for the Olde Town at Parker Planned Development Guide- 3rd Amendment 
and

 approve the Olde Town at Parker Filing 2 Sketch and Preliminary Plans, with the two (2) 
conditions in staff’s report.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION
Bill Mahar, Norris Design, presented project information:

 introduced project team:
 Pacific North, Bryan Byler, Applicant / Developer
 Martin/Martin, Ben Baltzer, Civil Engineer
 Godden Sudik, Alex Duran, Architect

 working on project for four years
 includes housing diversity, parks, trails and other amenities
 appreciate being able to answer any questions

Commissioners had no questions for staff or the applicant.
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Chair Gary Poole stated this is the time where citizens are encouraged to speak publicly. The use 
of video conference technology can be challenging when inviting public comment. Therefore, to 
help us proceed in an organized fashion, we request that you use the "Raise Your Hand" feature 
to indicate you would like to speak. We will acknowledge speakers in the order they are 
received. When you are acknowledged for your turn to speak, we request that you introduce 
yourself by stating your name and address and speak respectfully. Your comments will be 
limited to three (3) minutes.

PUBLIC COMMENT OPENED
The following citizens spoke against the proposed rezone and sketch/preliminary plans request 
with concerns regarding:

 condo units are not a good fit in a single-family residential area
 existing homes are already built to close together
 condo units reduce surrounding home values
 increased traffic
 potential for increased crime; due to condos and underground parking
 potential seepage and drainage issues with construction of underground parking
 lack of sufficient parking
 concerns with emergency vehicles having access to the development based on traffic and 

parking limitations
 general aesthetics of the design for the proposed development; doesn’t fit existing 

development
 the proposed development will exceed pool capacity
 the Homeowners’ Association (HOA) and Metro District Board member doesn’t speak for 

all the home owners
 potential for increase in traffic accidents and violations
 there is not a need for another dog park; need more parking
 construction drainage issues
 the consensus was that condos don’t belong in this development; single-family, paired, and 

townhomes would be acceptable
 Cory Wilks, 17402 E Neu Towne Parkway, Parker, CO
 Sara Lubchenko, 17474 E Neu Towne Parkway, Parker, CO
 Brandi Wilks, 17402 E Neu Towne Parkway, Parker, CO
 Yvonne Araujo, 11402 S Trailmaster Circle, Parker, CO
 Dustin Tallant, 17197 E Springfield Court, Parker, CO
 Tammy Henkels, 17384 E Neu Towne Parkway, Parker, CO
 Steve Sawatzky, 17492 E Neu Towne Parkway, Parker, CO

Mike Heimerle, 11364 S Trailmaster Circle, Parker, CO, HOA and Metro District Board Member 
spoke in support of the proposed rezone and sketch/preliminary plans as:

 he is not the only member on the Board and Metro District that supports the proposal
 the people that spoke with concerns for the proposal only represent approximately 2 percent 

of the development
 condos exist in the current development
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 the proposed development is needed to keep the Metro District solvent
 if the Metro District is not funded, property values will go down

PUBLIC COMMENT CLOSED 

PUBLIC HEARING: CLOSED: 7:45 P.M. OLDE TOWN ­ Rezone and Filing 2 – 
Sketch/Preliminary Plans 

Planning Commissioners discussed with staff and the applicant:
 traffic impact metric; (Staff deferred to the applicant to respond. Mr. Mahar said a very 

thorough traffic study was submitted for review and approved by Town staff; the findings 
indicated there is not a noticeable increase in traffic due to the proximity of the adjacent 
roads, good access and opportunities to disperse traffic in other ways. Staff added that the 
traffic study metric counts for Neu Towne Parkway were at 314 cars per day; Town of 
Parker limits are 2000 cars per day; the study also indicates that most of the traffic would 
be going north through the commercial development.)

 medium density on-street parking concerns; (Staff said parking requirements are part of a 
site plan review; the applicant will be required to meet all parking standards within the 
Municipal Code.)

 if consideration will be given to restricting on-street parking to only one side of the street; 
(Staff said the engineering and fire life safety plan for the access road is to restrict on-
street parking to only one side.)

 if there are crime statistics related to underground parking; (Staff said land use 
applications are not reviewed for crime statistics; no comments or concerns have been 
raised by referral agencies.)

 has the design for the units been considered as part of this application; (Staff said the 
applicant has submitted site plan applications; currently under review and are required to 
meet all of the 2018 design standards.)

 confirmation that most of the existing buildings along Parking Road were constructed 
prior to the 2018 design standards; (Staff said that is correct.)

 when the traffic impact study was done; before, during or after the Coronavirus pandemic; 
(Staff said the traffic impact study was done prior to the Coronavirus pandemic.)

 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION

Planning Commissioners discussed the request:
 thanked the public for their participation and comments
 appreciated the publics concerns that are better addressed by HOA’s and traffic control
 these requests regard land use 
 is consistent with the Parker 2035 Master Plan
 will provide diverse housing ownership options
 good location; fits the area; is well designed to meet the updated design standards
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 will provide parking relief with the underground parking area 
 brings to fruition and completion development on land that has been vacant for quite a time
 meets nine criteria to recommend Town Council approval

Commissioner John Howe moved that the Planning Commission recommend Town Council 
approve an ordinance for the Olde Town at Parker Planned Development Guide – 3rd Amendment. 
Commissioner Eliana Burke seconded; a vote was taken and passed 6:0.

Commissioner John Howe moved that the Planning Commission recommend Town Council 
approve the Olde Town at Parker Filing 2 Sketch Plan, with the two (2) conditions in staff’s report. 
Commissioner Richard Foerster seconded; a vote was taken and passed 6:0.

Commissioner John Howe moved that the Planning Commission recommend Town Council 
approve the Olde Town at Parker Filing 2 Preliminary Plan, with the two (2) conditions in staff’s 
report. Commissioner Richard Foerster seconded; a vote was taken and passed 6:0.

PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS
None

STAFF ITEMS
None

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 7:52 p.m.

_____________________                            __________________

Rosemary Sietsema                                              Gary Poole
Recording Secretary                                                 Chair    
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

 
 

Planning Commission Date:  9/10/2020 
 
Town Council Date:   9/21/2020 
 
Hearing Type:   Public Hearing    

CAROUSEL FARMS FILING NO. 1, LOTS 11 AND 12, 
BLOCK 1 – Fence Variance  
TRAKiT Nos.: Z20-007 and Z20-008 

 
Location:    16022 Hayloft Lane and 11092 Hayloft Street 
 
Project Planner:   BrieAnna Simon, Associate Planner 
 
Applicant: Julie Trail, Home Owner and Neighbor 
 
Executive Summary: The applicant, Julie Trail, is requesting two variances to 

allow for a six (6) foot privacy fence adjacent to open 
space on separate lots. The sites are located northeast of 
the intersection of Mainstreet and Newlin Gulch 
Boulevard. 

 
Staff Recommendation:  Denial 

 
RECOMMENDED MOTION  
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council deny the Carousel Farms Fi1ing 1, 
Lot11, Block 1 - Fence Variance to not allow the six-foot privacy fence adjacent to open space as 
the request does not meet the following approval criteria:” 

- There are no peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties or exceptional and undue 
hardship by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a specific piece of 
property or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and 
exceptional situation or condition of such piece of property 

 
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council deny the Carousel Farms Fi1ing 1, 
Lot 12, Block 1 - Fence Variance to not allow the six-foot privacy fence adjacent to open space as 
the request does not meet the following approval criteria:” 

- There are no peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties or exceptional and undue 
hardship by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a specific piece of 
property or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and 
exceptional situation or condition of such piece of property 
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ALTERNATIVE MOTIONS  
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the Carousel Farms Fi1ing 
1, Lot 11, Block 1 - Fence Variance to allow the six-foot privacy fence adjacent to open space with 
the following conditions: 
-The existing split rail fence, adjacent to the privacy fence be removed. 
-The privacy fence be updated with additional decorative details in order to match the existing 
privacy fence along Mainstreet.”  
 
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the Carousel Farms Fi1ing 
1, Lot 12, Block 1 - Fence Variance to allow the six-foot privacy fence adjacent to open space with 
the following conditions: 
-The existing split rail fence, adjacent to the privacy fence be removed. 
-The privacy fence be updated with additional decorative details in order to match the existing 
privacy fence along Mainstreet.”  
 
“I move the Planning Commission vote to continue the Carousel Farms Fi1ing 1, Lot 11, Block 1 
- Fence Variance to allow the six-foot privacy fence adjacent to open space to a future date.” 
 
“I move the Planning Commission vote to continue the Carousel Farms Fi1ing 1, Lot 12, Block 1 
- Fence Variance to allow the six-foot privacy fence adjacent to open space to a future date.” 
 
 

I. BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
 
The applicant, Julie Trail, is requesting a variance to allow for a six (6) foot privacy fence adjacent 
to open space. Julie is representing herself and Thomas Menefee as owners of Carousel Farms 
Fi1ing 1, Lot 11, Block 1 and representing Mi In Yoon and Sung Yoon Jeong as owners of 
Carousel Farms Fi1ing 1, Lot 12, Block 1 on the other side of the trail l corridor. The sites are 
located northeast of the intersection of Mainstreet and Newlin Gulch Boulevard. Both lots have 
recently constructed a six-foot privacy fence directly adjacent to the existing split rail fence, along 
the trail in the open space between the two lots.  
 
The homes on both lots were constructed in 2018 and the split rail fence was installed by the 
developer. The subject properties were platted and developed as part of Carousel Farms Filing No. 
1, which was approved in September of 2016. This approval included a master landscape and fence 
plan.  
The approved plans indicated the fence locations in question are required to be a split rail fence. 
This approval was based on Section 13.07145(c)(9)(e)(2) of the land development ordinance, 
which states: 
 

 “Where public parks or open space are bordered predominantly by private rear or side 
yards, only open fences (e.g., split rail fences) no higher than forty-eight (48) inches may 
be erected on the common boundaries with the park or open space. Opaque fences and 
walls (e.g., privacy fences) are prohibited in yards bordering the park or open space.” 
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Vicinity Map 

 
 

II. PRIOR ACTIONS 
 

Date Action 
9/21/2016 Carousel Farms Filing No. 1 Final Plat Approval  
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III. CURRENT SITE DATA  
 
Existing  Zoning PD - Planned Development  
Overlay District N/A 
PD & Plan Area Carousel Farms Planned Development 
Master Plan Area Medium Density Residential 

Site Acreage Lot 11 – 0.133 Acres 
Lot 12 - 0.153 Acres 

Subdivision Carousel Farms Filing No. 1 
Existing Use  Both properties consist of one single-family residence.  
Surrounding Uses 
 Master Plan Land Use  Zoning Existing Use 

North  Medium Density Residential  PD - Planned 
Development  Single Family Residential  

South Medium Density Residential  PD - Planned 
Development  Single Family Residential  

East Medium Density Residential  PD - Planned 
Development  Single Family Residential  

West Medium Density Residential  PD - Planned 
Development  Single Family Residential  

 
 
IV. LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 
 
ZONING CONSISTENCY – Section 13.07.145 
Provisions Existing/Required  Proposed  Analysis 

Fence Height 48 inches maximum 
(4 feet) 6 feet 

☐ Consistent 
☒ Inconsistent 
☐ N/A 

Fence Detail  Open fences (e.g., 
split rail fences) Opaque 

☐ Consistent  
☒ Inconsistent 
☐ N/A 

Landscaping  Title 13.06.070 
The proposed variance will 
not alter any exterior 
landscaping. 

☒ Consistent 
☐ Inconsistent  
☐ N/A 

Staff Analysis  
Staff has determined that the proposed fence does not meet the 
requirements and intent of Title 13.07.145 - Common open space.     
The applicant is requesting a variance from this section of the code.    

  

https://library.municode.com/co/parker/codes/municipal_code?nodeId=TIT13LADEOR_CH13.06SIPLSTPR_13.06.070LARE
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V. ACCESS, CIRCULATION & TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

The property for Lot 11 has vehicular access from Hayloft Lane and Lot 12 from Hayloft 
Street. There are no proposed changes to the existing vehicular access or traffic circulation.      
 

VI. APPROVAL CRITERIA 
Title 13.04.260.b. Criteria for approval for Variance: 
 
In order to grant relief from the Land Development Ordinance, the applicant must 
demonstrate any peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties or exceptional and undue 
hardship that cause the need for the variance. The code defines by reason of exceptional as 
any of the following: 

1. narrowness,  
2. shallowness or shape of a specific piece of property or  
3. by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or  
4. other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of such piece of 

property  
 
If the Town determines such relief may be granted, the variances shall not result in 
substantial detriment to the public good and substantially impairing the intent and purpose 
of this Title.  

 
Applicant analysis and findings: 
Request for Variance. We are requesting a variance according to Municipal Code Section 
13.04.260(b)(2) that authorizes the Town of Parker to grant a variance in order to relieve 
any peculiar and exceptional practical difficulty or undue hardship by reason of an 
exceptional situation or condition of a property if such relief may be granted without 
substantial detriment to the public good and without substantially impairing the intent and 
purpose of the Code. While the verbiage of the Code limits the granting of variances to the 
height of the fence allowed, we are requesting that the City Planning Committee and Town 
Council consider our request for a variance for the type of fence allowed - an opaque 
privacy fence to be allowed on our property that abuts the common open space.   
  
Reasons for Variance.  In general, we believe the 6’ opaque privacy fence promotes our 
health, safety and welfare without any detriment to the public good or impairment to the 
purpose of the Municipal Code. Here are the specific reasons supporting our request for a 
variance:  
  
1. Intent of the Code. While the intent of the Code is understandable and makes sense, we 

feel that the Code does not take into consideration properties that abut common open 
spaces AND busy roadways. Although we are located next to a common open space, 
we also find ourselves located 50’from a busy roadway that presents a very specific 
and exceptional set of issues that other properties that abut common open spaces do not 
have to manage. In our situation, there is a direct conflict between the Code’s intent to 
preserve a natural, welcoming, open feel to common open spaces for its residents and 
the Code’s intent to protect its residents and their well-being.   
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2. Safety. A 40” Split Rail Fence with Horizontal Rails is Easily Mastered by Children 
and Dogs. Our house backs up to Mainstreet and while it has a posted 40 mph speed 
limit, most cars and trucks are consistently exceeding that speed limit. Like most 
children, our son enjoys climbing and exploring. The existing horizontal rails on the 
Split Rail Fence makes it easy for him to climb the fence. In a matter of minutes, my 
son could be walking in Mainstreet. The same can be said for most mid-sized to large 
dogs with any jumping ability (golden retrievers, labradors, poodles, shepherds, 
cattledogs, etc.). In addition, a 6’ privacy fence greatly deters would-be burglars from 
considering a home invasion versus having a 40” 

 
3. Minimize Chance of Abduction. Working along the same lines as #2 above, a fence 

needs to be at least 5’ high to minimize child abductions. Cars stop in the turn lane on 
Mainstreet, 50’ from our house. This proximity increases the chances of someone 
attempting to grab our son from the backyard and speed away down Mainstreet. I have 
reviewed relevant research (Office of Child Care from the Maryland State Department 
of Education) that supports the need to have fences of at least 5’ in height to minimize 
the chances of a child abduction. The 6’ privacy fence greatly reduces the chances of 
an attempted abduction. 

 
4. Proximity to Mainstreet/Unauthorized Use of the Common Sidewalk. Someone 

recently rode a motorcycle down the common open space sidewalk from Hayloft Lane 
to get to Mainstreet. While this is a rare event, it will happen again and it raises safety 
concerns for us, our children and pets. A 6’ privacy fence ensures that children and pets 
are isolated from the risk of being able to scale a smaller fence and gain access to the 
common open space sidewalk. 

 
5. Reduced Road Noise in Our Backyard. Since installing the 6’ privacy fence along the 

border of the common open space, we have experienced a dramatic reduction in noise 
from Mainstreet. This greatly improves our quality of life and allows us to spend more 
time in our backyard without having to deal with constant road noise. 

 
6. Reduced Garbage in Our Backyard. Since installing the 6’ privacy fence along the 

border of the common open space, we have experienced a dramatic reduction in 
garbage and debris from Mainstreet coming into our backyard. Random trash from 
Mainstreet creates dangers to my son and pets. 
 

7. Backyard is a Safe Haven. Our 6’ privacy fence has created a safe haven for us during 
the COVID-19 pandemic. With required social distancing, stay-at-home orders and not 
having access to parks, the 6’ privacy fence has allowed us to provide our son with a 
safe place to explore and be a kid without having to worry about him scaling a 40” Split 
Rail Fence or something/someone from outside of our property negatively affecting us. 
 

8. Financial Hardship. We made a substantial investment when we paid a contractor to 
install our high quality, visually pleasing privacy fence after it was approved by the 
HOA. The fence does not disrupt the physical aesthetic of the neighborhood and 
actually makes the area look more uniform instead of having a privacy fence on the 
rear side of our backyard and then a Split Rail Fence on the side of our property abutting 
the common open space. Paying a contractor to remove the privacy fence would create 
a financial hardship for us. 
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9. Neighbor Support. We have included several signed letters from our neighbors that 

show their support of us being granted a variance and allowed to retain the existing 
privacy fence. These are neighbors who are very familiar with our property, its 
proximity to Mainstreet and the issues we (as well as our neighbor) have encountered 
with only having a Split Rail Fence in such close proximity to Mainstreet. In addition, 
our HOA is very aware of the particular situation we (and our neighbor) face after 
approving our request to install the privacy fence and have directed us to apply for this 
variance. 

 
 
Staff analysis and findings: 
The Land Development Ordinance restricts fencing adjacent to open space to be open 
fencing no greater than four feet in height. The intent of this is to ensure that dedicated 
open space is accessible and open to the public, is not walled off creating unsightly fence 
canyons and to enhance safety by increasing visibility and “eyes on the street” within the 
public areas. Typically, these open areas are adjacent to trails, parks, and other pedestrian 
activities. Having open and limited height on fences, provides additional visibility of the 
pedestrian areas and enhance the presence of safety within these areas.    

  
The requested variance has not been determined to meet the set forth in the code The 
request for a taller fence is not due to topographic conditions or an undue hardship created 
by the physical characteristics of the lots in question, such as shape or size. Therefore, staff 
has determined that this criterion for a variance has not been satisfied. 
 
The applicant may choose to add enhanced landscaping on their property along the open 
rail fence without the need for variance approval. This landscaping may address some of 
the property owner’s concerns noted in their application. 
 
Following are photos of the non-approved six foot fences erected by the applicant, behind 
the approved, for the development and by the Homeowners’ Association, split-rail fences:  
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VII. SUMMARY REFERRAL AGENCY COMMENTS AND CONDITIONS 

 Agency Comments 
Fire Life Safety No Comment  
Parker Public 
Works No Comment 

South Metro Fire & 
Rescue Authority  No comment 

Parker Water and 
Sanitation District Approved  

IREA Approved 
CenturyLink No comment 
Comcast No comment 

Carousel Farms 
HOA 

 
 

VIII. CONCLUSION 
After evaluating the information provided by the applicant for a variance staff has 
determined that the request does not meets the approval criteria set forth in the Land 
Development Ordinance and outlined in Section VII of this staff report.  
 

IX. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the Town Council deny 
the Carousel Farms Fi1ing 1, Lot 11, Block 1 - Fence Variance to not allow the six-foot 
privacy fence adjacent to open space as the request does not meet the following approval 
criteria. 

- There are no peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties or exceptional and 
undue hardship by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a 
specific piece of property or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or 
other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of such piece of property 
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Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the Town Council deny 
the Carousel Farms Fi1ing 1, Lot 12, Block 1 - Fence Variance to not allow the six-foot 
privacy fence adjacent to open space as the request does not meet the following approval 
criteria. 

- There are no peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties or exceptional and 
undue hardship by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a 
specific piece of property or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or 
other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of such piece of property 
 

 
X. ATTACHMENTS 

 
1. Applicant’s Project Narrative for Lot 11 
2. Applicant’s Project Narrative for Lot 12 
 

Report Approved By:  Bryce Matthews, Planning Manager  



Town of Parker Community Development Department 

Land Use and Development Application 

 

Application for Variance 

May 22, 2020 

 

 

Property: 16022 Hayloft Lane, Parker, CO 80134 

 

Applicant/Property Owner: Julie Trail and Thomas Menefee 

 

 

 

 

This Application Includes:  

 

1. Statement from the Applicant   

2. Land Use and Development Application with Exhibits A - E 

3. Photographs of the Privacy Fence for which the Variance is being sought 

4. List of Neighboring Property Owners to be Notified of Variance Application 

5. Support from Neighbors 

6. Approval from the Homeowner’s Association 
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1. Statement from the Applicants  
(Our History and Purpose Behind Petition for Variance) 

 

 
 
History. 

The rear property line of our home abuts Mainstreet, a busy six-lane road with a posted speed limit of 40 

mph which is often exceeded. There is a common open space sidewalk that runs from Mainstreet, by our 

property, to Hayloft Lane and into our neighborhood. There is a 40” (3’4”) high split-rail fence with three 

horizontal posts that are roughly 2’ apart from one another (the “Split Rail Fence”) that runs along the 

east side of our property that borders the common open space. Mainstreet is approximately 50’ from the 

split-rail fence. When we purchased our home in 2018, there was and remains a 6’ high opaque privacy 

fence that runs along the back side of our property that borders Mainstreet. The developer did not install a 

privacy fence on the side of our property that borders the common open space as the Parker Municipal 

Code prohibits privacy fences on portions of property that border common open spaces.  

 

In 2018, we applied to our homeowner’s association, The Enclave at Pine Grove Homeowners 

Association (“HOA”), to replace the Split Rail Fence with a 6’ high opaque privacy fence to match the 

existing privacy fence that sits on the back of our property that borders Mainstreet. The HOA rejected our 

request.  

 

In 2019, our neighbors at 11092 Hayloft Street, directly east from us across the common open space, were 

burglarized. In addition, the garbage from Mainstreet continued to find its way into their yard and was 

consumed by their dogs, resulting in the dogs getting seriously sick. The neighbor’s dogs were also able 

to jump their Split Rail Fence, giving the dogs easy access to Mainstreet. The neighbors subsequently 

applied to the HOA and were approved to install a 6’ opaque privacy fence on the portion of their 

property that borders the common open space, just inside of their Split Rail Fence in relation to their 
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home. Aside from giving the neighbors an increased sense of safety and privacy, the privacy fence they 

installed matched the privacy fence that ran along the border of their property that abutted Mainstreet, 

resulting in a clean, uniform look.  

 

At that time, we had just had our first child and were very concerned about the lack of privacy, safety, 

security and exposure to garbage from Mainstreet. While we understood that there are certain things you 

give up by living next to a busy road, we felt that a privacy fence would greatly ease our concerns and 

decrease some of the negative effects of being located so close to Mainstreet. So we applied and were 

approved by the HOA to install a 6’ foot opaque privacy fence on the portion of our property that borders 

the common open space to match the existing privacy fence that was already running along the back side 

of our property abutting Mainstreet. The fence was installed just inside of our Split Rail Fence in relation 

to our home, also matching the existing privacy fence located along the rear property line of our home.  

 

Lack of Approval from Parker.  

Once the HOA approved our request to install the privacy fence, we believed that we did not need to gain 

approval from the Town of Parker to install the privacy fence because fence permits are not needed for 

fences that are 6’ and shorter (Section 13.04.040(e)(2)). Regrettably, we did not think to dig deeper into 

the Municipal Code because our property abuts a common open space. In retrospect, we are apologetic 

and can see that Section 13.07.140 (9)(e)(2) of the Code prohibits opaque privacy fences in areas of 

properties that border common open spaces.      

 

Request for Variance. 

We are requesting a variance according to Municipal Code Section 13.04.260(b)(2) that authorizes the 

Town of Parker to grant a variance in order to relieve any peculiar and exceptional practical difficulty or 

undue hardship by reason of an exceptional situation or condition of a property if such relief may be 

granted without substantial detriment to the public good and without substantially impairing the intent 

and purpose of the Code. While the verbiage of the Code limits the granting of variances to the height of 

the fence allowed, we are requesting that the City Planning Committee and Town Council consider our 

request for a variance for the type of fence allowed - an opaque privacy fence to be allowed on our 

property that abuts the common open space.  

 

Reasons for Variance.  

In general, we believe the 6’ opaque privacy fence promotes our health, safety and welfare without any 

detriment to the public good or impairment to the purpose of the Municipal Code. Here are the specific 

reasons supporting our request for a variance: 

 

1. Intent of the Code. While the intent of the Code is understandable and makes sense, we feel that the 

Code does not take into consideration properties that abut common open spaces AND busy roadways. 

Although we are located next to a common open space, we also find ourselves located 50’from a busy 

roadway that presents a very specific and exceptional set of issues that other properties that abut common 

open spaces do not have to manage. In our situation, there is a direct conflict between the Code’s intent to 

preserve a natural, welcoming, open feel to common open spaces for its residents and the Code’s intent to 

protect its residents and their well-being.   

 

2. Safety. A 40” Split Rail Fence with Horizontal Rails is Easily Mastered by Children and Dogs. Our 

house backs up to Mainstreet and while it has a posted 40 mph speed limit, most cars and trucks are 

consistently exceeding that speed limit. Like most children, our son enjoys climbing and exploring. The 

existing horizontal rails on the Split Rail Fence makes it easy for him to climb the fence. In a matter of 

minutes, my son could be walking in Mainstreet. The same can be said for most mid-sized to large dogs 

with any jumping ability (golden retrievers, labradors, poodles, shepherds, cattledogs, etc.). In addition, a 

6’ privacy fence greatly deters would-be burglars from considering a home invasion versus having a 40” 
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Split Rail Fence. The 6’ privacy fence with vertical posts greatly decreases any chance of my son, a pet or 

a would-be burglar of scaling the fence.   

 

3. Minimize Chance of Abduction. Working along the same lines as #2 above, a fence needs to be at least 

5’ high to minimize child abductions. Cars stop in the turn lane on Mainstreet, 50’ from our house. This 

proximity increases the chances of someone attempting to grab our son from the backyard and speed 

away down Mainstreet. I have reviewed relevant research (Office of Child Care from the Maryland State 

Department of Education) that supports the need to have fences of at least 5’ in height to minimize the 

chances of a child abduction. The 6’ privacy fence greatly reduces the chances of an attempted abduction.  

  

4. Proximity to Mainstreet/Unauthorized Use of the Common Sidewalk. Someone recently rode a 

motorcycle down the common open space sidewalk from Hayloft Lane to get to Mainstreet. While this is 

a rare event, it will happen again and it raises safety concerns for us, our children and pets. A 6’ privacy 

fence ensures that children and pets are isolated from the risk of being able to scale a smaller fence and 

gain access to the common open space sidewalk.  

 

5. Reduced Road Noise in Our Backyard. Since installing the 6’ privacy fence along the border of the 

common open space, we have experienced a dramatic reduction in noise from Mainstreet. This greatly 

improves our quality of life and allows us to spend more time in our backyard without having to deal with 

constant road noise. 

 

6. Reduced Garbage in Our Backyard. Since installing the 6’ privacy fence along the border of the 

common open space, we have experienced a dramatic reduction in garbage and debris from Mainstreet 

coming into our backyard. Random trash from Mainstreet creates dangers to my son and pets.  

 

7. Backyard is a Safe Haven. Our 6’ privacy fence has created a safe haven for us during the COVID-19 

pandemic. With required social distancing, stay-at-home orders and not having access to parks, the 6’ 

privacy fence has allowed us to provide our son with a safe place to explore and be a kid without having 

to worry about him scaling a 40” Split Rail Fence or something/someone from outside of our property 

negatively affecting us.  

 

8. Financial Hardship. We made a substantial investment when we paid a contractor to install our high 

quality, visually pleasing privacy fence after it was approved by the HOA. The fence does not disrupt the 

physical aesthetic of the neighborhood and actually makes the area look more uniform instead of having a 

privacy fence on the rear side of our backyard and then a Split Rail Fence on the side of our property 

abutting the common open space. Paying a contractor to remove the privacy fence would create a 

financial hardship for us. 

 

9. Neighbor Support. We have included several signed letters from our neighbors that show their support 

of us being granted a variance and allowed to retain the existing privacy fence. These are neighbors who 

are very familiar with our property, its proximity to Mainstreet and the issues we (as well as our neighbor) 

have encountered with only having a Split Rail Fence in such close proximity to Mainstreet. In addition, 

our HOA is very aware of the particular situation we (and our neighbor) face after approving our request 

to install the privacy fence and have directed us to apply for this variance.    
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Exhibit A 

to Land Use and Development Application 
(Legal Description) 

 

 

Lot 11, Block 1, Carousel Farms Subdivision Filing No. 1, County of Douglas, State of 

Colorado.  



Exhibit B 

to Land Use and Development Application 

(Title Policy) 

 

 



  MENEFEE, THOMAS ADAM   3447100066   1450998



  MENEFEE, THOMAS ADAM   3447100066   1450998



Exhibit C 

to Land Use and Development Application 
(Letter of Authorization) 

 

 

 

Not Applicable 

 



Exhibit D 

to Land Use and Development Application 
(Disclosure of Hazards) 

 

 

There are no geologic, physical or biological hazards on the Property, nor are there any vicious 

animals located on the Property.  

 

 

 



Exhibit E 

to Land Use and Development Application 
(Vicinity Map, Photographs of the Property) 

 

 

Lot 11 is the Applicant’s property. The yellow highlighted area is the location of the requested 

variance. The white space between Lot 11 and Lot 12 is the common open space sidewalk.   

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Google Map Aerial photograph on the next page) 

Mainstreet    6-Lanes, 40 mph 

Common Open Space Sidewalk 

Applicant’s 

Property 

Variance 

Mainstreet – 6 –Lane 

Road; 40 mph speed 

zone 



 

Common Open Space Sidewalk 

Existing 6’ Privacy 

Fence – seeking 

Variance here.  



3. Photographs of the Privacy Fence for which the Variance is being sought 











4. List of Neighboring Property Owners to be Notified of Variance 

Application 



List of Neighbors to Provide Notice 

 

 

Christopher and Nathalie Despain 

16008 Hayloft Lane 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Salinas & Frazin Residence Trust 

16015 Hayloft Lane 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Jeffrey & Heidi Osborne 

16023 Hayloft Lane 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Deidre Newcomer 

11080 Hayloft Street 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Sureshkumar Muthupandian & Priya Sivanu Pandi 

16027 Kilberry Lane 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Mi In Yoon & Sung Yoon Jeong 

11092 Hayloft Street 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

 



5. Support from Neighbors  





























6. Approval from the Homeowner’s Association 









Town of Parker Community Development Department 

Land Use and Development Application 
 

Application for Variance 

May 22, 2020 

 

 

Property: 11092 Hayloft Street, Parker, CO 80134 

 

Applicant/Property Owner: Mi Yoon and Sung Yoon Jeong 
 

 

 

 

This Application Includes:  

 

1. Statement from the Applicant   

2. Land Use and Development Application with Exhibits A - E 

3. Photographs of the Privacy Fence for which the Variance is being sought 

4. List of Neighboring Property Owners to be Notified of Variance Application 

5. Support from Neighbors  

6. Approval from the Homeowner’s Association 
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1. Statement from the Applicants  
(The History and Purpose Supporting Our Petition for Variance) 

 

 
 

History. 

The rear property line of our home abuts Mainstreet, a busy six-lane road with a posted speed 

limit of 40 mph which is often exceeded. There is a common open space sidewalk that runs from 

Mainstreet, by our property, to Hayloft Lane and into our neighborhood. There is a 40” (3’4”) 

high split-rail fence with three horizontal posts that are roughly 2’ apart from one another (the 

“Split Rail Fence”) that runs along the west side of our property that borders the common open 

space. Mainstreet is approximately 50’ from our Split Rail Fence. When we purchased our home 

in 2018, there was and remains a 6’ high opaque privacy fence that runs along the back side of 

our property that borders Mainstreet. The developer did not install a privacy fence on the side of 

our property that borders the common open space as the Parker Municipal Code prohibits 

privacy fences on portions of property that border common open spaces.  

 

In 2019, our home was burglarized while we still had only the Split Rail Fence running along the 

west boundary of our property along the common open space. In addition, garbage from 

Mainstreet was continuously finding its way into our backyard and was being consumed by our 

dogs. Our dogs got very sick as a result of consuming the garbage in our backyard. Our dogs 

were easily able to jump the Split Rail Fence, giving them easy access to Mainstreet. The 

burglary really pushed us over our limit and we subsequently applied to our homeowner’s 

association, The Enclave at Pine Grove Homeowners Association (“HOA”), and were approved 

to install a 6’ opaque privacy fence on the west portion of our property that borders the common 

open space, just inside of our Split Rail Fence in relation to our home. Aside from giving us an 

increased feeling of safety and privacy, the privacy fence also decreased the noise from 

Mainstreet. In keeping with HOA requirements, the new privacy fence matched the other privacy 

fences in the neighborhood and presented a clean, classy visual aesthetic.  

 

Lack of Approval from Parker.  

Once the HOA approved our request to install the privacy fence, we believed that we did not 

need to gain approval from the Town of Parker to install the privacy fence because fence permits 

are not needed for fences that are 6’ and shorter (Section 13.04.040(e)(2)). We did not know to 
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look further into other provisions of the Municipal Code because our property abuts a common 

open space. We regret not seeking approval from Parker for our privacy fence.       

 

Request for Variance. 

We are requesting a variance according to Municipal Code Section 13.04.260(b)(2) that 

authorizes the Town of Parker to grant a variance in order to relieve any peculiar and exceptional 

practical difficulty or undue hardship by reason of an exceptional situation or condition of a 

property if such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good and 

without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of the Code. While the verbiage of the 

Code limits the granting of variances to the height of the fence allowed, we are requesting that 

the City Planning Committee and Town Council consider our request for a variance for the type 

of fence allowed - an opaque privacy fence to be allowed on our property that abuts the common 

open space.  

 

Reasons for Variance.  

In general, we believe the 6’ opaque privacy fence promotes our health, safety and welfare 

without any detriment to the public good or impairment to the purpose of the Municipal Code. 

Here are the specific reasons supporting our request for a variance: 

 

1. Intent of the Code. While the intent of the Code is understandable and makes sense, we feel 

that the Code does not take into consideration properties that abut common open spaces AND 

busy roadways. Although we are located next to a common open space, we also find ourselves 

located 50’from a busy roadway that presents a very specific and exceptional set of issues that 

other properties that abut common open spaces do not have to manage. In our situation, there is a 

direct conflict between the Code’s intent to preserve a natural, welcoming, open feel to common 

open spaces for its residents and the Code’s intent to protect its residents and their well-being.   

 

2. Safety. A 40” Split Rail Fence with Horizontal Rails is Easily Mastered by Children and Dogs. 

Our house backs up to Mainstreet and while it has a posted 40 mph speed limit, most cars and 

trucks are consistently exceeding that speed limit. Although we also have a wire fence installed 

on the inside of our Split Rail Fence, our dogs can still easily jump the Split Rail Fence. The grid 

pattern of the wire fence is no match for a motivated dog as its paws can easily make use of the 

openings in the wire fence. In a matter of seconds, our dogs could be running into traffic on 

Mainstreet. In addition, a 6’ privacy fence greatly deters would-be burglars from considering a 

home invasion versus having a 40” Split Rail Fence. The 6’ privacy fence decreases a would-be 

burglar’s line of sight into our home as well as makes it challenging to scale the fence and gain 

access to our backyard.    

 

3. Minimize Chance of Abduction. Working along the same lines as #2 above, a fence needs to 

be at least 5’ high to minimize child abductions. Cars stop in the turn lane on Mainstreet, 50’ 

from our house. This proximity increases the chances of someone attempting to grab family 

members’ children who are playing in our backyard and speed away down Mainstreet. Thanks to 

my neighbor, Julie Trail, I have reviewed very relevant research (Office of Child Care from the 

Maryland State Department of Education) that supports the need to have fences of at least 5’ in 

height to minimize the chances of a child abduction. The 6’ privacy fence greatly reduces the 

chances of an attempted abduction.  
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4. Proximity to Mainstreet/Unauthorized Use of the Common Sidewalk. Someone recently rode a 

motorcycle down the common open space sidewalk from Hayloft Lane to get to Mainstreet. 

While this is a rare event, it will happen again and it raises safety concerns for us and our pets. A 

6’ privacy fence ensures that children and pets are isolated from the risk of being able to scale a 

smaller fence and gain access to the common open space sidewalk.  

 

5. Reduced Road Noise in Our Backyard. Since installing the 6’ privacy fence along the border 

of the common open space, we have experienced a dramatic reduction in noise from Mainstreet. 

This has greatly improved our quality of life and has allowed us to spend more time in our 

backyard without having to deal with constant road noise. 

 

6. Reduced Garbage in Our Backyard. Since installing the 6’ privacy fence along the border of 

the common open space, we have experienced a dramatic reduction in garbage and debris from 

Mainstreet coming into our backyard. Random trash from Mainstreet creates dangers to our 

dogs.   

 

7. Backyard is a Safe Haven. Our 6’ privacy fence has created a safe haven for us during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. With required social distancing, stay-at-home orders and not having 

access to parks, the 6’ privacy fence has allowed us to spend time outside in our backyard 

without having to battle road noise in conversations or clean up our yard from the random trash 

blowing in from Mainstreet. We have been able to rest easy with the 6’ privacy fence, knowing 

that our dogs cannot jump the fence regardless of how motivated they might be at the time.   

 

8. Financial Hardship. We made a substantial investment when we paid a contractor to install our 

high quality, visually pleasing privacy fence after it was approved by the HOA. The fence does 

not disrupt the physical aesthetic of the neighborhood and actually makes the area look more 

uniform instead of having a privacy fence on the rear side of our backyard and then a Split Rail 

Fence on the side of our property abutting the common open space. Paying a contractor to 

remove the privacy fence would create a financial hardship for us. 

 

9. Neighbor Support. We have included several signed letters from our neighbors that show their 

support of us being granted a variance and allowed to retain the existing privacy fence. These are 

neighbors who are very familiar with our property, its proximity to Mainstreet and the issues we 

(as well as our neighbor) have encountered with only having a Split Rail Fence in such close 

proximity to Mainstreet. In addition, our HOA is very aware of the particular situation we face 

after approving our request to install the privacy fence and have directed us to apply for this 

variance.   

 

 

 



2. Land Use and Development Application with Exhibits A - E 



TOWN OF PARKER COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

20120 E. Mainstreet, Parker, CO  80138

303/841.2332 (Phone)      303/841.3223 (Fax)     http://www.parkeronline.org (internet)

1. All applications must be typed or printed.  Illegible applications my be rejected at the discretion of the Community Development Department.

2. All applicable sections must be completed, and the application signed by ALL parties of interest.  Unsigned applications WILL NOT  be processed.
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Single Family Detached:
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OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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Proposed Use:
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Exhibit A 

to Land Use and Development Application 
(Legal Description) 

 

 

Lot 12, Block 1, Carousel Farms Subdivision Filing No. 1, County of Douglas, State of 

Colorado.  



Exhibit B 

to Land Use and Development Application 

(Title Policy) 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 





Exhibit D 

to Land Use and Development Application 
(Disclosure of Hazards) 

 

 

There are no geologic, physical or biological hazards on the Property, nor are there any vicious 

animals located on the Property.  

 

 

 



Exhibit E 

to Land Use and Development Application 

(Vicinity Map, Photographs of the Property) 

 

 

Lot 12 is the Applicant’s property. The yellow highlighted area is the location of the requested 

variance. The white space between Lot 11 and Lot 12 is the common open space sidewalk.   

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

(Google Maps Depiction on the following page) 

Common Open Space Sidewalk 

Applicant’s Property 

Mainstreet – 6 Lane Road; 40 mph 

speed zone. 

Variance 



 

Common Open 

Space Sidewalk 

Existing 6’ Privacy 

Fence – seeking 

Variance here 



3. Photographs of the Privacy Fence for which the Variance is being sought 











4. List of Neighboring Property Owners to be Notified of Variance 

Application 



List of Neighbors to Provide Notice 

 

 

Julie Trail and Adam Menefee 

16022 Hayloft Lane 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Jeffrey and Heidi Osborne 

16023 Hayloft Lane 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Ermin Masetic 

11088 Hayloft St. 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Deidre Newcomer 

11080 Hayloft St. 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Bryan Barrett 

11203 Plover Cir 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

Aartee Pujar 

11072 Hayloft St 

Parker, CO 80134 

 

 

 

 

 



5. Support from Neighbors  





























6. Approval from the Homeowner’s Association 
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G:\planning\Planning Case Files\Simon\Case Work\Annexations\ANX20-001 & Z20-001 - Bowey 
Property\10_Planning Commission\Z20-001 Bowey Enclave Property Annexation and Zoning PC 200910 
Staff Report_Final.docx 

Planning Commission Staff Report 
 
 

Planning Commission Date:  9/10/2020 
 
Town Council Date:   10/5/2020 
 
Hearing Type:   Public Hearing    

BOWEY PROPERTY – Zoning 
     TRAKiT No.: Z20-001 
 
Location: Generally located on the northeast corner of Parker 

Road and Pine Drive 
 
Project Planner:   BrieAnna Simon, Associate Planner 
 
Applicant(s):    Town of Parker Community Development Department  
 
Executive Summary: The 48.9 acre Bowey Property is proposed to be zoned 

Agricultural in conjunction with an annexation (ANX20-
001). The site is an unplatted parcel located on the 
northeast corner of Parker Road and Pine Drive. The 
property is currently zoned Agricultural One (A1) in 
Douglas County. 

 
Staff Recommendation:  Approval 

 
RECOMMENDED MOTION  
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the Bowey Property 
zoning request.” 
 
ALTERNATIVE MOTIONS  
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the Bowey Property zoning 
request, subject to the following conditions:” 
-List proposed conditions 
 
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council deny the Bowey Property zoning as 
the request does not meet the following approval criteria:” 
-List criteria not met (either by staff or Planning Commission) 
 
“I move the Planning Commission vote to continue the Bowey Property zoning to a future date.”  
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G:\planning\Planning Case Files\Simon\Case Work\Annexations\ANX20-001 & Z20-001 - Bowey 
Property\10_Planning Commission\Z20-001 Bowey Enclave Property Annexation and Zoning PC 200910 
Staff Report_Final.docx 

I. BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
The subject property, known as the Bowey Property, is located in unincorporated Douglas 
County and is surrounded by the Town of Parker.  The Town is processing an enclave 
annexation of the Bowey Property and will zone the property A-Agricultural District, 
which is the Town zoning most similar to the existing County zoning. 
 
The Bowey Property is located on the northeast corner of Parker Road and Pine Drive.  The 
subject property is approximately 48.9 acres owned by the Bowey Family Partnership 
LLLP.  The Bowey Property has been completely surrounded by the Town of Parker for a 
period of not less than three (3) years and is considered an enclave under the Municipal 
Annexation Act of 1965.  The Town has committed to a policy of actively pursuing the 
annexation of enclaves.  The subject property is located within the Town’s Planning Area 
described in the Parker 2035 Master Plan and the proposed annexation is consistent with 
the Parker 2035 Master Plan.     
 

Vicinity Map 
 

 
 

II. PRIOR ACTIONS 
 

Date Action 

N/A The annexation and zoning requests are the first actions by the Town related 
to the subject properties. 
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G:\planning\Planning Case Files\Simon\Case Work\Annexations\ANX20-001 & Z20-001 - Bowey 
Property\10_Planning Commission\Z20-001 Bowey Enclave Property Annexation and Zoning PC 200910 
Staff Report_Final.docx 

III. CURRENT SITE DATA  
 
Existing  Zoning Agriculture One (Douglas County) 
Overlay District N/A 
PD & Plan Area Agriculture (proposed) 
Master Plan Area Medical 
Site Acreage 48.912 acres 
Subdivision Unplatted 
Existing Use  Vacant 
Surrounding Uses 
 Master Plan Land Use  Zoning Existing Use 

North  Medical  PD – Planned 
Development Parker Adventist Hospital  

South Central Commercial  Modified C - 
Commercial District Commercial 

East Medical  Public Facilities District Sierra Middle School 

West Regional Commercial Retail  PD - Planned 
Development  

Mixed Office/ 
Commercial/Restaurants 

 
IV. PARKER 2035 MASTER PLAN 

Parker 2035 Master Plan | Town of Parker - Official Website 
 
MASTER PLAN CONSISTENCY 

Master Plan Designation Medical 
☒ Consistent ☐ Inconsistent 

Master Plan Character Discussion 

Medical: This Character Area focuses on state of the art 
medical care, preventative health care and wellness to 
create an industry synergy that ensures a successful 
business environment. Appropriate uses include 
hospitals, medical offices, health care clinics and 
facilities, rehabilitation centers and hotels. Retail uses 
are appropriate where they provide an ancillary service 
in size, scale and purpose to the medical uses.  

Consistent Goals/Strategies Land Use 1.C 
Land Use 1.E 

Staff Analysis  

The subject property is part of an enclave annexation 
where the proposed zoning is consistent with the 
property’s current Douglas County zoning. The subject 
property is located along Parker Road surrounded by 
properties within the Town boundaries and located 
within the Town’s growth boundary. 
 
The annexation and zoning fulfills the Town of Parker 
goal of actively pursuing annexation of enclaves and 
roads to allow for continuity of services within the 
Parker 2035 Master Plan’s Planning Area. 

http://www.parkeronline.org/542/Parker-2035-Master-Plan
https://www.parkeronline.org/DocumentCenter/View/24555/C6-Land-Use-
https://www.parkeronline.org/DocumentCenter/View/24555/C6-Land-Use-


4 
 

G:\planning\Planning Case Files\Simon\Case Work\Annexations\ANX20-001 & Z20-001 - Bowey 
Property\10_Planning Commission\Z20-001 Bowey Enclave Property Annexation and Zoning PC 200910 
Staff Report_Final.docx 

 
V. LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 
 
DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (Rezonings) 

Provisions As recommended 
by the Master Plan  Proposed  Analysis 

Units Per Acre None One unit is allowed per 
every 10 acres 

☐ Consistent 
☐ Inconsistent 
☐ No Change  
☒ N/A 

Allowed Uses  

Hospitals, medical 
offices, health care 
clinics and facilities, 
rehabilitation centers, 
hotels, and retail uses 

Agricultural uses  
☐ Consistent  
☐ Inconsistent 
☒ No Change  

Height/Stories  None 35 feet 
☒ Consistent 
☐ Inconsistent 
☐ No Change   

Staff Analysis 

The proposed zoning will be compatible with the current zoning in 
Douglas County. As detailed in the analysis above, the proposed 
annexation provides an opportunity to bring the proposed zoning into 
compliance with the Town’s Master Plan. An additional rezoning and 
associated analysis of compliance of the future request will be required 
when the property is developed in the future. 
 
The annexation and zoning fulfills the Town of Parker goal of actively 
pursuing annexation of enclaves and roads to allow for continuity of 
services within the Parker 2035 Planning Area. 

 
VI. ACCESS,  CIRCULATION & TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

The subject property currently has a right-in/right-out access to Pine Lane that serves as 
access to the existing agricultural uses. This access is sufficient for the current use of the 
property.  Additional access will be required when the property is developed in the future. 
 

VII. APPROVAL CRITERIA 
Title 13.04.240.f. Approval Considerations for Rezoning Requests:  
1. A need exists for the proposal.   

 
A need exists for the annexation and zoning of the subject property, for the reasons that 
it will (1) allow the Town to consolidate services and recognize efficiencies of scale 
and delivery of services; and (2) promote orderly growth, continuity of development 
and certainty of development within the subject property and surrounding areas within 
the Town and the Town Urban Growth Area.   
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
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2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed 
development. 
 
This property is considered an enclave, located within unincorporated Douglas County 
but surrounded by the Town of Parker.  The Town has been working for several years 
to clean up the Town’s boundaries and annex these enclave areas. The subject property 
is contiguous with the Town and is located within the Town’s Planning Area as 
described in the Parker 2035 General Land Use Plan.  
 
For the reason that the subject property has been identified as property to be annexed, 
zoned and developed in the Town, the subject property is indeed the correct site for 
annexation and zoning.   

  
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
 

3. There has been an error in the original zoning; or 
N/A 
 

4. There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change. 
The subject property is currently zoned Agriculture One in unincorporated Douglas 
County.  The zoning application for the subject property is for A-Agricultural District 
under the Town’s Land Development Ordinance, which is mostly consistent with the 
current development standards and uses of the existing zoning in Douglas County.  The 
property proposed for annexation is entirely surrounded by the Town and has been 
surrounded for more than three years. 
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
 

5. Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by 
development; and 
Roadway infrastructure exists around the property.  No additional improvements are 
anticipated with the property’s zoning. When the property develops in the future, 
additional access and circulation will be required. 
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
 

6. Additional municipal service costs will not be incurred which the Town is not 
prepared to meet. 
The Town does not anticipate significant additional municipal service costs with the 
proposed zoning. 
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
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7. There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated. 
No new development is proposed as part of the zoning.  Therefore, no addition 
environmental impacts are anticipated at this time.  Any future development will be 
required to meet all environmental criteria set forth in the Land Development 
Ordinance. 
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
 

8. The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan, maps, goals, and policies. 
As detailed in Section IV of this staff report, the A-Agricultural District is consistent 
with the objectives identified within the Parker 2035 Master Plan. 
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
 

9. There is adequate waste and sewage disposal water, schools, parks and 
recreation, and other services to the proportional degree necessary due to the 
impacts created by the proposed land uses.  
The property is located adjacent to Cottonwood Water and Sanitation District will 
require inclusion in the district. Infrastructure exists serving adjoining properties. When 
developed the property will be able to receive adequate services. 
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
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VIII. SUMMARY REFERRAL AGENCY COMMENTS AND CONDITIONS 
 

 Agency Comments 
Parker Engineering  No Comment 

Aztec Consultants Minor corrections to be made on the zoning map 
- Corrections were made 

Parker Building No Comment 
Fire Life Safety  No Comment 
Douglas Country 
Planning No Comment 

Douglas County 
Public Works No Comment 

Douglas County 
Assessor’s Office No Comment 

Douglas County 
School District No Comment 

Parker Police No Comment 

Parker 
Comprehensive 
Planning 

The property is located within the E-470 Corridor/Medical Planning Area 
which recommends future medical uses and other supportive uses. The 
Agricultural zoning is similar to the current zoning in Douglas County and is 
consistent with the Parker 2035 Master Plan. 

Parker Economic 
Development Approved 

IREA No Comment 
CenturyLink No Comment 
Comcast No Comment 
Cottonwood Water 
and Sanitation 
District 

No Comment 

 
IX. CONCLUSION 

This zoning request is being processed concurrently with the annexation application as 
provided by the Town of Parker Home Rule Charter and Section 13.04.250 of the Parker 
Municipal Code and has been determined to meet the zoning approval criteria of the Parker 
Land Development Ordinance. Based on the analysis contained in this staff report, staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the 
request. 
 

X. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
None 
 

XI. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Draft Zoning Ordinance  
2. Zoning Map 

 
Report Approved By:  Bryce Matthews, Planning Manager  
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ORDINANCE NO.      3.      , Series of 2020 
 
 
TITLE: A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE ZONING CERTAIN PROPERTY WITHIN 

THE TOWN OF PARKER, COLORADO, KNOWN AS THE BOWEY 
PROPERTY TO A-AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT PURSUANT TO THE 
TOWN OF PARKER LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE AND 
AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE AND MAP TO CONFORM 
THEREWITH 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN 
OF PARKER, COLORADO, THAT: 

Section 1. Finding of Fact. 

a. Application has been made for zoning certain property described in attached 
Exhibit 1, within the Town of Parker, Colorado, as A-Agricultural District, pursuant to the Town 
of Parker Land Development Ordinance (the “Property”). 

b. Public notice has been given by publication on the Town’s website at least fifteen 
(15) days prior to the public hearing of such zoning.  

c. Written notice was sent by first class mail to all owners of property that abut the 
Property, at least fifteen (15) days prior to the public hearing. 

d. Notice of such proposed hearing was posted on the Property for fifteen (15) 
consecutive days prior to said hearing. 

d. The requirements contained in Section 13.04.240(f) of the Parker Land 
Development Ordinance are satisfied for zoning the Property to A-Agricultural District, as 
described in the Parker Land Development Ordinance. 

Section 2. The Property is hereby zoned A-Agricultural District, as described in the 
Parker Land Development Ordinance.  

 
Section 3. The Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map are hereby amended to conform 

with the zoning change to the Property. 

Section 4. Approval of this Ordinance does not create a vested property right.  Vested 
property rights may arise and accrue, pursuant to the provisions of Ordinance No. 3.65.1, as 
amended, of the Town of Parker. 

Section 5. Safety Clause.  The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares 
that this Ordinance is promulgated under the general police power of the Town of Parker, that it is 
promulgated for the health, safety and welfare of the public, and that this Ordinance is necessary 
for the preservation of health and safety and for the protection of public convenience and welfare.  
The Town Council further determines that the Ordinance bears a rational relation to the proper 
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legislative object sought to be obtained.  The Town Council further finds that the title to this 
Ordinance was posted in two public places two days before the Town Council meeting, as provided 
by Section 7.5e. of the Town of Parker Home Rule Charter. 

Section 6. Severability.  If any clause, sentence, paragraph, or part of this Ordinance 
or the application thereof to any person or circumstances shall for any reason be adjudged by a 
court of competent jurisdiction invalid, such judgment shall not affect application to other persons 
or circumstances. 

Section 7. This Ordinance shall become effective upon the later to occur of:  (i) the 
date that is ten (10) days after final publication; or (ii) the date the Annexation Ordinance for the 
Property goes into effect, whichever occurs last.  

INTRODUCED AND PASSED ON FIRST READING this _____ day of 
_______________________, 2020. 

________________________________ 
Mike Waid, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
________________________________ 
Carol Baumgartner, Town Clerk 
 

ADOPTED ON SECOND AND FINAL READING this ____ day of 
____________________, 2020. 

________________________________ 
Mike Waid, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
________________________________ 
Carol Baumgartner, Town Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________________ 
James S. Maloney, Town Attorney 
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EXHIBIT 1 

Legal Description 

A PARCEL OF LAND BEING ALL OF THAT SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED RECORDED 
AT RECEPTION NO. 2015022961 IN THE OFFICIAL RECORDS OF THE CLERK AND 
RECORDER, COUNTY OF DOUGLAS, STATE OF COLORADO, SITUATED IN THE 
NORTH HALF OF SECTION 27, TOWNSHIP 6 SOUTH, RANGE 66 WEST OF THE 6TH 
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, SAID COUNTY AND STATE, ADDITIONALLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: 
  
BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE 
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 27; 
 
THENCE ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE 
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 27, NORTH 89°33'16" EAST, A DISTANCE 
OF 1, 325.98 FEET TO THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 27; 
 
THENCE ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 
27, NORTH 89°29'46" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 434.20 FEET TO THE WESTERLY RIGHT-
OF-WAY OF SOUTH PARKER ROAD AS DESCRIBED IN SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED 
RECORDED IN BOOK 875, AT PAGE 652, IN SAID OFFICIAL RECORDS; 
 
THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY THE FOLLOWING THREE (3) 
COURSES: 
 

1. SOUTH 07°17'29" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 326.50 FEET; 
 

2. SOUTH 17°31'59" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 170.70 FEET; 
 

3. SOUTH 09°36'29" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 855.06 FEET TO THE SOUTH LINE OF 
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID 
SECTION 27; 

 
THENCE DEPARTING SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE, 
SOUTH 89°34'02" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 664.07 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER 
OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 
27; 
 
THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE 
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 27, SOUTH 89°35'51" WEST, A DISTANCE 
OF 1,325.06 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF 
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 27; 
 
THENCE ALONG THE WEST LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE 
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 27, NORTH 00°17'07" WEST, A DISTANCE 
OF 1,329.90 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.  
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CONTAINING AN AREA OF 57.253 ACRES, (2,493,945 SQUARE FEET), MORE OR LESS. 
 
DANIEL E. DAVIS, PLS 38256 
COLORADO LICENSED PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR 
FOR AND ON BEHALF OF AZTEC CONSULTANTS, INC. 
300 e. MINERAL AVENUE, SUITE 1 
LITTLETON, CO 80122 
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