
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
7:00 PM

April 12, 2018

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. ROLL CALL

4. ADDITIONS TO OR DELETIONS FROM THE AGENDA

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
  Meeting Minutes

6. CONSENT AGENDA

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS

 

A. HARVIE PROPERTY – Zoning (To be Continued to a Date Certain of April 
26, 2018)
 Applicant: Town of Parker

 Location: Generally located north of Mainstreet at Canterberry 
Parkway

 Department: Community Development, Mary Munekata, Parks 
and Recreation, Dennis Trapp 

  TRAKiT No.: Z17-107
   

 

B. GRASSLANDS/PRAIRIE TRAIL - Zoning 

 

Applicant(s): ABMAR Grasslands, LLC 
Charter Communications Holding Company, LLC 
M&P Enterprises, LLC 
Woodspear Prairie Trail, LLC
Town of Parker Community Development 
Department (as to zoning)

 
Location: Generally bound by the county line between Douglas 

County and Arapahoe County, Upland Drive, Prairie 
Trail Drive and Compark Boulevard

 Department: Community Development, Stacey Nerger and Paul 
Workman

 TRAKiT No. Z18-009 
8. PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS
9. STAFF ITEMS
10. ADJOURNMENT



 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
March 22, 2018 
 
Chair Gary Poole called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
James S. Maloney, Town Attorney announced the purpose of the Executive Session was to 
hold a conference with the Town’s Attorney to receive legal advice on a specific legal 
question pursuant to C.R.S. § 29-20-105 , Town of Parker and Douglas County 
Intergovernmental Agreement and Comprehensive Development Plan; and Section 
13.04.240(3) of the Parker Municipal Code. 
 
Commissioner John Howe  moved and Commissioner Ruth Ann Nelson seconded to go 
into Executive Session to hold a conference with the Town’s attorney to receive legal 
advice on specific legal questions, pursuant to C.R.S. § 29-20-105, Town of Parker and 
Douglas County Intergovernmental Agreement and Comprehensive Development Plan; 
and Section 13.04.240(3) of the Parker Municipal Code.   
 
Mr. Maloney stated in his opinion, the session was an attorney/client communication so no 
record shall be kept. 
 
Commissioner John Howe moved to adjourn the Executive Session and go into regular 
session at 6:46 p.m. Commissioner Richard Foerster seconded; a vote was taken and passed 
unanimously. 
 
Commissioner John Howe led the Planning Commission and audience in the Pledge of 
Allegiance. 
 
Also, present was Commissioner Richard Foerster. Alternates Ruth Ann Nelson and 
Kimberly Rodell were present and seated for the two vacancies. Commissioners Duane 
Hopkins, Eliana Burke and Alternate Erik Frandsen were absent.  
 
ADDITIONS TO OR DELETIONS FROM THE AGENDA 
None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Commissioner John  Howe moved to approve the March 8, 2018 meeting minutes. 
Commissioner R i c h a r d  Fo e r s t e r  seconded; a vote was taken and passed 5:0. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
None 
 
 
Chair Gary Poole stated the role of the Planning Commission in public hearings for the 
Town of Parker. 
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PUBLIC HEARING: OPENED: 7:03 P.M. COUNTRY MEADOWS SQUARE – 
Rezoning 
Applicant: Gene Gregory, Country Meadows Development LLC   
Location: Northwest Corner of Hess Road and Parker Road  
Planner: Stacey Nerger  
TRAKiT No.: Z18-002 
 
Bryce Matthews, Planning Manager, presented the staff report for the Country Meadows 
Square rezone request. Mr. Matthews concluded with the determinations in staff's report 
and recommended the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the 
request. 
 
Commissioners discussed with staff: 

• if a traffic study has been updated for the rezone request; (Staff said the impacts of 
traffic between C-Commercial zoning and the Country Meadows Plan Development 
(PD) are extensively the same and therefore there was no updated traffic study.)  

 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Gene Gregory, 367 Sandy Hollow Trail, Franktown, CO 80116, presented: 

• the request is to allow new tenant uses that are currently restricted in the PD 
• the goal is for a cohesive center that will assist in reducing Mainstreet traffic 
• the request will allow for additional, new multiple uses  
 

Commissioners had no questions for Mr. Gregory. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT OPENED 
Lynette Clifford, 19660 Culpepper Circle, Parker, CO spoke with concerns for reduced 
residential privacy, the effects of a brewery on young children, the brewery hours of 
operation, allowed smoking on the patio, effects of brewery odors (likes to keep windows 
open in the summer) and a definition for C-Commercial. 
 
Mr. Matthews and Mr. Gregory addressed the citizen’s concerns: 

• the current PD allows restaurants and bars, limited to those uses; if a use is not listed 
in the PD, a proposed use would need to be processed through a Uses not Itemized 
application 

• typically a brewery is a permitted use within C-Commercial zoning, along with 
restaurants and bars substantiating the rezone request 

• C-Commercial zoning focuses on serving the neighborhood commercial with uses as 
proposed such as restaurants, bars, daycare, fitness centers, gas stations, etc. 

• the brewery will not be using the patio 
• the proposed restaurants will be using the patio and there are no windows on the doors 

that face the residences 
• extensive landscaping will be situated between the neighbors the restaurants 

 
Commissioners discussed with Mr. Gregory: 

• if the patios will be in the front of the bar; (Mr. Gregory said no; the brewery will not 
have a patio area. He said the restaurants both have patio areas located toward the 
rear, enclosed with a four-foot wall. Jason Rogers, Deputy Community Development 
Director and Mr. Matthews described and illustrated the locations for the 
restaurants, patio areas and the brewery.) 
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• if the brewery emits odors; (Mr. Gregory said the operation is small, for sale on-site 
only; the restaurants will have grill hoods for cooking.) 

• if there will be a wall behind the patio; (Mr. Gregory said there will be a four-foot 
tall wall, that will have an 18 inch railing with pillars on top, around the patio, behind 
the neighbors’ six-foot privacy fence. He said there will be about 15 trees planted 
between the neighbor’s fence and the patio wall.) 

• if smoking will be permitted on the patio; (Mr. Gregory said the tenants will follow 
Town of Parker smoking rules.) 

• the topographical location of the residences relative to the restaurants (below or above 
the restaurants; (Mr. Gregory said the residences are about level or perhaps a little 
lower than the restaurants/patio.) 

• the height of the trees between the residences and the patio; (Mr. Gregory said the 
trees are new evergreens; about seven-feet tall.) 

• the distance from the detention pond to the residences; (Mr. Gregory said the distance 
from the patio to the residence privacy fences is roughly 50-80 feet.) 

• the hours of operation; (Mr. Gregory said the tenants will follow the Town of Parker 
requirements for operational hours.) 

• if there are any differences between the PD zoning and C-Commercial uses other than 
the brewery; (Mr. Matthews said the health club is an additional allowed use, as well 
as other non-specific uses.) 

• clarification for right-in/right-out access on Parker Road; (Mr. Matthews stated the 
access is right-in/right-out on the eastern side and full-movement on the western side, 
as approved with the original subdivision.) 

• if a traffic light will be provided on the western side; (Mr. Matthews said yes, there 
will be a traffic light at that location.) 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT CLOSED 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: CLOSED: 7:22 P.M. COUNTRY MEADOWS SQUARE – 
Rezoning  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Commissioner John Howe said the request meets the nine criteria for approval; it appears 
to be compatible with the surrounding uses; it appears to provide adequate space between 
the patio area and the residences fencing; and he believed it would be a good project to 
support recommending approval to Town Council. 

Commissioner Richard Foerster said the request meets the nine criteria for approval; he 
liked the change in zoning that allows for a broader range of uses in the area. 
 
Commissioner Kimberly Rodell said she liked the project; the allowed uses within the 
modified C-Commercial zoning will fit the area and it will be a good project. 
 
Commissioner Ruth Ann Nelson agreed. She said the Town has made the effort to keep 
zoning and design guidelines updated and she believed it is important to enact the updates 
when opportunities are presented. She said all restaurants that serve liquor and breweries 
are required to go before the Liquor Licensing Authority and she encouraged the public to 
appear at those hearings to voice their concerns there, for that specific use.  
 
Chair Gary Poole concurred. He supported recommending approval. 
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Commissioner Richard Foerster moved that the Planning Commission recommend Town 
Council approve the Rezoning. Commissioner John Howe seconded; a vote was taken and 
passed 5:0. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: OPENED: 7:  25 P.M.  MEADOWLARK – Zoning and 
Sketch/Preliminary Plans 
Applicant:  Karen Henry, Henry Design Group   
Location:  Northeast Corner of Crowfoot Valley Road and Richlawn Parkway    
Planner:  Paul Workman  
TRAKiT No.:  Z16-020  
 
Ryan McGee, Planner, presented the staff report for the Meadowlark Zoning and 
Sketch/Preliminary Plans, concurrently and advised there were two separate motions. Mr. 
McGee advised the application is substantially similar to what was recommended for 
approval by the Planning Commission in 2016.  He said the applicant requested a 
continuation at the Town Council hearing to gain inclusion into the Parker Water and 
Sanitation District (PWSD) service area; the applicant has obtained the inclusion. Mr. 
McGee concluded with the determinations in staff's report and recommended the 
Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the requests. 

Commissioners discussed with staff: 
• if Richlawn extends all the way east to Parker Road; (Staff said no, Richlawn does 

not extend east to Parker Road.) 
• if Richlawn will be paved the entire length of the extension; (Staff said Richlawn 

will only be paved to the access point and will be two lanes.) 
• if the pavement will meet South Metro Fire and Rescue Authority (SMFRA) rig 

requirements; (Staff said the pavement will meet Douglas County rural residential 
collector road requirements.) 

• if Douglas County rural residential collector road requirements meet SMFRA rig 
requirements; (Staff believed it would.) 

 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Brian Connolly, Otten, Johnson, Robinson Neff and Ragonetti, 950 17th Street, Suite 
1600, Denver, CO 80202 presented: 

• introductions to the team 
• thanks to staff for their work 
• the inclusion into PWSD 
• the topography of the site  
• the plan is for 267 units 
• within  a two-mile radius of this site there are plans for 8800 planned residential units 
• the master plan for the site 

 
Richard Cross, Meritage Homes, 6892 South Yosemite Court, Suite 201, Centennial, CO 
80111 presented: 

• they are in 16 communities in Colorado; building over 600 homes a year 
• believed they are the greenest national builder in the state 
• examples of interior and exteriors of home sites 
• product size and price points; 40’-wide site/1800-3000 square-feet home – high $400;  

and 50’-wide site/2200-3600 square-feet home – high $400-500K 
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• participated in neighborhood and public outreach meetings and made amendments to 
the plan based on the neighbor’s concerns 

• extensive work was done with the Town of Parker, Douglas County and Urban 
Drainage on Lemon Gulch improvements 

• the area will be developed in three filings and will include parks 
• the roadway challenges and buffer requirements 
• reduced density based on neighbor’s concerns 
• provision of 50-foot setbacks from Richlawn Parkway and Crowfoot Valley Road 
• extensive landscaping will be provided based on neighbor’s concerns 

 
Mr. Connolly concluded with a recap of meeting the nine criteria for approval. 
 
Commissioners discussed with Mr. Connolly: 

• if the well-site funds are for PWSD to drill wherever they need to; (Mr. Connolly 
said yes that is correct.) 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT OPENED 
The following individuals spoke against recommending approval due to disturbances of 
the wildlife corridor; the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with Douglas County of 
2014 stated the area would be a buffer area with low density; use of the 100-Year 
Floodplain; environmental and endangered species impacts, trash buried on that land; 
increased development in the surrounding area; increased traffic; quality reviews on the 
builder; the desire to remain in a rural undeveloped area; light pollution; density level too 
high; required access for SMFRA; paved road hard on horses; buffer between development 
and existing residences not large enough; development does not conform to annexation 
agreement; growth out of control; need more commercial less housing; concerns with 
impacts on existing wells; concern with the second access and the need to pave all of 
Richlawn; and presented wildlife corridor, Class 3 Hazards and Environment Constraints 
and IGA maps: 

• Wanda Wilson, 7600 Crowfoot Valley Road 
• Sharon Luhrs, 7151 Richlawn Parkway 
• Karl Wilson, 7600 Crowfoot Valley Road 
• James Schadler II, 5828 Richlawn Drive 
• Loren Bengston, 5892 Richlawn Drive 

Mr. McGee addressed the public comments: 
• presented a map depicting the official 100-Year Floodplain 
• deferred to the applicant to address the wildlife concerns; they did a third-party 

environmental assessment that did not identify endangered species 
• the property was originally designated for mining operations in the IGA and in 

2007 an application was submitted for mining operations, but expired 
• the property is in the Town’s Urban Growth Area; designated as residential, 

medium density (3.5 dwelling units per acre) in the Parker 2035 Master Plan 
• the proposal is for 3.1 dwelling units per acre 
• the proposal was referred to the Colorado Division of Wildlife for review and the 

Town received no comment   
 
Alex Mestdagh, Public Works, Engineering Services Manager acknowledged traffic will 
increase and said each development will contribute to widening their portion of Crowfoot 
Valley Road and the Town will eventually widen the entire stretch to a full four-lane 
arterial to handle future traffic. 
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Mr. Connolly advised: 

• an environmental study was done and no contaminates were found on the site  
• any trash in Lemon Gulch will be removed as part of the improvements agreed to 

in the annexation agreement 
• endangered species were not found on the site 
• Lemon Gulch is a wildlife corridor and the purpose for the improvements to 

Lemon Gulch is to maintain the wildlife corridor 
• the wildlife maps presented are south of the proposed development 

 
Commissioners discussed with staff: 

• clarification that the Richlawn properties are in Douglas County and the zoning 
for the properties in Douglas County will continue to permit agricultural uses and 
animals; (Staff said that is correct.)  

• if the open space will be deeded to the Town; (Staff said the floodplain will be 
deeded to the Town.) 

• if there will be any additional environmental liabilities to the Town for taking on 
responsibility for the floodplain; (Staff said there will not be.) 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT CLOSED 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: CLOSED: 8:19 P.M. MEADOWLARK – Zoning and 
Sketch/Preliminary Plans  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Commissioner Richard Foerster said the Planning Commission is required to make project 
recommendations based on established criteria and conformance to the Land Development 
Ordinance. He said staff does a very good job with the developers to ensure the criteria and 
conformance are met and that a quality product will be put on the property. He believed 
the developer has ensured limited traffic on Richlawn and was successful with the PWSD 
inclusion.  
Commissioner Richard Foerster said the other referral agencies have indicated their 
approval for this project, either with or without comment; he recommended approval by 
Town Council.  

Commissioner John Howe agreed. He said he doubted PWSD would be drilling additional 
wells that would impact the Richlawn wells; especially with the Rueter-Hess Reservoir 
and the Wise project. He understood the needs of the homeowners and clarified the Town 
of Parker is not the only municipality filling housing needs for those wishing to live in 
Colorado. He said the Planning Commission appreciates the public’s thoughts and hoped 
the public understood the Planning Commission’s thoughts; he recommended approval by 
Town Council.   
 
Commissioner Kimberly Rodell thanked staff, the developer and the homeowners. She said 
whether you are a native or not you have reasons for where you chose to live. She believed 
the proposal is consistent and meets the criteria to recommend approval. She was 
concerned with the zoning; there is not a need to take every piece of agricultural land and 
turn it into a new development when there is adequate zoning for commercial development 
within the Town’s master plan. She understood the desire to remain a rural community but 
everyone moved here from somewhere else; she said we are all a part of the problem of 
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increased development. She understood what she saw with the zoning and the development 
in the surrounding areas that this property will eventually be developed; but she didn’t 
believe this is the right time. She said if Colorado is not allowed to grow it will affect the 
strength of the economy. She believed this is a great project but currently it is not a good 
fit. She would not support recommending approval to Town Council. She said there are a 
lot of studies on environmental and wildlife assessments and we need to appreciate their 
expertise. She believed this is not the right time for this development. 

Commissioner Ruth Ann Nelson concurred with both sides. She understood citizen’s 
choices to live in a rural community outside of the Town of Parker. She said the 
development is part of the master plan for the Town of Parker. She said it is good that the 
proposed density is less than what is permitted but she felt the homes were too expensive; 
appealed to the developer to provide housing based on the financial needs of younger home 
buyers and to provide ranch products for senior adults. She supporting recommending 
approval to Town Council, as this is the second time the development has come before the 
Planning Commission and Town Council. She believed the developer has done their due 
diligence to meet the demands from PWSD; made the necessary investment to improve 
Lemon Gulch that will benefit everyone in the area; and the signalized intersection will 
benefit the Richlawn property owners. 

Chair Gary Poole asked Commissioner Kimberly Rodell for the specific criteria that 
proposed development didn’t meet. 

Commissioner Kimberly Rodell said it is the rezoning she had issue with and did not 
identify a specific criterion. 

 
 
 
 
Chair Gary Poole said when he first moved to the county there were tens of thousands of 
housing units platted for development and he watched the county grow. He said the 
Planning Commission’s purview is limited to considering if a project meets the Land 
Development Ordinance criteria for zoning and the master plan. He said consideration 
cannot be given to the business plan of the developer/owner of the property. He said this 
project meets the criteria in the Land Development Ordinance for zoning and 
Sketch/Preliminary Plans and he supported recommending approval to Town Council. 
 
Commissioner J o h n  H o w e  moved that the Planning Commission recommend the 
Town Council approve the Meadowlark Planned Development Zoning.  Commissioner 
Richard Foerster seconded; a vote was taken and passed 4:1; with Commissioner 
Kimberly Rodell voting against recommending approval due the timing not being right 
for the new development. 
 
Commissioner J o h n  H o w e  moved that the Planning Commission recommend that 
Town Council approve the Sketch and Preliminary Plans subject to the four (4) conditions 
contained in the staff report. Commissioner Richard Foerster seconded; a vote was taken 
and passed 4:1; with Commissioner Kimberly Rodell voting against recommending 
approval due the timing not being right for the new development. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ITEMS 
None 
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STAFF ITEMS 
Rosemary Sietsema, Recording Secretary advised the Planning Commission that there will 
be a Study Session on April 26, 2018 on My Mainstreet at 5:30 p.m. 

Mr. Rogers explained My Mainstreet is a project guided by the Urban Renewal Authority. 
He said the Authority is looking at the Town’s downtown properties through a community 
engagement process to understand the community’s vision for: 

• Pine Curve 
• East Main 
• the vacant Lot in front of PACE 
• the former Economic Development office 

The Planning Commission will be able to participate in a survey to provide insight and 
feedback for the overall project. 
 
The Planning Commission offered congratulations to Paul Workman and his family for the 
birth of his child. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:31p.m. 
 
_____________________                            __________________ 

Rosemary Sietsema                                             Gary Poole 
Recording Secretary                                               Chair     
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
 
 

Planning Commission Date:  4/12/2018 
 
Town Council Date:   5/7/2018 
 
Hearing Type:   Public Hearing    

HARVIE PROPERTY- Zoning (To be Continued to a 
Date Certain of April 26, 2018) 
Z17-017 

 
Location:    North of Mainstreet at Canterberry Parkway 
 
Project Planner:   Mary Munekata, Associate Planner and Dennis Trapp, 
Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
 
Applicant:    Town of Parker 
 
Executive Summary:   The subject property is currently undeveloped and zoned 
Open Space Conservation in Douglas County.  The Town intends to annex and zone the 
parcel Open Space to provide future open space and park with limited passive recreational 
amenities. The applicant, the Town of Parker, has requested continuance of this zoning 
hearing to a date certain of April 26, 2018 
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends that Planning Commission continue 
the Harvie Property zoning to April 26, 2018. 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION  
“I move the Planning Commission continue the Harvie Property zoning to April 26, 2018.” 

ALTERNATIVE MOTIONS  
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the Harvie Property zoning, 
subject to the conditions following conditions:” 

− List the proposed conditions 
 
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council deny the Harvie Property zoning as 
the request does not meet the following approval criteria:” 

− List the appropriate criteria 
 

“I move the Planning Commission vote to continue the Harvie Property zoning to a future date.”  
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Report Approved By:  Bryce Matthews, Planning Manager  
 
Through: Jason Rogers, Deputy Community Development Director  
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

 
 

Planning Commission Date:  4/12/2018 
 
Town Council Date:   4/16/2018 
 
Hearing Type:   Public Hearing    

Z18-009 COMPARK FILING 2, Grasslands/Prairie 
Trail – Zoning 

 
Location: Generally located north of Compark Boulevard and 

west of Chambers Road and bound by the Douglas and 
Arapahoe County line, Upland Drive, Prairie Trail 
Drive and Compark Boulevard 

 
Project Planner:   Paul Workman, Senior Planner 
 
Applicant(s):    ABMAR Grasslands, LLC  

Charter Communications Holding Company, LLC  
M&P Enterprises, LLC  
Woodspear Prairie Trail, LLC 
Town of Parker Community Development Department (as to 
zoning) 

 
Executive Summary: This proposal is to zone 45+/- acres consisting of seven 

lots located in the Compark development and currently 
located in unincorporated Douglas County. The rezoning 
is to the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Planned Development 
(PD) which will continue to allow for light industrial uses 
and not allow for general industrial uses.  

 
Staff Recommendation:  Approval 

 
RECOMMENDED MOTION  
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the zoning.” 
 
ALTERNATIVE MOTIONS  
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council approve the zoning request, subject 
to the following conditions:” 
-List proposed conditions 
 
“I move the Planning Commission recommend Town Council deny the 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 zoning to a future date.”  
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I. BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
The applicants have submitted annexation and zoning applications in order to annex seven 
lots into the Town of Parker to be zoned pursuant to the Town’s designation of Planned 
Development – PD.  Under Section 15.9 of the Town of Parker Home Rule Charter “[i]n 
all proceedings for the annexation of territory into the Town, the Council shall require 
concurrent zoning of the same….”  The Community Development Department is a co-
applicant under the zoning application, as permitted by the Parker Land Development 
Ordinance.  Therefore, the applicants have submitted the proposed Planned Development 
– PD zoning request in order to zone the subject properties for light industrial uses. Four 
of the properties are currently developed with light industrial uses ranging from research 
and development to telecommunications, one property is developed as a drainage facility 
and two of the properties are undeveloped.  
 

Vicinity Map 
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II. PRIOR ACTIONS 

 
Date Action 

N/A The annexation and zoning requests are the first actions by the Town related 
to the subject properties. 

 
III. CURRENT SITE DATA  
 
Existing  Zoning PD - Planned Development (Douglas County) 
Overlay District N/A 
PD & Plan Area Grasslands/Prairie Trail PD – Light Industrial (proposed) 
Master Plan Area Employment  
Site Acreage 45+/- 
Subdivision Compark Filing 2 
Existing Use  Light Industrial, Drainage and Undeveloped property 
Surrounding Uses 
 Master Plan Land Use  Zoning Existing Use 

North  Arapahoe County  Arapahoe County Zoning 
Arapahoe County water 
station and Undeveloped 
property 

South Employment   Douglas County Zoning Light Industrial and 
Undeveloped property 

East Employment   PD - Planned 
Development  

Light Industrial and 
Undeveloped property 

West Employment   Douglas County Zoning Light Industrial and 
Undeveloped property 

 
IV. PARKER 2035 MASTER PLAN 

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

Master Plan Designation 
Employment  
☒ Consistent ☐ Inconsistent 

Master Plan Character Discussion 

E-470 Employment: Attract primary uses including 
professional, medical and corporate offices, light 
industrial uses, flex office, research and development 
facilities and higher educational campuses. The 
primary uses in this district will also attract business 
and personal services, convenience retail, child care 
and restaurants.  

Consistent Goals/Strategies 

Land Use 1.C 
Land Use 1.E 
Jobs and Economic Vitality 2.A 
Jobs and Economic Vitality 2.B 
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Staff Analysis  

The subject properties are located within the E-470 
Employment character area as designated by the Parker 
2035 Master Plan.  
 
This area is intended to provide light industrial uses in 
close proximity to E-470 that provide quality jobs to 
the southeastern metropolitan corridor.  
 
The requested zoning is consistent with the specific 
Goals/ Strategies of the Master Plan for the following 
reasons: it will help ensure adequate opportunities for 
expansion of the Town’s economic base,  it will 
provide a transition for land uses from E-470, 
Centennial Airport and the proximate residential uses, 
it will support new and existing businesses by allowing 
for the existing uses and providing assurance that 
similar light industrial uses will be drawn to this 
development, and it will help to balance the Town’s 
business community by accommodating a variety of 
light industrial uses. 
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that the 
request is consistent with the Parker 2035 Master Plan. 

 
V. LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 
 
DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (Rezonings) 

Provisions As recommended 
by the Master Plan  Proposed  Analysis 

Units Per Acre N/A 

N/A. The proposed zoning is 
for office and light industrial 
uses that do not allow for 
single-family or multiple-
family residential. 

☐ Consistent 
☐ Inconsistent 
☐ No Change  
☒ N/A 

Allowed Uses  

Primary uses include 
professional, medical 
and corporate offices, 
light industrial uses, 
flex office, research 
and development 
facilities and higher 
educational 
campuses 

Light industrial, limited 
commercial uses, utility uses 
and educational uses. 

☒ Consistent  
☐ Inconsistent 
☐ No Change  

Height/Stories  None 60 feet 
☒ Consistent 
☐ Inconsistent 
☐ No Change   
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Staff Analysis 

As detailed in the analysis above, the requested zoning is consistent 
with the Town’s Master Plan for the allowed uses and the requested 
height maximum for buildings. 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that the request is 
consistent with the potential for development as recommended by the 
Parker 2035 Master Plan. 

 
 
VI. ACCESS,  CIRCULATION & TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

The subject property is provided access via the existing road network of Grasslands Drive, 
Upland Drive, Prairie Trail Drive and Compark Boulevard. These are public roads that 
were constructed to accommodate current and future development in the area.   
 

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) provide adequate opportunities for expansion of the Town’s economic and 
tax base; (2) provide light industrial uses in close proximity to E-470 that provide 
quality jobs to the Town and surrounding areas within the Town and the Town Urban 
Growth Area; (3) provide an orderly transition of land uses from E-470, Centennial 
Airport and the proximate residential and institutional uses; (4) support new and 
existing businesses by allowing for the existing uses to continue, while providing 
assurances that similar light industrial uses will be drawn to the subject property; (5) 
protect the investment and property values of exiting uses located on the subject 
property and surrounding areas in the Town and the Town Urban Growth Area; (6) 
help to balance the Town’s business community by accommodating a variety of light 
industrial uses on the subject property; (7) allow the Town to consolidate services and 
recognize efficiencies of scale and delivery of services; and (8) 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. 
 

2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed 
development. 

 
The subject property has been identified as the correct site for certain light industrial 
uses for several years.  Beginning in 2000, the Town and the County entered into a 
Memorandum of Understanding to establish a joint planning area that included in part 
the “Town Future Urban Area,” which was “the area that the Town desires to annex 
and zone over a term of years.”  In 2003, following the approval of the Memorandum 
of Understanding, the subject property was included in the “Town Urban Growth Area” 
as defined in the “Mutually Binding and Enforceable Comprehensive Development 
Plan,” approved by the Town and Douglas County, pursuant to C.R.S. § 29-20-105 and 
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through a related Intergovernmental Agreement and “Comprehensive Development 
Plan”, as amended.  The Town Urban Growth Area is “the boundary of the Town’s 
potential future annexation area to the year 2022.” 

The Comprehensive Development Plan also provides that “all unincorporated areas 
located within the Town’s Urban Growth Area,” including the subject property, “are 
encouraged to annex into the Town” and “the County shall waive annexation impact 
reports for all unincorporated areas within the Town’s Urban Growth Area.”  Even in 
circumstances where a landowner application is submitted to the County, instead of the 
Town, for an unincorporated area that is contiguous to the Town and within the Town 
Urban Growth Area, the Comprehensive Development Plan provides that “[i]f there is 
contiguity, the Town shall process a petition for annexation.” 

In addition, the subject property is contiguous with the Town and is described in the 
Parker 2035 General Land Use Plan as being located within the Town’s “Urban Growth 
Area Boundary.”  Specifically, the subject properties are located within the E-470 
Employment character area as designated by the Parker 2035 General Land Use Plan, 
which is planned to provide light industrial uses in close proximity to E-470 that 
provide quality jobs .  
 
For the reason that the subject property has been identified for many years as property 
to be annexed, zoned and developed in the Town for certain light industrial uses, the 
subject property is indeed the correct site for the development described in the 
Grasslands/Prairie Development Guide and Plan.   

  
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 “Compark Planned Development,” in 
unincorporated Douglas County (the “Compark PD”, as amended), to the extent 
superseded by the Comprehensive Development Plan, Section 19A of the Douglas 
County Zoning Resolution (Parker IGA-Overlay District), and other applicable law. 
The subject property is contained entirely within Planning Area 4 of the Compark PD. 
 
The development standards for Planning Area 4 of Compark PD are described as “(BE) 
Business Employment,” which are “intended to allow for land use flexibility and 
versatility” and “are expected to attract regional distribution warehouses, research and 
development centers, regional community and business services and supporting 
facilities,” range from commercial to light industrial uses.  
 
The development standards for Planning Area 4 provide for some general industrial 
uses, including a “recycle/trash transfer facility station” and “jail/correctional facility” 
as “principal” uses.  These uses, however, conflict with the Comprehensive 
Development Plan, Section 19A of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution (Parker 
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IGA-Overlay District), the Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan 2035 
(specifically that part of the County’s plan that includes the “Parker Municipal Planning 
Area”) and the Parker 2035 General Land Use Plan. 
 
As a result, the zoning application for the subject property is for new zoning as a part 
of the annexation of the subject property, in the form of a planned development as 
provided in the attached Grasslands/Prairie Trail Development Guide and Plan, which 
will retain most of the current development standards and uses of the Compark PD, but 
will exclude those uses that conflict with the Comprehensive Development Plan, 
Section 19A of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution (Parker IGA Overlay District), 
the Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan 2035 and the Parker 2035 Master 
Plan, such as a recycle/trash transfer facility, jail/correctional facility, and other 
incompatible industrial uses, including auto/truck services, truck terminal, car wash, 
construction yards, large equipment rental, mini-warehouse/self-storage, outdoor 
storage area, recreational vehicle and boat storage, and satellite receiving dish farm.   
 
The current uses that have been developed on the subject property and the surrounding 
area over the past twenty (20) years, include research and development, light industrial,  
commercial, businesses, higher educational campus, school, personal services and 
residential uses, with a character that complements and is compatible with existing 
uses, but is incompatible with others that are listed in the Compark PD, specifically, 
general industrial uses such as a recycle/trash transfer facility, a jail/correctional 
facility, and the other incompatible industrial uses described above.  Existing uses 
within the subject property and the surrounding area located in the Town and the Town 
Urban Growth Area, including portions of the Compark PD that were previously 
annexed into the Town, include a research and development center for a multinational 
Fortune 100 telecommunications company; a medical device manufacturer; a 
nationally ranked junior-Olympic-level volleyball training facility with year-round 
teams, clinics and camps; a medical university; a performing arts charter school for 
grades K-8; and single-family detached homes.  As a result of these significant changes 
in the area over the past twenty (20) years, the elimination of general industrial uses 
such as a recycle/trash transfer facility, a jail/correctional facility, and the other 
incompatible industrial uses described above that are currently permitted in the 
Compark PD, is warranted as provided by the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Development 
Guide and Plan.  
 
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 
There are four existing roads that serve the subject property, which include Grasslands 
Drive, Upland Drive, Prairie Trail Drive and Compark Boulevard.  Adequate 
circulation and traffic movement currently exist with the current uses of the subject 
property and will exist for the future uses of the undeveloped lots; provided that those 
future uses are the uses permitted in the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property Development 
Guide and Plan. 
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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 public improvements necessary to support the subject property are currently in 
place.  As evidenced by the inclusion of the subject property in the Town’s Growth 
Boundary, the Town is prepared to meet the additional municipal service costs 
associated with the subject property. 
 
Based on this analysis, staff has determined that this criterion has been met. 
 

7. There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated. 
The subject property is fully developed, except for two lots.  The development of these 
two lots, based on the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property Development Guide and Plan, 
will result in minimal environmental impacts and any impacts can be mitigated. 
 
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 Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property 
Development Guide and Plan is consistent with 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 subject property is fully developed, except for two lots, and is, or will, 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  

The Engineering/Public Works Departments supports the proposed annexation 
and rezoning. The proposed rezoning will eliminate several uses that would 
likely introduce heavy traffic loading and high volumes of truck traffic to the 
adjacent roadways. The removal of these uses will increase the lifespan of these 
roadways and will decrease the cost and frequency of maintenance. 

Arapahoe County 
Public Works and 
Development 

No Comment 

Aztec Consultants No Comment 
Parker Building No Comment 
Centennial Airport  
Fire Life Safety  Approved 

Douglas Country 
Planning 

The property is located within the Town of Parker’s Urban Municipal Planning 
Area of the Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan.  Per the Town of 
Parker and Douglas County Intergovernmental Agreement and Comprehensive 
Development Plan, 4th Amendment, Section 2.0 guides Annexation procedures.  
Please verify that Section 2.3.10 will be met by this rezoning. 

- These criteria have been addressed within the Zoning Ordinance for this 
property.  Please see Ordinance No. 3.333 

Douglas County 
Public Works 

Recommend including Tract B of Compark Filing 2 within the annexation 
request since this tract includes the detention/water quality which serves a 
majority of the proposed annexation area. 

E-470 Public 
Highway Authority No Comment 

Parker Police No Comment 
Parker 
Comprehensive 
Planning 

The property is located within the Town’s Urban Growth Boundary as 
described within the Parker 2035 Master Plan and Douglas County IGA and 
CDP and is eligible for annexation. 

Parker Economic 
Development Approved 

Xcel 
Public Service Company has existing natural gas distribution facilities 
throughout the area and has not objection to the proposed annexation and 
zoning, contingent upon their ability to maintain all existing rights. 

IREA No Comment 
CenturyLink No Comment 
Comcast No Comment 
Stonegate Village 
Metro District No Comment 
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The following referral comments were submitted to the Douglas County Community Development 
Department regarding a proposed Site Improvement Plan submitted to Douglas County for 
development review to construct a recycle/trash transfer station on one of the lots within the 
annexation and zoning area.  These referral comments are included here to demonstrate the 
incompatibility of general industrial uses within this area. 

 
Arapahoe County 
Engineering 

Concerns regarding access and impacts to roads 

Arapahoe County 
Open Space 

Concerns of proximity to regional park and future multi-million dollar 
expansion 

Arapahoe County 
Public Airport 
Authority – 
Centennial Airport 

 The subject property lies within the Restricted Development Area and 
Approach Zone of the Airport Influence Area and will be subject to 
numerous overflights and their associated effects. In addition, the site could 
become a bird attractant which would pose a hazard to aircraft arriving and 
departing. 

Colorado Department 
of Public Health and 
Environments 

Recommendation that the County review 6 CCR 1007-2, Part 1, section 7.1 
and 7.2; as well as the need to obtain permits for certain regulated activities. 
 

Xcel Energy Possible conflict with an existing high pressure natural gas transmission 
pipeline. 

South Metro Fire 
Rescue Authority 

The plans cannot be approved by the Authority due to several unresolved 
issues. 

Stonegate Village 
HOA 

Opposed to the project. 

Stonegate Village 
Metro District 
(SVMD) 

Oppose the application as this site is not the appropriate site due to the 
location of homes, schools, the amount of truck traffic and the negative 
impact this type of use would have on the surrounding properties including 
odor and property values. 

Tri-County Health Included several comments and requirements related to compliance with 
applicable environmental and public health regulations. 

Adjacent 
Commercial/Industrial 
Property Owners 

Oppose the proposed Site Improvement Plan based on concerns of odors, 
traffic, health hazards, property values, pests, run-off and the result of a 
general industrial use within the area. 

Adjacent Residential 
Property Owners 

Several letters have been submitted by individual property owners as well as 
Home Owners Associations in opposition to the proposed Site Improvement 
Plan based on the incompatibility of the use and the impacts associated with 
this use in the area.  The area has changed since the original zoning was 
approved. The impacts include odors, traffic, health hazards, property values, 
pests, and air pollution. 

  
IX. CONCLUSION 

The submitted annexation application is being processed as provided by the 
Comprehensive Development Plan as agreed to by the Town of Parker and Douglas 
County. 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 
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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 Planning Commission recommends approval of the request 
and Town Council approves the request. 
 

X. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
None. 
 

XI. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Grasslands/Prairie Trail Planned Development 
2. Rezoning Narrative 
3. Comprehensive Development Plan, Section 19A of the Douglas County Zoning 

Resolution (Parker IGA Overlay District), and portions of the Douglas County 
Comprehensive Master Plan 2035 and the Parker 2035 General Land Use Plan. 

4. Referral Comments 
 
Report Approved By:  Bryce Matthews, Planning Manager  
 
Through: Jason Rogers, Deputy Community Development Director  
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GRASSLANDS/PRAIRIE TRAIL DEVELOPMENT GUIDE AND PLAN 

TOWN OF PARKER, COLORADO 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this Development Guide and Plan is to establish standards for the 

development and improvement of the real property described in Exhibit A, which is 

attached hereto and incorporated by this reference (the "Property"), according to the 

Development Plan, which is attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated by this 

reference.  The standards contained in this Development Guide and Plan are intended to 

control the development of the Property and carry out the goals of this planned community.   

B. Definitions  

Unless otherwise stated herein, all provisions of and definitions found in the Parker Land 

Development Ordinance shall apply. 

II. AUTHORITY 

A. Authority 

The authority for this Development Guide and Plan is contained in Section 13.04.150 PD-

Planned Development of the Parker Municipal Code, as amended. 

B. Relationship of Town Regulations 

The provisions of this Development Guide and Plan shall apply to the Property, except as 

otherwise provided herein.  The standards outlined in the Development Guide and Plan 

may be divergent from the zoning regulations contained in Chapter 13.04 of the Parker 

Municipal Code, but not any other chapter of the Parker Municipal Code.  In the event there 

is a conflict between the standards contained in the Development Guide and Plan and the 

Parker Municipal Code (excluding Chapter 13.04) then the Parker Municipal Code shall 

control. 

C. Enforcement  

The provisions of the Development Guide and Plan relating to the use of land shall run in 

favor of the Town of Parker and shall be enforceable, at law or in equity, by the Town of 

Parker. 

III. CONTROL PROVISIONS 

A. Any buildings or other structures located on the Property shall only be used as provided 

for in this Development Guide and Plan. 

B. The location and bulk of all buildings and other structures built after the effective date of 

this Development Guide and Plan shall be in conformance with: 

1. All applicable standards contained within the Development Guide and Plan; and  

2. Any other applicable Town of Parker standards. 
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IV. GENERAL PROVISIONS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

A. Intent 

Areas contained within the Development Plan are intended to allow for land use flexibility 

and versatility and are expected to attract regional distribution warehouses, research and 

development carriers, regional, community and business services and supporting facilities.   

The intent of site plan development within the areas contained in the Development Plan is 

to orient primary architectural façades toward Chambers Road and the North Frontage 

Road.  Direct view of outside storage areas, loading docks and service activities are 

intended to be screened from these roadways.   

B. Design Review 

An architectural review committee, utilizing covenants, conditions and restrictions as well 

as design guidelines will be established as per the commitments section of this Planned 

Development.  The design standards and architectural guidelines will define specific 

requirements for building heights, colors, materials, landscaping and overall goals of the 

land use designation and planning areas.  They are intended to provide the tools to help 

achieve a consistent image for the areas contained within the Planned Development.  

C. Principal Uses 

The following uses are allowed in compliance with an approved Site Plan. 

 Agriculture – Commercial – such as the following:  provided loading areas are adequately 

screened from Chambers Road, the N Frontage Road ROW and the Happy Canyon Creek 

open space.  Livestock yards and feed lots are not allowed 

General agricultural uses such as farming and the grazing of livestock is permitted until a 

site improvement plan for development is approved and construction begins 

- Nurseries 

- Greenhouses 

- Produce sales 

- Sod and Tree Farm 

 Animal Hospital and Veterinary Clinic 

 Assembly or Light Manufacturing Plant 

 Athletic Club – Private/Public 

 Congregate care, Convalescent Home, Nursing Home or Retirement Home 

 Construction Industries with outdoor storage 

 Custom shops and special trade contractors including but not limited to plumbing, electrical 

heating, air conditioning, cabinet making and printing shops and/or repair shops 

 Fire Station 

 Golf Course 

 Hardware Store/Home Repairs 

 Industrial Manufacturing 

 Industrial Services 
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 Medical and Dental Office/Clinic 

 Motor Vehicle equipment sales/service/repair, provided 

- a landscaped buffer is provided along the Happy Canyon Creek Open Space 

 Office (Professional) 

 Office Warehouse or Showroom Warehouse 

 Open Space 

 Park Playground 

 Parking lot – Commercial – for off-site uses such as an RTD Park-N-Ride 

 Recreation Facility – Indoor/Outdoor – Public/Private, no motorized vehicles for outdoor 

use 

 Research and Development; Basic and Applied, Experimental and Testing 

 Retail Sales/Service  

 Sales Office/temporary 

 Schools – Private or Public, including colleges or universities and related facilities 

- K-12 are not allowed 

 Sheriff’s Station 

 Telecommunications Facility 

 Temporary Structures  

 Utility Major Facility  

 Utility Service Facility 

 Warehouse Distribution Center 

 Wells & Pumping Station 

 Wholesale Business/General Merchandising 

D. Accessory Uses 

The following shall be allowed only when a principal use has been established on the lot: 

 Employee/Tenant Cafeteria 

 Outdoor storage, which shall be screened from the Happy Canyon Creek Open Space.  

Placement of structures or the use of architectural walls shall be used to screen outdoor 

storage from the adjacent open space and residential planning area. 

 Satellite receiving dishes 

 Special Community Events 

 Temporary Construction Yards in accordance with the Parker Land Development 

Ordinance, as amended 

 Temporary Structures as an accessory use in accordance with the Parker Land 

Development Ordinance, as amended 

E. Uses permitted by Special Review 
 

The following uses are permitted in accordance with the Use by Special Review and Site 

Plan sections of the Parker Land Development Ordinance, as amended: 

 Water/Wastewater treatment or storage in excess of 5,000 gallons-public or private facility 
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F. Development Standards for Principal and Accessory Uses 

Typical Standards for all Land Use Designations apply unless stipulated below. 

Building Height 

 Maximum Building Height: 60 feet 

Minimum Lot Area 

 none 

Minimum Structural Setbacks 

The setback is measured from the lot line to the wall of the structure horizontally and 

perpendicular to the lot line or right-of-way 

Abutting a dedicated roadway right-of-way: 

 Chambers Road ROW 50 feet 

 North Frontage Road ROW 40 feet 

 Collector/local/interior dedicated ROW 20 feet 

Adjoining: 

 Land uses: no setback 

 Green Acres Tributary boundary 20 feet 

 Happy Canyon Creek boundary 40 feet 

Building setbacks from Happy Canyon Creek may be reduced to 20 feet if the architectural 

character and site design provide a compatible pedestrian environment and/or landscaped 

buffer along the open space. 

 Undeveloped A-1 Districts 40 feet 

 Arapahoe County / Dove Valley MU PUD 40 feet 

Parking Structures 
Parking shall be provided in accordance with the Typical Standards for all Land Use 

Designations established by this document and the Parker Land Development Ordinance, 

as amended, except as follows: 

 Minimum Setbacks for off-street parking: 

Chambers Road ROW 20 Feet 

North Frontage Road ROW 20 Feet 

Internal Streets 15 Feet 

Green Acres Tributary 10 Feet 

Happy Canyon Creek Open Space 20 Feet 
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EXHIBIT A 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

TRACT C, LOT 1, A PART OF GRASSLANDS DRIVE AND A PART OF UPLAND DRIVE, 

COMPARK FILING NO. 2, RECORDED AT RECEPTION NO. 00031092, A PART OF 

UPLAND DRIVE, HIGHFIELD BUSINESS PARK, RECORDED AT RECEPTION NO. 

2007041581, LOT 5A, COMPARK FILING NO. 2 – 1ST AMENDMENT, RECORDED AT 

RECEPTION NO. 00081064, LOTS 4B-1B, 6A-1, AND 6A-2, COMPARK FILING NO. 2 – 6TH 

AMENDMENT, RECORDED AT RECEPTION NO. 2004122556, AND LOT 3A, COMPARK 

FILING NO. 2 – 7TH AMENDMENT, RECORDED AT RECEPTION NO. 2005042299, ALL IN 

THE RECORDS OF THE DOUGLAS COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER'S OFFICE, 

LOCATED IN THE NORTH HALF OF SECTION 6, TOWNSHIP 6 SOUTH, RANGE 66 WEST 

OF THE SIXTH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, COUNTY OF DOUGLAS, STATE OF 

COLORADO, MORE PARTICULARLY  DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 6A-2;  

THENCE ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 6A-2 SOUTH 00°12'05" EAST, A 

DISTANCE OF 586.86 FEET TO THE NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID 

GRASSLANDS DRIVE; 

THENCE ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE THE FOLLOWING (2) 

COURSES: 

1. NORTH 89°56'20" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 2.54 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A 

TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 955.00 FEET; 

2. EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 10°32'24", 

AN ARC LENGTH OF 175.68 FEET TO THE WESTERLY LINE OF THE COMPARK 

VILLAGE ANNEXATION – SERIAL NO. II, RECORDED AT RECEPTION NO. 

2007018439 IN SAID RECORDS;  

THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE SOUTH 10°36'04" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 90.00 

FEET TO THE MOST NORTHERLY CORNER OF SAID TRACT C AND THE WESTERLY 

RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF PRAIRIE TRAIL DRIVE SAID COMPARK FILING NO. 2; 

THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE THE FOLLOWING (7) 

COURSES: 

1. SOUTH 57°03'06" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 33.22 FEET; 

2. SOUTH 13°30'08" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 2.50 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A 

TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE WESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 320.00 FEET;  

3. SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 40°22'08", 

AN ARC LENGTH OF 225.46 FEET; 
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4. TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 26°52'01" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 314.11 

FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY CORNER OF SAID TRACT C; 

5. CONTINUING SOUTH 26°52'01" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 98.69 FEET TO THE 

BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY HAVING A 

RADIUS OF 570.00 FEET; 

6. SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 

45°07'29", AN ARC LENGTH OF 448.92 FEET; 

7. TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 71°59'30" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 44.75 FEET 

TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 4B-1B; 

THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 4B-1B NORTH 00°12'05" WEST, 

A DISTANCE OF 888.16 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 4B-1B; 

THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID GRASSLANDS 

DRIVE SOUTH 89°56'20" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 655.81 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST 

CORNER OF SAID LOT 3A; 

THENCE ALONG THE EASTERLY AND SOUTHERLY LINES OF SAID LOT 3A THE 

FOLLOWING (2) COURSES: 

1. SOUTH 00°00'00" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 529.36 FEET; 

2. SOUTH 89°47'55" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 352.06 FEET TO THE EASTERLY 

RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID UPLAND DRIVE; 

THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE SOUTH 00°12'05" EAST, A 

DISTANCE OF 523.79 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 1; 

THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINES OF SAID LOT 1 THE FOLLOWING (2) 

COURSES: 

1. NORTH 89°47'55" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 694.73 FEET; 

2. SOUTH 59°57'50" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 44.04 FEET TO SAID WESTERLY 

RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF PRAIRIE TRAIL DRIVE AND THE BEGINNING OF A 

NON-TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE EASTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 360.00 

FEET, THE RADIUS POINT OF SAID CURVE BEARS SOUTH 59°53'26" EAST; 

THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES OF SAID PRAIRIE TRAIL 

DRIVE THE FOLLOWING (7) COURSES: 

1. SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 30°12'19", 

AN ARC LENGTH OF 189.79 FEET; 

2. TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 00°05'45" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 72.42 FEET; 
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3. SOUTH 05°36'53" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 50.25 FEET; 

4. SOUTH 00°05'45" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 73.21 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A 

TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE WESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 365.00 FEET; 

5. SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 30°28'32", 

AN ARC LENGTH OF 194.14 FEET; 

6. TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 30°22'46" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 16.46 FEET; 

7. SOUTH 75°22'46" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 26.87 FEET TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE 

OF SAID LOT 1; 

THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHERLY LINES OF SAID LOT 1 THE FOLLOWING (4) 

COURSES: 

1. NORTH 59°37'14" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 103.25 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A 

TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 645.00 FEET; 

2. WESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 31°06'53", 

AN ARC LENGTH OF 350.27 FEET; 

3. TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 89°15'54" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 145.80 

FEET; 

4. NORTH 45°28'06" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 27.03 FEET; 

THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTHERLY LINE SOUTH 89°54'45" WEST, A DISTANCE 

OF 70.00 FEET TO THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID UPLAND DRIVE; 

THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES OF SAID UPLAND DRIVE 

THE FOLLOWING (3) COURSES: 

1. NORTH 00°12'05" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 280.00 FEET; 

2. NORTH 05°30'33" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 50.25 FEET; 

3. NORTH 00°12'05" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 1166.89 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST 

CORNER OF LOT 5, SAID HIGHFIELD BUSINESS PARK; 

THENCE ACROSS GRASSLANDS DRIVE NORTH 00°19'52" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 

104.07 FEET TO SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF UPLAND DRIVE; 

THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES OF SAID UPLAND DRIVE 

THE FOLLOWING (3) COURSES: 

1. NORTH 00°04'29" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 21.34 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A 

TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 15.00 

FEET; 



8 

2. NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 

49°59'41", AN ARC LENGTH OF 13.09 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A REVERSE 

CURVE CONCAVE EASTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 55.00 FEET; 

3. NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 

138°27'54", AN ARC LENGTH OF 132.92 FEET TO THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID 

LOT 5A; 

THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE NORTH 00°03'40" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 

438.22 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 5A; 

THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINES OF SAID LOTS 5A, 6A-1, AND 6A-2 THE 

FOLLOWING (3) COURSES: 

1. NORTH 89°40'35" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 57.41 FEET; 

2. NORTH 89°40'04" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 250.59 FEET; 

3. NORTH 89°40'04" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 1100.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF 

BEGINNING.  

CONTAINING AN AREA OF 45.376 ACRES, (1,976,586 SQUARE FEET), MORE OR LESS. 
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AutoCAD SHX Text_69
2. NORTH 05°30'33" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 50.25 FEET; NORTH 05°30'33" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 50.25 FEET; 3. NORTH 00°12'05" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 1166.89 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF LOT NORTH 00°12'05" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 1166.89 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 5, SAID HIGHFIELD BUSINESS PARK; THENCE ACROSS GRASSLANDS DRIVE NORTH 00°19'52" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 104.07 FEET TO SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF UPLAND DRIVE; THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES OF SAID UPLAND DRIVE THE FOLLOWING (3) COURSES: 1. NORTH 00°04'29" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 21.34 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT NORTH 00°04'29" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 21.34 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 15.00 FEET; 2. NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 49°59'41", AN ARC NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 49°59'41", AN ARC LENGTH OF 13.09 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A REVERSE CURVE CONCAVE EASTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 55.00 FEET; 3. NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 138°27'54", AN ARC NORTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 138°27'54", AN ARC LENGTH OF 132.92 FEET TO THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 5A; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE NORTH 00°03'40" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 438.22 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 5A; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINES OF SAID LOTS 5A, 6A-1, AND 6A-2 THE FOLLOWING (3) COURSES: 1. NORTH 89°40'35" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 57.41 FEET; NORTH 89°40'35" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 57.41 FEET; 2. NORTH 89°40'04" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 250.59 FEET; NORTH 89°40'04" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 250.59 FEET; 3. NORTH 89°40'04" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 1100.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.  NORTH 89°40'04" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 1100.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.  CONTAINING AN AREA OF 45.376 ACRES, (1,976,586 SQUARE FEET), MORE OR LESS.
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GRASSLANDS/PRAIRIE TRAIL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT GUIDE AND PLAN 
APPLICATION NARRATIVE 

ABMAR Grasslands, LLC (“ABMAR”), Charter Communications Holding Company, LLC 
(“Charter”), M&P Enterprises, LLC (“M&P”), and Woodspear Prairie Trail, LLC 
(“Woodspear”) (collectively, the “Landowners”), own certain real property located in 
unincorporated Douglas County, Colorado (the “County”), which is contiguous with the 
corporate boundaries of the Town of Parker, Colorado (the “Town”).  The Landowners 
submitted an annexation petition to the Town on February 22, 2018 (the “Annexation 
Petition”), pursuant to which the Landowners seek annexation into the Town of their real 
property and certain other associated real property identified in the Annexation Petition (all such 
real property identified in the Annexation Petition being collectively referred to herein as the 
“Real Property”).   

The Real Property generally is described and depicted in the attached annexation map (the 
“Annexation Map”) and the Landowners collectively own more than fifty percent (50%) of the 
Real Property:  ABMAR owns Lot 5A, Compark Filing No. 2, 1st Amendment; Charter owns 
Lot 4B-1B, Compark Filing No. 2, 6th Amendment; M&P owns Lot 3A, Compark Filing No. 2, 
7th Amendment; and Woodspear owns Lot 1, Compark Filing No. 2.  Vista South, LLC (“Vista 
South”) and Compark Business Campus Metropolitan District (“CBCMD”) are the two 
landowners collectively owning less than fifty percent (50%) of the Real Property.  Vista South 
owns Lot 6A-1 and Lot 6A-2, Compark Filing No. 2, 6th Amendment; and CBCMD owns Tract 
C, Compark Filing No. 2.     

The Real Property is ripe for annexation into the Town.  The Real Property is located entirely 
within the “Town Urban Growth Area.”  The “Town Urban Growth Area” includes certain real 
property within unincorporated portions of the County and is defined in the “Mutually Binding 
and Enforceable Comprehensive Development Plan,” approved by the Town and County, 
pursuant to C.R.S. § 29-20-105 and through a related Intergovernmental Agreement (as 
amended, the “Comprehensive Development Plan”).  The Town Urban Growth Area is “the 
boundary of the Town’s potential future annexation area to the year 2022.”  See Section 1.1 of 
the Comprehensive Development Plan.  Section 1.1 of the Comprehensive Development Plan 
further states that the “level to which this area may or may not be developed shall depend on a 
number of factors, including, but not limited to, natural features, utility services, and compliance 
with applicable Town regulations and master plans,” and “[t]his boundary represents the Town’s 
potential annexation perimeter and will include areas dedicated for open space as well as urban 
level development.”  See id. 

The Comprehensive Development Plan also provides that “all unincorporated areas located 
within the Town’s Urban Growth Area,” including the Real Property, “are encouraged to annex 
into the Town” and “the County shall waive annexation impact reports for all unincorporated 
areas within the Town’s Urban Growth Area.”  See Section 2.2 of the Comprehensive 
Development Plan.  Even in those circumstances (not present here) where a landowner 
application is submitted to the County, instead of the Town, for an unincorporated area that is 
contiguous to the Town and within the Town Urban Growth Area, the Comprehensive 
Development Plan provides that “[i]f there is contiguity, the Town shall process a petition for 
annexation,” “[t]he Town Council shall apply the Standards for Review, as outlined above in 
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Paragraph 2.3 of the [Comprehensive Development] Plan, when considering a petition for 
annexation,” and “[f]inal decision authority for said petitions shall be the Town Council 
following a public hearing, in the manner provided by the [Comprehensive Development] Plan.” 

In addition to being located entirely within the Town Urban Growth Area, the Real Property also 
satisfies the contiguity requirement of C.R.S. § 31-12-104(1)(a), as reflected in the attached 
Annexation Map.  Accordingly, the Town is required to process the Annexation Petition, subject 
to the standards of review contained in the Comprehensive Development Plan, other Colorado 
law, and the final decision-making authority of the Town Council. 

On March 5, 2018, the Town Council approved Resolution No. 18-021, Series of 2018, 
determining that the Annexation Petition substantially complies with the requirements of C.R.S. 
§ 31-12-107(1)(a) and set a public hearing for April 16, 2018, on the eligibility of the Real 
Property to be annexed into the Town as provided by state law.  Under C.R.S. § 31-12-115, the 
Town, with the adoption of Resolution No. 18-021, Series of 2018, may institute the procedure 
for zoning the Real Property.  As a result, the Landowners hereby submit an application to zone 
the Real Property to “PD-Planned Development,” as provided by Section 13.04.150 of the Parker 
Municipal Code, in the manner described in the development plan and guide as prepared in 
accordance with the Parker Municipal Code (the “Grasslands/Prairie Trail Development 
Guide and Plan”). 

The current zoning for the Real Property is “Compark Planned Development,” which was 
originally approved on September 21, 1998 (as amended, the “Compark PD”), as superseded by 
the Comprehensive Development Plan, Section 19A of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution 
(Parker IGA-Overlay District), and other applicable law.  The Real Property is contained entirely 
within Planning Area 4 of the Compark PD.   

The development standards for Planning Area 4 of Compark PD are described as “(BE) Business 
Employment,” which are “intended to allow for land use flexibility and versatility” and “are 
expected to attract regional distribution warehouses, research and development centers, referral 
community and business services and supporting facilities,” which range from commercial to 
light industrial uses.  Although the Landowners contend that certain aspects of the Compark PD 
were superseded by the Comprehensive Development Plan, Section 19A of the Douglas County 
Zoning Resolution (Parker IGA-Overlay District), and other applicable law, the development 
standards for Planning Area 4 allegedly provide for some general industrial uses, including a 
“recycle/trash transfer facility station” and “jail/correctional facility” as “principal” uses.  These 
uses, however, are in direct conflict with and in violation of the Comprehensive Development 
Plan; Section 19A of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution (Parker IGA-Overlay District); the 
Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan 2035 (specifically that part of the County’s plan 
that includes the “Parker Municipal Planning Area”); and the Parker 2035 General Land Use 
Plan.  Nevertheless, the Douglas County Planning Department, in direct violation of these 
provisions and other applicable law and despite the Town’s, Landowners’, and other local 
property owners’ repeated objections, is currently processing a Site Improvement Plan (the 
“SIP”) for a “recycle/trash transfer station” within that portion of Planning Area 4 owned by 
Vista South.  Thus, the Landowners submit this zoning application for a planned development 
that will result in annexation of the Real Property into the Town and, while retaining most 
current development standards and uses of Compark PD, will exclude those uses that violate the 
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Comprehensive Development Plan, Section 19A of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution 
(Parker IGA Overlay District), and other applicable law, and are inconsistent with the Douglas 
County Comprehensive Master Plan 2035 and the Parker 2035 General Land Use Plan, such as a 
recycle/trash transfer facility, jail/correctional facility, and other incompatible industrial uses, 
including auto/truck services, car wash, cemetery/mausoleum, construction yards, large 
equipment rental, mini-warehouse/self storage, outdoor storage area, recreational vehicle and 
boat storage, and satellite receiving dish farm, as provided in the attached Grasslands/Prairie 
Trail Development Guide and Plan. 

The current uses within Planning Area 4 include a vibrant business, educational and residential 
hub with a character that compliments and is compatible with existing uses, but is incompatible 
with others that are listed in the Compark PD, specifically, general industrial uses such as a 
recycle/trash transfer facility, a jail/correctional facility, and the other incompatible industrial 
uses described above.  Existing uses within Planning Area 4 and the surrounding area, including 
portions of the Compark PD that were annexed into the Town, include a research and 
development center for Charter, a multinational Fortune 100 telecommunications company; a 
medical device manufacturer; a nationally ranked junior-Olympic-level volleyball training 
facility with year-round teams, clinics and camps; a medical university; a performing arts charter 
school for grades K-8; single-family detached homes; a beautiful regional park with plans for a 
multimillion dollar expansion in 2019; and one of the largest regional airports in the country.   

The Landowners believe that the Douglas County Planning Department’s potential approval 
(contrary to existing law) of the pending SIP not only is incompatible with the above-referenced 
existing uses, but will also devastate the character and land values of Planning Area 4 and the 
surrounding areas that have successfully developed over the past 20 years.  The Landowners also 
believe that any approval by the County of the recycle/trash transfer facility would constitute a 
significant public safety impact to these existing uses due to smell, noise, and excessive truck 
traffic created by this general industrial use, as well as a bird attractant, which could impact the 
adjacent regional airport.  The uses that are proposed in the Grasslands/Prairie Trail 
Development Guide and Plan are, by contrast, in compliance with the Comprehensive 
Development Plan, Section 19A of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution (Parker IGA Overlay 
District), and other applicable law, are consistent with the Douglas County Comprehensive 
Master Plan 2035 and the Parker 2035 General Land Use Plan, and are consistent and compatible 
with other existing uses of the Real Property and the surrounding area. 

 



















d.    Protection of environmentally and vism~lly sensitive ar~s where llnJqtl~
vegetation stands, seemc corridors, h~2rdous soil ¢onchuons, si~ruficam geo!ogic
formatmns and major land fonms are prominent

e Protecrton of w~Idlife habitat by ma~taimng open space lands wber~

sl~trnificant habitat and wildlife migration areas are preserved.

2.    Joint Planning Area Will Consist of Town Future Urban Area and CountT/Town
Separatton Area. The County and the Town desire to include the "Town Future Urban Area" and

the "County/Tow~ Separation Area" into the Joint Plammag A. re.a. The Town Future Urban Area

would include the area that the Town desires to annex and zone over a term of years. The

County/Town Separanon Area is the geographic separation between the Town amd County urban

areas as det~,,,,ined by the Town and the County ba~ed upon the mutual objectives described in

Paragraph I above.

3.     Portion of Comprehensive Development Plan for the Town Futare Urban Ama.

The Town and the County desire that the Town Future Urban Area be subJect to a

Comprehensive Development Plan The Comprehensive Development Plan would not be

mended except by approval of both the Town and the County The approval process desired by
the County and the Town to amend a Comprehensive Development Plan for the Town Future

Urban Area may include the following'

a.    The County Planning Department would encouFage a property owner to

submit a petition for annexation of the real property (the "Subject Property") into the

Town beforo procmg a land use application that chd not conform with the

Comprehemive DeYelopment Plato

b.    If the Town were to annex the Subject Propcxty, then the Subject Property
could be developed in conformance with the Comprehensive Development Plan.

c.    If the Town {lid not annex the Subject Property and the Town attd 'the

Property Owner did not enter into a "pre-annexation, ;greement,' the PropeW/Owner
would be required to submit an application to amend the Comprehensive Development
Plan to both the County and the Towm Unless the application to amend the

Comprehemive Development Plan were approved by the Town and the County, the

Property Owner would only be allowed to develop the Subject Property in the manner

provided for in the non-urban component of the Comprehensive Development Plan.

d.    In the event that the Town d,d not annex the SubJeCt Property and the

Town and the Property Owner entered into a "pie-annexation agreement," then the

Property Owner could develop the Subject Property a~ccording to the urban component of

the Comprehensive Development Plan.

4.    Pomon of Comprehensive Development Plan for the County/Town Separation
Area. The Town and the County desire a Separation Area to be located around the Town Futura

Urban Area. The County desu'es that the Town not annex any real property located within the

County/Town Separation Area for a tram of years unless approved by the County The County
and Town desire that the County/Town Separation Area be subject to the Comprehensive

G '~A ! 1 '[XAgreement 2000~DOUGLAS-MOU-7 October 27 doe













22 Standards for Review of Annexation Petitions The Town, when reviewing

proposed annexations within the Town's Urban Service Area, shall apply the

following Standards for Review

22 1 The property under consideration for annexation is within the Town's

Urban Service Area

2 2 2 The annexation complies with the Town's Land Development Code and

applicable design standards

223 The annexation request is consistent with the Town's adopted plans
including, but not llnnted to, the Master Plan, Parks and Open Space
Master Plan and Open Space Master Plan, as amended

224 The site plan provides for the preservation of significant stands of

vegetation, unique or distinctive topographic features including buttes and

rock outcroppings, drainage riparian and wetland areas, significant
wildlife habitats including breeding grounds, nesting areas, migration
routes and wintering areas, scenic views, identified aquifer recharge areas

and important historical or archaeological sites

225 The site plan incorporates elements that provide for logical connections to

local trails in order to link neighborhoods and connections to regional
trails and nearby destinations

226 The land can be used safely for the intended purpose without danger to the

public health, safety or welfare or peril from fire, flood, geologic hazards

or other natural hazards

2 2 7 The petition for annexation is in conformance with a fully executed

preannexation agreement with the Town, if applicable

2 2 8 The area sought to be annexed meets the requirements of the Municipal
Annexation Act of 1965, as amended

2 2 9 The petition for annexation satisfies the requirements of Article Il, Section

30 of the Constitution of Colorado

2210 That upon the annexation ordinance becoming effective, all lands within

the area sought to be annexed shall become subject to the ordinances,

resolutions, rules and regulations of the Town, except for general property
taxes which shall become effective on January I of the next succeeding
year following passage of the annexation ordinance

2 2 11 Petitioners understand that the Town does not provide municipal water

and sewer service, and connection to water and sewer requires inclusion

10









413

414

415

4 I 21 Site development shall be sensitive to the physical patterns of

land and water that occur naturally on the site

4122 Development shall be clustered to preserve the floodplain and

natm:al features of Happy Canyon Gulch

4123 Lincoln Avenue provides a sense of transition into the Town and

acts as a "gateway" into the community Development along this

thoroughfare shall respect and incorporate design elements that

enhance the concept of community gateway

4124 Site design will provide for vehicular and pedestrian connectivity
to all adjacent communities, t6 the extent feasible

4125 Sufficient open space, parks and trails shall be provided to meet

the needs of the development

Region C As defined by the Douglas County Comprehensive Master

Plan, this region permits rural development that is of a low-intensity
nature (1 dwelling umt/35 acres) If a rural site plan Is submitted in

accordance with the County Zoning Resolution, the density may be

increased not exceeding 1 dwelling umt/175 acres as an incentive to

preserve open space and protect wildlife habitat Semi-rural development
in this region is not supported

Rewon D This region permits uses associated with open space, passive

and non-motorized recreation, agricultural and Parker Water and

Sanitation uses Such passive uses may include, but are not limited to,

hiking, biking, equestrian activities, outdoor conservation activities and

fishing The County shall have the final determination for allowed

activities

Region E Development in this region shall comply with all of the

following pnnciples/reqmrements

4151 Site development shall be sensitive to the physical patterns of

land and water that occur naturally on the site

4152 Development should consider clustenng to preserve areas of

natural open space between developments and to promote
separation of developments

4153 Development shall implement site planning techniques to

minimize visual impacts of development in highly scenic,

14



42 Review

421

4.22

423

424

425

topographically diverse terrain

4154 Lincoln Avenue provides a sense of transition into the Town and

acts as a "gateway" into the community Development along th~s

thoroughfare shall respect and incorporate design elements that

enhance the concept of commumty gateway

4155 Site development along the proposed extension of Chambers

Road will be adequately setback to estabhsh a greenbelt/trail
system, effectively acting as a commumty separation buffer

between the development and this vehicular thoroughfare

4 I 56 Site design will prowde for vehicular and pedestrian connectivity
to all adjacent commumttes, to the extent feasible

4157 Site design wdl preserve sufficient open space to meet the needs

of the development and provide community separation and should

consider environmental areas, riparian features, 100-year
floodplain, significant natural land forms, stgmficant natural

vegetation areas, important wddhfe habitat areas, geologic hazard

areas, severe soil erosion areas, and cultural, historic and

archaeological areas

Process

The County shall submit a notice to the Town through the standard

referral process for land use apphcat~ons ~n Regions A, B (when
redevelopment ts not proposed), C and D

The County and the Town shall jointly review any redevelopment
apphcatlon submitted for Region B Such review shall include jointly held

meeting(s) at the staff level tn order to develop comments on an

application

The County and the Town shall jointly review any land use applications
submitted for Region E Such review shall include jointly held meeting(s)
at the stafflevel tn order to develop comments on an application

The Town's referral comments will fbcus on comphance with the

provisions of this Plan, as outhned tn paragraph 4 I of the Plan

The County shall hold pubhc heanngs to the extent provided tn the

County's zomng and subdivision rcsoluttons, and make its final decision

tn accordance with the Plan and smd resolutions

15





6.0

development and offer conven,ent access by residents

5111 Proposed golf courses shall, at a m~nlmum, be designed to include

provisions to promote water conservation and wildlife habitat as provided
by the Center for Resource Management'spublished "Environmental

Pnnc,ples for Golf Courses in the United States" and National Audubon

Society's model for "green" golf course standards

5112 Development on the south side of Crowfoot Valley Road shall apply the

Transit Oriented Design pnnclples to s,te development, providing
sufficient open space opportunities from the remaining portions located

east of the ridge bisecting the site from north to south.

52 Development Adlacent to the Community Separation Buffer When the Town

evaluates applications for development adjacent to the Community Separation
Buffer, consideration will be given to contributing to and expanding the buffer

area along the fnnge of the Urban Service Area

53 Review Process

531 The Town shall submit a not~ce to the County through the standard referral

process for all land use apphcatmns, except for applications submitted for

Region I

532 Land use apphcatmns submitted fbr Region 1 shall be jointly reviewed by
the Town and County Such review shall include jointly held meeting(s) at

the staff level ~n order to develop comments on an application

533 The County's referral comments w~ll be based on the provisions of this

Plan, as outhncd ~n paragraph 51 of the Plan

534 The Town shall hold pubhc heanngs to the extent provided ~n the Town's

zoning and subdivision regulations, and shall make ~ts final decision In

accordance w~th the Plan and said regulations

Amendments to the Comprehensive Development Plan

61 The Town or the County may request an amendment to the Plan

62 A property owner may request an amendment to the Plan when

621 a petition for annexation of umncorporated land wtth~n the Urban Service

Area is denied by the Town, or

17
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1 3 Permitted Uses The Comprehensive Development Plan shall supersede the County Zoning
Resolution for the real property contmned w~th~n the Community Separation Buffer Area and the

Town Urban Service Area to the extent provided in the Plan The only uses penmtted by right within

the Community Separation Buffer Area and the Town Urban Service Area are those permitted uses

described in Attachraent B (the "Penmtted Uses and Special Uses Matrix") and depicted in

Attachment C ("Zoning Map") The Penmtted Uses shall not be changed, modified or expanded
within the Community Separation Buffer Area dunng the term of this Plan, except (t) pursuant to

paragraph 4 1, or (tO as provided ~n paragraph 6 0 of the Plan The Penmtted Uses shall not be

changed, modified or expanded within the Town Urban Service Area, except 0) pursuant to paragraph
3 I 1 of the Plan, (n) pursuant to a pre-annexation agreement with the Town pursuant to paragraph
3 1 2 of the Plan, or (iii) pursuant to paragraph 6 0 of the Plan

I 4 Special Uses The only Special Uses allowed w~thin the Community Separation Buffer Area and

the Town Urban Service Area are those special uses described in Attachment B ("Penmtted Uses and

Special Uses Matrix") that are detenmned to meet, after notice and hearing, the requirements
contained in Attachment D The Special Uses shall not be changed, modified or expanded within the

Community Separation Buffer Area dunng the term of this Plan, except (t) pursuant to paragraph 4 1.

or (to as provided in paragraph 6 0 of the Plan The Special Uses shall not be changed, modified or

expanded within the Town Urban Service Area, except 0) upon the annexation of real property
located within the Town Urban Service Area, pursuant to paragraph 3 1 I of the Plan, (n) pursuant to

a pre-annexation agreement with the Town pursuant to paragraph 3 I 2 of the Plan, or (ill) pursuant to

paragraph 6 0 of the Plan

3 2 Applications for Development in Region 2 The County, as permitted by the County Zoning and

Subdivision Resolutions, shall process all applications submitted to the County for urban-level,
PlannedDa,elopment-zoneddevelopment or for Permitted Uses and Specml Uses as outhned in the

Plan As described herein, urban-level development is resldentml rezomng and sub&v~slons at a

density greater than one (1) dwelling unit per two and one-half (2 5) acres, and all non-resldentml

rezomng, subdivisions and site unprovement plans

4 1 Regions The County agrees to process all land use apphcatlons within the Community Separation
Buffer ~n compliance with the Permitted Uses, Special Uses and as described belowprovtded that the

Permitted Uses and the Special Llses may be modified and supplemented in Region E thl ough the

approval by the County ora Planned Development aa described belon, m ttem.~ 4 1 5 and 4 2

4 I I Region A As defined by the Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan, this region permits
rural development that is of a low-lntenslty nature and may continue to build out ~n the estabhshed

land pattern Semi-rural developlnent may be considered when available water supply and greater

provision of schools, recreation, employment, and shopping are provided

4 1 5 Region E Tht* region permits urban level, Pklnned Development-zoned development ag

Menttfied and de/reed tn the Douglaa Coun~ Comprehensive Ma~ter Plan and defined m the Dougla~
Couno~ Zomng Re~olutton Through the CounO, ~ approval ofa rezonmg to Planned Development
the Permitted U~e~s and Special Use~ may be modified and ~Ul)plemented n rib addtttomd tt3e~ that are

con.statent wtth urban level development Developlnent in this region shall comply with all of the

following pnnclples/reqmrements

4 2 3 SubJect to 4 2 5 below, the County and the Town shall jointly review any land age. all urban

level Planned Development rezontng applications submitted for Region E Such review shall ;;;eft;dc

tomtit ofjointly held meeting(s) at the staff level tn order to develop comments on an application

Attachment to Jointly
Executed Letter Dated April 8, 2003





Exhibit B

Permitted Exceptions

10.

11.

12.

Reservations as contained ~n instrument recorded December 29, 1890, in Book 1,

at Page 182.

NOTE: Relinquishment of surface rights by instrument recorded Aprzl 15,

1971, =n Book 217, at Page 147.

NOTE: Affects all Parcels.

Easement as described ~n instrument recorded December 28, 1957,

Page 72, and mn Book 123, at Page 75.

NOTE: Affects Parcel 6.

in Book 123, at

Easement and right-of-way granted to Public Service Company of Colorado, by

instrument recorded June 2, 1986, in Book 647, at Page 692.

NOTE: Affects Parcel 4.

Reservations as contained in Resolution No. R-993-027, recorded February 11,

1993, in Book 1110, at Page 1450.

NOTE: Affects Parcels 1, 5 and 6.

The rmghts, mf any, of Parker Propertmes Limmted Partnershmp, by vmrtue of the

General Assignment recorded November 6, 1996, mn Book 1384, at Page 376.

NOTE: Affects Parcel 6.
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

BETWEEN THE TOWN OF PARKER AND THE COUNTY OF DOUGLAS

TO AMEND AND RESTATE THE MUTUALLY BINDING AND

ENFORCEABLE COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

is made and entered into this 17th day of Mav 2006, by and between the Board of County
Commissioners of the County of Douglas, a body politic organized under and existing by virtue

of the laws of the State of Colorado ( the " County"), and the Town of Parker, Colorado, a

Colorado home rule municipal corporation ( the " Town").

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the County and the Town entered into an intergovernmental agreement on

October 31, 2003, to establish a mutually binding and enforceable comprehensive development

plan ( the " Intergovernmental Agreement");

WHEREAS, the County and the Town approved a Mutually Binding and Enforceable

Comprehensive Development Plan for areas within the County and the Town, which went into

effect on May 14, 2003 ( the " Comprehensive Development Plan");

WHEREAS, the Town and the County, after notice and hearing, jointly adopted the First

Amendment to the Comprehensive Development Plan, which is described in the plan;

WHEREAS, the Town and the County desire to amend the Intergovernmental
Agreement to establish that the jointly adopted First Amendment to the Comprehensive
Development Plan is a mutually binding and enforceable comprehensive development plan for

areas within their jurisdictions, which are described in the plan, according to the terms and

conditions of such agreement;

WHEREAS, the County, as a statutory county, is authorized to enter into this First

Amendment to the Intergovernmental Agreement, pursuant to C. R. S. ~ 29- 20- 105;

WHEREAS, the Town, as a home rule municipality, is authorized to enter into this First

Amendment to the Intergovernmental Agreement, pursuant to Colo. Const. Art. xx, Colo.
Const. Art. XIV, Section 18, as well as C.R. S. 929- 1- 203 and the Local Government Land Use

Control Act, Sections 29- 20- 101 through 107, C. R. S., as amended; and

WHEREAS, the County and the Town desire to enter into this First Amendment to the

Intergovernmental Agreement to make the First Amendment to the Comprehensive Development
Plan mutually binding and enforceable.



AGREEMENT

NOW, THEREFORE, the County and the Town agree to enter into this First

Amendment to the Intergovernmental Agreement (" First Amendment") to provide as follows:

l.

follows:
Paragraph I of the Intergovernmental Agreement is hereby amended to provide as

I. First Amendment to the Comprehensive Development Plan, as Restated.

The County and Town jointly adopt the First Amendment to the

Comprehensive Development Plan, as restated, which is attached hereto as

Replacement Exhibit 2 and incorporated by this reference ( the " First

Amendment to the Comprehensive Development Plan"). The County and the

Town acknowledge that the First Amendment to the Comprehensive
Development Plan is mutually binding and enforceable for areas within their

jurisdictions, as described in the plan, to the fullest extent allowed by C.R. S. 9
29- 20- 105( 1) and ( 2).

2.

as follows:
Paragraph 4. A of the Intergovernmental Agreement is hereby amended to provide

4. General Provisions.

A. Notices. All notices, demands, requests or other communications required
under this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be hand delivered to the

individual or to a member of the firm or to an officer of the corporation for

whom it is intended, or sent by registered or certified mail, return receipt
requested, postage prepaid, to the following addresses or to such other

addresses as any party may from time to time designate by notice given,
pursuant to this paragraph.

Countv of Douglas:

Doug DeBord, County Administrator

Douglas County
100 Third Street

Castle Rock, Colorado 80 I 04

Facsimile: 303- 688- 1293

With a copy to:

Lance Ingalls, County Attorney
Douglas County
100 Third Street

Castle Rock, Colorado 80104

Facsimile: 303- 688- 6596

2
3/ 14/ 06

H:\JNTERGOVERNMENT AL AGREEMENTSIDOUGLAS COUNTY IGA12005- 2006 AMENDMEN1\ PUBLfC flE4RINGS FOR

L\ IENDAfEN7iORDfNANCESAND RESOLUT/ ONS\ COMP DEV PLAN lOA WITH DC- 1ST AMD./JOC



Peter Italiano, Director Community Development
Douglas County
Planning Division

100 Third Street

Castle Rock, Colorado 80104

Facsimile: 303- 660- 9550

Town of Parker:

Jeannene Bragg, Town Administrator

Town of Parker

20120 E. Mainstreet

Parker, Colorado 80138

Facsimile: 303- 840- 9792

With a copv to:

James. S Maloney, Esq.
T own of Parker

20120 E. Mainstreet

Parker, Colorado 80138

Facsimile: 303- 805- 3256

Garner Stoll, Director of Community Development
Town of Parker

20120 E. Mainstreet

Parker, Colorado 80138

Facsimile 303- 841- 3223

In the event facsimile transmission or other electronic means of notice is

provided, the notice shall be deemed to be delivered upon its transmission and

receipt of confirmation of its receipt at the business location of the receiving
party, provided the notice is also immediately sent by mail as provided above.

3. The County and the Town acknowledge and agree that the Intergovernmental
Agreement has not been amended, except as provided in this First Amendment.

3
3// 4/ 06

H.-If}..'TERGO JlERNMENT AL AGREE.\IENTS\DOUCLAS COUNTY IGA \ 2005- 2006 AMENDMENTtPUBLfC !, EARINGS FOR
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this First Amendment to the Intergovernmental Agreement
is executed by the Town of Parker and the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County,
as of the date first above written.

TOWN OF PARKER, COLORADO

r{y a /
avid Casiano, Mayor

FORM:

Uv

3/ 14/ 06

H: VNTERGOVERNAIENTAL AGREEA1ENT:;; oDOUGLAS COUNTY IGA\ 2005- 2006 AMEND.\ 1ENTlPUBUC HEARINGS FOR

AMENDMEi'v' 710RDf},' ANCESAND RESOLUTIONSICOMP DEV PLAN / GA WITH DC- 1ST AMD.DOC
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FlllRST AMENDMENT TO THE

COMPRElHIJENSllVE DEVELOPMENT !PLAN

THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

hereinafter referred to as the " Comprehensive Development Plan" or " Plan") is made and entered into

this 17th day of May 2006, by and between the Board of County Commissioners of the County of

Douglas, a body politic organized under and existing by virtue of the laws of the State of Colorado ( the

County") and the Town of Parker, Colorado, a Colorado home rule municipal corporation ( the

Town").

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the County and the Town entered into a mutually binding comprehensive
development plan that went into effect on May 14, 2003, as a means to plan for and regulate land use

within a joint planning area, as identified in such plan; and

WHEREAS, the County and Town desire to amend and restate the Comprehensive
Development Plan.

PLAN

NOW, THEREFORE, the County and the Town jointly approve and adopt this First

Amendment to the Comprehensive Development Plan, which is restated to provide as follows:

1.0 Planning Area Definitions

l.l Town Urban Growth Area. Represents the boundary of the Town' s potential future
annexation area to the year 2022. The level to which this area mayor may not be

developed shall depend on a number of factors, including, but not limited to, natural

features, utility services, and compliance with applicable Town regulations and master

plans. This boundary represents the Town' s potential annexation perimeter and will

include areas dedicated for open space as well as urban level development. The Town

Urban Growth Area is depicted on the attached map ( Attachment A).

1.2 Communitv Separation Buffer. Represents a buffer around the Town' s Urban Growth

Area that provides a transitional " edge" between the Town and other incorporated and

unincorporated communities. While this area is not needed to accommodate the Town' s

growth to the year 2022, land use and development changes within this area will have a

direct impact on the Town. The Community Separation Buffer is depicted on the

attached map ( Attachment A).

3 Permitted Uses. The Comprehensive Development Plan shall supersede the County
Zoning Resolution for the real property contained within the Community Separation
Buffer Area and the Town Urban Growth Area to the extent provided in the Plan. The

only uses permitted by right within the Community Separation Buffer Area and the





2. 3. 3 The annexation request is consistent with the Town' s adopted plans, including,
but not limited to, the Master Plan and Open Space, Trails and Greenways
Master Plan, as amended.

2. 3.4 The site plan provides for the preservation of significant stands of vegetation;
unique or distinctive topographic features, including buttes and rock

outcroppings; drainage, riparian and wetland areas; significant wildlife habitats,

including breeding grounds, nesting areas, migration routes and wintering areas;

scenic views; identified aquifer recharge areas and important historical or

archaeological sites.

2. 3. 5 The site plan incorporates elements that provide for logical connections to local

trails in order to link neighborhoods and connections to regional trails and

nearby destinations.

2. 3. 6 The land can be used safely for the intended purpose without danger to the

public health, safety or welfare or peril from fire, flood, geologic hazards or

other natural hazards.

2. 3. 7 The petition for annexation is in conformance with a fully- executed pre-

annexation agreement with the Town, if applicable.

2. 3. 8 The area sought to be annexed meets the requirements of the Municipal
Annexation Act of 1965, as amended.

2. 3. 9 The petition for annexation satisfies the requirements of Article II, Section 30 of

the Colorado Constitution.

2. 3.] 0 That, upon the annexation ordinance becoming effective, all lands within the

area sought to be annexed shall become subject to the ordinances, resolutions,

rules and regulations of the Town, except for general property taxes which shall

become effective on January I of the next succeeding year following passage of

the annexation ordinance.

2. 3.]] Petitioners understand that the Town does not provide municipal water and

sewer service, and connection to water and sewer requires inclusion into the

Parker, Cottonwood, Stonegate, or Compark Water and Sanitation Districts.

2. 3. 12 The petitioners agree that no vested rights to use or to develop the property in

any particular way, as defined in Section 24- 68- 101, el seq, CR. S., have been

acquired by petitioners from any government entity. Petitioners waive any
vested land use rights attached to any or all of the property to be annexed.

2. 3. 13 The petitioners acknowledge that, upon annexation of the property to the Town,

the property, the owners thereof, and uses thereon will be subject to all taxes and

fees imposed by the Town. The petitioners further acknowledge that the

property, the owners thereof, and the uses thereon are also bound by any voter

authorization under Article X, 920 of the Colorado Constitution adopted prior to

3





application. If resolution is not achieved, the

County shall process the application in

conformance with the Town' s comments to

the extent feasible.

3. 1.2. 1.3. 3 Final decision authority for said applications
shall be with the Board of County
Commissioners following a public hearing,
in the manner provided by the Plan and the

County' s Zoning Resolution. Where the

Plan and the County' s Zoning Resolution

conflict, the provisions of the Plan shall

prevail

3. 1.22 If a pre- annexation agreement is not executed, the property owner

may:

3. 1.2. 2. I Request that the County process an application for

development in compliance with the Plan for Permitted

Uses and Special Uses; or

3. 1.2. 2. 2 Request an amendment to the Plan in compliance with the

provisions outlined in paragraph 6. 0 of the Plan.

3. 2 Aoplications for Develooment in Compliance with the Comprehensive Develooment

Plan. The County, as permitted by the County Zoning and Subdivision Resolutions,

shall process applications submitted to the County for development in compliance with

the Plan, for Permitted Uses and Special Uses. Prior to processing the application, the

County shall encourage the property owner to annex into the Town.

3. 2. I The County shall submit a notice to the Town through the standard referral

process. The Town' s referral comments will be based on the provisions of this

Plan.

4. 0 Land Use Applications Submitted to the County within the Community Separation ButTer

4. 1 Regions. The County agrees to process all land use applications within the Community
Separation Buffer in compliance with the Permitted Uses, Special Uses and as described

below, provided that the Permitted Uses and Special Uses may be modified and

supplemented in Region E through the approval by the County of a Planned

Development, as described below in items 4. 1. 5 and 4. 2.

4. 1. 1 Region A: As defined by the Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan, this

region permits rural development that is of a low- intensity nature and may

continue to build out in the established land pattern. Semi- rural development
may be considered when available water supply and provision of schools,

recreation, employment, and shopping are provided.
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4. 1. 2 Re~ ion B: Residential development in this region may continue to build out in

the established land pattern. Redevelopment of this region may be supported
when appropriate urban level services are provided. Redevelopment shall be

defined at a density greater than one ( 1) dwelling unit per acre and/ or

commercial in nature. Redevelopment may be considered when all of the

following principles/ requirements are met:

4. 1.21

4. 1. 22

4. 1. 2. 3

4. 1. 2.4

4. 1.25

Site development shall be sensitive to the physical patterns of land

and water that occur naturally on the site.

Development shall be clustered to preserve the floodplain and natural

features of Happy Canyon Gulch.

Lincoln Avenue provides a sense of transition into the Town and acts

as a " gateway" into the community. Development along this

thoroughfare shall respect and incorporate design elements that

enhance the concept of community gateway.

Site design will provide for vehicular and pedestrian connectivity to

all adjacent communities, to the extent feasible.

Suflicient open space, parks and trails shall be provided to meet the

needs of the development.

4. 1. 3 Region C: As defined by the Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan, this

region permits rural development that is of a low- intensity nature (1 dwelling
unit/35 acres). If a rural site plan is submitted in accordance with the County

Zoning Resolution, the density may be increased not exceeding I dwelling
unit/17. 5 acres as an incentive to preserve open space and protect wildlife

habitat. Semi- rural development in this region is not supported.

4. 1.4 Re~ ion D: This region permits uses associated with open space, passive and

non motorized recreation, agricultural and Parker Water and Sanitation uses.

Such passive uses may include, but are not limited to, hiking, biking, equestrian
activities, outdoor conservation activities and fishing. The County shall have the

final determination for allowed activities.

4. 1. 5 Region E: This region permits urban level, Planned Development- zoned

development as identified and defined in the Douglas County Comprehensive
Master Plan and defined in the Douglas County Zoning Resolution. Through the

County' s approval of a rezoning to Planned Development, the Permitted Uses

and Special Uses may be modified and supplemented with additional uses that

are consistent with urban level development. Development in this region shall

comply with all of the following principles/ requirements:

4. 1.5. 1 Site development shall be sensitive to the physical patterns of land

and water that occur naturally on the site.

6



4. 1.5. 2

4. 1. 5. 3

4. 15.4

4. 1.5. 5

4. 1. 5. 6

4. 1.5. 7

4. 2 Review Process.

Development should consider clustering to preserve areas of natural

open space between developments and to promote separation of

developments.

Development shall implement site planning techniques to minimize

visual impacts of development in highly scenic, topographically
diverse terrain.

Lincoln Avenue provides a sense of transition into the Town and acts

as a " gateway" into the community. Development along this

thoroughfare shall respect and incorporate design elements that

enhance the concept of community gateway.

Site development along the proposed extension of Chambers Road

will be adequately setback to establish a greenbelt/trail system,

effectively acting as a community separation buffer between the

development and this vehicular thoroughfare.

Site design will provide for vehicular and pedestrian connectivity to

all adjacent communities, to the extent feasible.

Site design will preserve sufficient open space to meet the needs of

the development and provide community separation and should

consider: environmental areas; riparian features; I DO- year floodplain;
signi ficant natural land forms; significant natural vegetation areas;

important wildlife habitat areas; geologic hazard areas; severe soil

erosion area; and cultural, historic and archaeological areas.

4. 2. 1 The County shall submit a notice to the Town through the standard referral

process for land use applications in Regions A, B ( when redevelopment is not

proposed), C and D.

4. 2. 2 The County and the Town shall jointly review any redevelopment application
submitted for Region B. Such review shall include jointly held meeting( s) at the

staff level in order to develop comments on an application.

4. 2. 3 Subject to paragraph 4. 2. 5 below, the County and the Town shall jointly review

all urban level Planned Development rezoning applications submitted for

Region E. Such review shall consist of jointly held meeting( s) at the staff level

in order to develop comments on an application.

4. 2.4 The Town' s referral comments will focus on compliance with the provisions of

this Plan, as outlined in paragraph 4. 1 of the Plan.

4. 2. 5 The County will hold public hearings to the extent provided in the County' s

Zoning and Subdivision Resolutions, and make its final decision in accordance

with the Plan and said resolutions.
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5. 0 Land Use Applications Submitted to the Town within the Town Urban Growth Area.

5. 1 Region I: Site development shall comply with the following principles/ requirements or

with the Plan for Permitted Uses and Special Uses:

5. 1. 1 Provide for a regional open space corridor that is continuous and sufficient in

size to effectively act as a buffer between the Town' s Urban Growth Area and

the Community Separation Buffer Area. The corridor shall feature naturally
undisturbed, passive open space to provide regional access and trail connections

as well as a wildlife corridor through this area.

5. 1. 2 Preserve significant natural features, critical stands of vegetation, rIparIan

corridors/ primary gulches, natural hazard areas, steep slopes, critical wildlife

habitat, and sites of historic, cultural, or archaeological significance.

5. 1. 3 Development shall implement site planning techniques to minimize visual

impacts of development in highly scenic, topographically diverse terrain.

5. 1.4 Protect the rural roadside character of Crowfoot Valley Road by establishing an

open space buffer zone along this corridor.

5. 1. 5 Include a pedestrian circulation system designed to assure that pedestrians can

walk safely and easily on the site, and between properties and activity
areas/ open space/ activity centers/ special features. Pedestrian circulation systems
shall also be linked with regional connections to open space and trails.

5. 1. 6 Provide sufficient passive open space corridors that are contiguous and

integrated into local and regional greenway/ trail systems.

5. 1. 7 Development shall be clustered to preserve and protect significant open space in

its natural state.

5. 1. 8 Provide appropriately sized and located activity centers that offer a wide range
of goods and services to the immediate market area, neighborhood and

community.

5. 1.9 Vehicular circulation systems shall be designed with consideration to the

topographic conditions of the land and provide for logical connections to public
rights-of-way.

5. 1. 10 Provide active recreational areas, including, but not limited to, open space, parks
and trails in suitable locations that meet the needs of the development and offer

convenient access by residents.

5. 1. 11 Proposed golf courses shall, at a minimum, be designed to include provisions to

promote water conservation and wildlife habitat, as provided by the Center for

Resource Management' s published " Environmental Principles for Golf Courses

8





5. 2. 9 The property owner shall demonstrate to the Town' s satisfaction that the

property owner has adjudicated water rights to store water in the reservoir at the

site proposed for the reservoir.

5. 2. 10 The property owner shall demonstrate to the Town' s satisfaction that the

property owner has adjudicated the means and methods to convey the water

rights from the point of diversion to the site proposed for the reservoir.

5. 2. 11 Non- motorized recreational boating shall be permitted on the reservoir and

the reservoir shall be open to the public and managed by the Town of

ParkerIDouglas County parks departments.

5. 2. 12 As part of the annexation agreement with the Town, trail connections shall

be incorporated.

5. 3 Region 3: Site development shall comply with the following principles/ requirements:

5. 3. 1 Preserve significant natural features, critical stands of vegetation, riparian
corridors/ primary gulches ( including Newlin Gulch), natural hazard areas, steep

slopes, critical wildlife habitat, and sites of historic, cultural, or

archaeological significance.

5. 3. 2 Development shall implement site planning techniques to minImIze visual

impacts of development in highly scenic, topographically diverse terrain.

5. 3. 3 Development shall be clustered to preserve and protect significant open space in

its natural state.

5. 3.4 Provide sufficient passive open space corridors that are contiguous and

integrated into local and regional greenway/ trail systems.

5. 3. 5 Include a pedestrian circulation system designed to assure that pedestrians can

walk safely and easily on the site, and between properties and activity
areas/ open space/ activity centers/ special features. Pedestrian circulation systems
shall also be linked with regional connections to open space and trails.

5. 3. 6 Vehicular circulation systems shall be designed with consideration to the

topographic conditions of the land and provide for logical connections to

public rights- of-way.

5. 3. 7 Provide active recreational areas, including, but not limited to, open space,

parks and trails in suitable locations that meet the needs of the development
and offer convenient access by residents.

5. 3. 8 A minimum 50- foot open space buffer shall be designated along the

northern portion of the property for the purpose of preserving land and a

buffer for the proposed East- West Regional TraiL

10
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Objective 2-15D
Establish community separators sur-
rounding all SUAs with compatible and 
appropriate land uses.

POLICY 2-15D.1
Encourage coordination with other jurisdic-
tions that may influence land development 
decisions within areas adjacent to the SUAs.

POLICY 2-15D.2
Approve only low-intensity land uses such  
as open space, agriculture, recreation, and 
residential development in areas adjacent to 
SUAs, in accordance with Nonurban Area 
policies in Section 3, and any intergovern-
mental agreements with municipalities and 
the County.

POLICY 2-15D.3
Encourage the provision of open space within 
and surrounding the SUAs to provide a frame-
work of separation.

POLICY 2-15D.4
Incorporate the development of parks and the 
purchase of open space in accordance with 
the goals and policies of the County Parks, 
Trails & Open Space Master Plan and the 
County Transportation Plan.

MUNICIPAL PLANNING AREAS
Municipal development plays a key role  

in the evolving landscape of Douglas County.  
The impact of municipalities on the natural and 
built environment, on adjoining communities, 
and on the provision of services can have 
far-reaching consequences. Similarly, develop-
ment in the unincorporated County can have 
the same impacts. 

Municipal influence areas are planning 
areas established by the municipality’s master 
plans or intergovernmental agreements with 
the County. Municipal influence areas often 
surround, or are adjacent to, a municipality’s 
municipal planning area. While municipal 
development is not planned for these areas, 
they are considered important to jurisdictions 
because of the potential impact development 
could have from an economic, visual, 
environmental, urban service, or water 
quality perspective.

The following goal, objectives, and policies 
are intended to guide development decisions by 
the County for proposed land uses within the 
unincorporated lands located in designated 
municipal planning and influence areas.  
Policies affecting unincorporated residents  
are also established to provide direction  
to municipalities.  

Policies serve as a framework for intergov-
ernmental agreements, and further a coopera-
tive relationship between jurisdictions in the 
21st century.

Develop a coordinated Comprehensive 
Master Plan for the County and 
municipalities.

Objective 2-16A
Mutually agree upon major land use  
planning concepts.

POLICY 2-16A.1
Develop a coordinated, strategic approach to 
address major land use issues such as annexa-
tion and adjacent development.

  Goal 2-16

Douglas County 2035 Comprehensive Master Plan Page 2-15

SECTION 2   URBAN LAND USE
Exhibit F
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POLICY 2-16A.2
Maintain open communication, build relation-
ships, and coordinate and address areas of 
mutual concern between the County and 
municipalities.

Objective 2-16B
Ensure development inside Municipal Plan-
ning Areas is consistent with the Douglas 
County Comprehensive Master Plan.
POLICY 2-16B.1
Support the annexation of existing, unincorpo-
rated planned developments within Municipal 
Planning Areas.

POLICY 2-16B.2
In order to protect the municipal sales-tax 
base, encourage owners of undeveloped, 
unincorporated lands within Municipal 
Planning Areas to petition municipalities for 
annexation and development.

POLICY 2-16B.3
Municipal annexations by non-Douglas 
County based municipalities that may adverse-
ly impact the fiscal viability of special districts, 
municipalities, or planned communities, or 
that do not conform to Nonurban designations 
and uses, are inconsistent with this Plan.

SECTION 2   URBAN LAND USE

Page 2-16 Douglas County 2035 Comprehensive Master Plan

POLICY 2-16B.4
Support annexation of a total community into a 
municipality to give residents a greater say in 
land use issues affecting their community.  
Annexations of only commercial development, 
leaving the residential component under County 
jurisdiction, are inconsistent with this Plan.

POLICY 2-16B.5
Mitigate potential land use impacts of new 
unincorporated development adjacent to 
municipalities. Encourage municipalities to 
mitigate land use impacts on adjacent unin-
corporated Douglas County development.

POLICY 2-16B.6
Land use applications for development on 
unincorporated lands within the Municipal 
Planning Areas shall be consistent with the 
goals, objectives, and policies of this 
Section 2, Urban Land Use. 
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Figure 6B: GENERAL LAND USE PLAN 
Source: Parker 2035 General Land Use Plan, March 2016

A Framework

Parks and Open Space

The General Land Use Plan provides the
framework for making zoning decisions, but
does not itself zone land. The Master Plan
indicates only broad categories of land use for
future development, whereas the Zoning Map
delineates the exact boundaries of zone
districts and establishes specific, detailed
regulations, which apply within them.
Neighborhood and Community Centers
depicted on the Plan are not intended to
indicate the exact boundaries, but to illustrate
the intersections in which these areas are
located.

Parks and open space are defining attributes of
the Town. Our community will have a balanced
system of open lands, natural areas, recreational
spaces and parks, including trails and urban
open areas. Development and redevelopment
will be required to preserve lands for parks and
open space. Guidance for preservation of these
lands is provided in the 'Open Space, Trails and
Greenways Master Plan' and 'From Values to
Visions: A strategic Action Plan for Parker's
Parks and Recreation.'

Disclaimer: The property boundaries, titles, legends, scale,
reference to individual parcels and any and all other data shown
or depicted on this map is for visual representation only and may
not be accurate. Further studies and surveys, on a site specific
basis, are required to verify this data.
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Parker 2035: Changes and Choices

Each of the Character Areas within the E-470 
corridor has distinct characteristics and therefore 
development in this corridor should be contem-
plated in a cohesive and thoughtful way to ensure 
the long term land use compatibility and viability 
of the corridor. This corridor will develop as a 
series of interconnected places that serve regional 
retail, medical, employment and higher density 
residential needs.

Character Areas within the E-470 Character Area 
are listed and described below:

Mixed Use
This Character Area will allow residents to walk 
and bicycle to their daily needs including retail, 
employment and recreation through a blend of 
compatible land uses, public amenities and an 
integrated multimodal transportation system. 
Land uses appropriate within this Character Area 
include a variety of higher intensity uses including 
multifamily, senior housing, assisted-living facili-
ties, office, retail and restaurants. No one land use 
will dominate the overall development pattern 
within this Character Area. Single family detached 
residential uses and residential at less than 10 
dwelling units per acre are not appropriate in this 
area. Densities may be reduced as a transition to 
adjacent residential development.

General Land Use Plan Designations
Two major types of designations are illustrated 
in the General Land Use Plan; ‘Character Areas’ 
and ‘Centers’. 

Character Areas 
The areas contained on the General Land Use 
Plan are grouped into twelve kinds of places, or 
‘Character Areas’ that make up our Town; E-470 
Corridor, Central Commercial District, Light 
Industrial District, Downtown Core, East Down-
town Gateway, Mixed Use- Residential Emphasis, 
Mixed Use, Medical District, Regional Retail 
District, Employment District, Medium Density 
Residential and Low Density Residential. These 
Character Areas are described below.

E-470 Corridor
E-470 is a toll highway that acts as an eastern 
beltway for the Denver Metropolitan Region. 
This beltway, which bisects Parker near its 
northern boundary, connects the Town to the 
regional transportation network and provides 
easy access to the Denver International Airport. 
The location of this highway through Town 
allows for higher intensity uses without 
significantly impacting our transportation 
system or the character of our community. 

6.6



Chapter 6: land use

Mixed Use – Residential Emphasis
This Character Area is located adjacent to 
regional and locally significant commercial 
areas. These multifamily residential areas will 
be interconnected and provide easy and direct 
pedestrian and bicycle access to nearby commer-
cial and employment areas. Uses appropriate 
in this Character Area include higher density 
residential housing, senior housing, assisted-
living facilities and mixed use developments 
that include a commercial component. 
Commercial uses are encouraged when they 
are part of a mixed use development, are of a scale 
that serve the needs of the area residents 
or provide support to adjoining uses. Single 
family detached residential uses and residential 
developments at less than 10 dwelling units per 
acre are not appropriate in this area.

Employment District
Primary jobs and higher educational opportu-
nities are essential for the success of our 
community. The E-470 corridor’s easy access 
to regional employment centers and regional 
transportation facilities including DIA and 
Centennial airport along with its location near 
hospitals and other medical industries make 
it an attractive location in Parker for businesses 
to locate. Primary uses appropriate in this 
Character Area include professional, medical and 
corporate offices, light industrial uses, flex office, 
research and development facilities and a higher 
educational campus. Light industrial uses will be 
focused on light manufacturing with ancillary 
warehousing and distribution. Light industrial 
uses in this Character Area are not intended 
to include primary use warehousing, outdoor 
storage or ministorage uses.

The primary uses in this district attract a variety 
of complementary uses, such as business and 
personal services, convenience retail, child care 
and restaurants. These complementary uses may 
be located near the intersection of Chambers and 
Compark Blvd. but should be clearly ancillary in 
scale and purpose of the character area.
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Town of Parker Annexation 
and Zoning Referral 

Comments



Parker Engineering

See attached comment memo



 

Memorandum 
 

To:         Paul Workman, Senior Planner 

 

Date: April 3, 2018 

 

From: Alex Mestdagh, P.E., Engineering Services Manager 

  

Cc: Tom Williams, P.E., Director of Engineering/Public Works  

  

  

Subject: Compark Filing 2 Annexation and Rezoning 

 

The Engineering Department has reviewed the documents submitted for the Compark Filing 2 

Annexation and Rezoning.  Staff reviewed the following documents: 

  

Document    Date Received    

Project Narrative   March 2018 

Development Guide and Plan  March 2018 

Annexation Petition   March 2018 

        

This site is located in unincorporated Douglas County, west of the Town boundary with the 

Compark development.  Based on our review we have the following comments: 

 

1. The proposed rezoning appears to eliminate several uses that would likely introduce 

heavy traffic loading and high volumes of truck traffic to the adjacent roadways.  The 

removal of these uses will increase the lifespan of these roadways and will decrease the 

cost and frequency of maintenance required on these roadways.  It will also have benefits 

to the operation and safety of the adjacent intersections and roadways.  The 

Engineering/Public Works Department supports the proposed rezoning of these 

properties. 
 

2. While the proposed area to be annexed includes new segments of Grasslands Drive and 

Upland Drive for which the Town would be responsible, in the opinion of the Town’s 

Engineering/Public Works Department, the proposal’s positive impacts to the adjacent 

Town roadways and developments are significant and the department is in support of the 

annexation. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this submittal.  If you have any questions regarding the 

comments please do not hesitate to contact the Engineering Department at (303) 840-9546.  
 



Arapahoe County Public Works and Development

No comments submitted



Aztec Consultants



Parker Building



Centennial Airport



Fire Life Safety



Douglas County Planning and Public Works

See attached comment letter



100 Third Street, Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 • 303.660.7460 

 

 

March 22, 2018 
 
Paul Workman 
Senior Planner 
Town of Parker 
20120 E. Mainstreet 
Parker, CO 80138 
 
RE: Grasslands Prairie Trail Planned Development (Compark Filing No. 2) Rezoning 
 Town of Parker Project Number: Z18-009 
 

Dear Mr. Workman: 
 
Please see the following comments regarding the above referral request from Douglas County. 
 
Addressing Comments: 
No Comments 
 
Engineering Comments: 
Douglas County Engineering recommends including Tract B of Compark Filing 2 within the 
annexation request.  This Tract encompasses a detention/water quality pond which serves the 
majority of the proposed annexation area. 
 
Planner Comments:  
Thank you for providing the opportunity for Douglas County Community Development to 
provide comment on the proposal to rezone approximately 45 acres within Compark Planned 
Development, Filing No. 2.  The rezoning request is related to an annexation petition to bring 
the same land area into the Town of Parker.  The proposed rezoning area is located within the 
urban Parker Municipal Planning Area of the Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan. 
Per the Town of Parker and Douglas County Intergovernmental Agreement and 
Comprehensive Development Plan, 4th Amendment (IGA), the parcels are within the Town of 
Parker Urban Growth Area. The IGA guides annexation procedures within Section 2.0, 
“Annexation within and expansion of the Town’s Urban Growth Area.”  Please verify that 
Section 2.3.10 (within Section 2.3 “Standards for Review of Annexation Petitions”) will be met 
by this rezoning. 
 
 
Feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns as they arise.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Matthew Jakubowski, AICP 
Principal Planner 
mjakubow@douglas.co.us 

Planning Services 

 
Department of Community Development 

www.douglas.co.us 

mailto:mjakubow@douglas.co.us


E-470 Public Highway



Parker Comprehensive Development

REVIEWS 

Bryce Matthews Comprehensive 
Planning 20 

This property is located with the Town's Urban Growth Boundary as 
described in the Parker 2035 Master Plan and the Douglas County IGA and 
CDP and is eligible for annexation. 
3/30/2018 5:01:22 PM 



Parker Economic Development



Xcel

REVIEWS 

Donna George 
Public Service 
Company of 
Colorado 20 

Please be advised that PSCo has existing natural gas distribution facilities 
throughout the area indicated in this proposed rezone. Public Service Company 
has no objection to this proposed rezone, contingent upon PSCo’s ability to 
maintain all existing rights and this amendment should not hinder our ability for 
future expansion, including all present and any future accommodations for 
natural gas transmission and electric transmission related facilities. 
4/2/2018 8:49:52 AM 



IREA



CenturyLink



Comcast

No comments submitted



Stonegate Village Metro District

No comments submitted



Tri County Health 

No comments submitted



Douglas Country 
Trash/Recycling Site 
Improvement Plan 
Referral Comments



















August 24, 2017

Via Electronic and U.S. Mail

Douglas County Government
Department of Community Development
Attn: Terence Quinn and Brett Thomas
100 Third Street
Castle Rock, CO 80104

D enverOffice
Marc D . Sarm iento
Direct 303.992.2014
msarmiento@hindmansanchez.com

Re: D ove MeadowsHom eownersAssociation, Inc. / Com park Filing 2, 6th Am endm ent, Lots6A-1 and 6A-2; Project
File No. SP2017-056
OurFile No. 3886.0002

Dear Mr. Quinn and Mr. Thomas:

Our firm represents the Dove Meadows Homeowners Association, Inc. (the “Association”). The Board of
Directors for the Association has asked that we provide your office with this letter addressing the Site
Improvement Plan for a Recycle/Trash Transfer Facility submitted by Galloway & Company, Inc., an authorized
representative of Vista South LLC. From a review of County records, the transfer facility is proposed to be located
on an 11.52-acre site north of Grasslands Drive, approximately 900 feet west of its intersection with South
Chambers Road (the “Proposed Location”).

The Association and its Members respectfully urge this office and any of its affiliate offices and agencies
to deny the plans to develop the Recycle/Trash Transfer Facility on the Proposed Location. The Association is
located directly across the street from the Proposed Location and is currently made up of approximately one
hundred and sixty (160) Members. Approval of the project will result in lower property values for the
surrounding residential area; increased truck traffic; the emission of noxious odors and noises; increased health
hazards to the Members of the Association and its surrounding residents; displacement of economic activity; the
attraction of rodents and other pests; amplified storm-water run-off; and stray litter in and around the
community. Due to such negative impacts so close to a residential area, the Association believes there is a better
alternative for the facility’s location.

The Association has yet to receive formal notice regarding the Site Improvement Plan or the proposed
Recycle/Trash Transfer Facility and is apprehensive that its Members’ concerns will not be addressed. Several
Members of the Association have already decided to try and sale their homes in light of the County’s
consideration of the Site Improvement Plan. Remaining Members are hopeful that the County will seriously
consider another location for the facility.

Should you have any information regarding this matter, such as dates, times and locations for public
meetings, if any, please send them to the Association’s Manager, Kim Herman, at:

CliftonLarsonAllen LLP
8390 East Crescent Parkway, Suite 500

Greenwood Village, CO 80111
Attn: Kim Herman

Email: Kim.Herman@claconnect.com
Phone: 303-265-7923
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Douglas County Government
Department of Community Development
August 24, 2017

Despite the lack of formal notice to the Association thus far, the Association Members and other
surrounding residential communities have mobilized to garner opposition to the project. The Association is
hopeful that the County will hear their concerns.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Marc D. Sarmiento
Hindm anSanchez P.C.

EBG/mds

cc: Board of Directors (via email)
CliftonLarsonAllen LLP (via email)
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners (via email)
Town of Parker Planning Manager (via email)
Town of Parker Mayor (via email)
Town of Parker Councilmember John Diak: (via email)
Town of Parker Councilmember Amy Holland (via email)
Town of Parker Councilmember Debbie Lewis (via email)
Town of Parker Councilmember Josh Martin (via email)
Town of Parker Councilmember Joshua Rivero (via email)
Town of Parker Councilmember Renee Williams (via email)
Galloway & Company, Inc. (via email)
South Metro Fire Rescue Authority (via email)
Stonegate Village Metropolitan District (via email)
Compark Metropolitan District (via email)
Denver Broncos (via email)
Centennial Airport (via email)

06448260.DOCX



1 | P a g e  

DOVE VALLEY METROPOLITAN DISTRICT 

141 Union Blvd., Suite 150 

Lakewood, CO  80228 

303-987-0835 

 

September 12, 2017 

To:  Terrence Quinn: tquinn@douglas.co.us 

 

Cc: Brett Thomas, Douglas County Chief Planner: bthomas@douglas.co.us  

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners. bocc@douglas.co.us  

Town of Parker, Bryce Matthews, Planning Manager: bmatthews@parkeronline.org  

Town of Parker Mayor Mike Waid: mwaid@parkeronline.org Town 

Town of Parker Councilmember John Diak: jdiak@parkeronline.org  

Town of Parker Councilmember Amy Holland: aholland@parkeronline.org  

Town of Parker Councilmember Debbie Lewis: deblewis@parkeronline.org  

Town of Parker Councilmember Josh Martin: jmartin@parkeronline.org  

Town of Parker Councilmember Joshua Rivero: jrivero@parkeronline.org  

Town of Parker Councilmember Renee Williams: rwilliams@parkeronline.org 

Patrick Gunn, Galloway & Company, Inc:  patrickgunn@gallowayus.com  

 

Re:  Project File # SP2017-056, Compark Filing 2, 6
th
 Amendment, Lots 6A-1 and 6A-2, Trash 

Transfer Facility 

 

On behalf of the Dove Valley Metropolitan District, we are writing to express our opposition to the above 

referenced project and request Mr. Quinn deny the application.  Our concerns are many, but the primary 

issues are as follows: 

 

1) The Traffic Study does not take into account traffic patterns north of the Douglas / Arapahoe 

County line.  Your applicant is proposing a right in and right out off of Chambers Road.  As a 

result, they’ll be likely looping through Dove Valley to gain access to the facility, which will 

adversely affect roads, parks, and development.  Please ask your applicant to revise their study to 

take the Arapahoe County, Centennial, and Parker jurisdictions into consideration. 

2) While we understand trash transfer facilities are beneficial and needed, appropriate placement is 

critical.  The current, proposed site may have once been an appropriate location, but now that 

homes, schools, parks, and upscale businesses have been developed, it is no longer an appropriate 

use at the proposed site.  You and your staff should work with the applicant to find a more 

ideal/appropriate location for this facility. 

3) Per the EPA, Trash Transfer Facilities should be located, designed, and operated to ensure the 

public health, safety, and welfare of the community and environment.  They should be located so 

as to minimize incompatibility with the character of the surrounding area.  A trash transfer facility 

should be located deep within a heavily industrial area, not adjacent to custom homes, a medical 

university, a Performing School of Arts for children, a business complex that includes a medical 

treatment facility, and certainly not so near to a large, regional park.   

4) These facilities should be located where traffic patterns to, or from the facility minimize the 

impact on existing traffic flows.  Traffic studies may not have taken into account traffic flow 

when school is in session, nor the impact on Chambers Rd to the north where these sizable and 

numerous garbage and semi-trucks will be going in and out of this 12-acre facility, 24 hours a 

day.  The applicant expects 500 trucks will come in and out of the trash transfer daily (which is a 

gross underestimate based on their expansion project and shift from residential service to 

commercial service) Dove Valley, the Broncos Training Facility, a gorgeous Dove Valley 

Regional Park, Cherry Creek School District Career Innovation Academy, not to mention the 

mailto:tquinn@douglas.co.us
mailto:bthomas@douglas.co.us
mailto:bocc@douglas.co.us
mailto:bmatthews@parkeronline.org
mailto:mwaid@parkeronline.org
mailto:jdiak@parkeronline.org
mailto:aholland@parkeronline.org
mailto:deblewis@parkeronline.org
mailto:jmartin@parkeronline.org
mailto:jrivero@parkeronline.org
mailto:rwilliams@parkeronline.org
mailto:patrickgunn@gallowayus.com
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beautiful and expanding Dove Meadows, Ridge, and other homes / condos, create a huge impact 

on Chambers Road already.  Will road impact fees be paid to all jurisdictions being impacted by 

this high traffic use? 

5) Besides traffic, noise, and odor…there are a multitude of problems that occur from an improperly 

designed or operated facility, which include infestations of rodents, bugs, and birds (there is an 

RV Park and Storage facility adjacent to the property – rodents are notorious for taking up 

residence in the engines of long-term, parked vehicles and destroying electrical), litter, air 

emissions, fire and other hazards from the waste materials that are often illegally disposed of and 

carried by these transfer company vehicles.  Even if this facility incorporates best practices (and 

actually uses them without being constantly policed by the public), there is still a huge concern 

over storm water run-off.  What steps are being proposed by the applicant to mitigate these 

issues/concerns?  How do we assure market our vacant parcels adjacent to your site for sale?  

This will grossly and negatively impact our development and land values. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

The Dove Valley Metropolitan District, Board of Directors 













































Right of Way & Permits

1123 West 3rd Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80223

Telephone: 303.571.3306
Facsimile: 303. 571.3284

donna.l.george@xcelenergy.com

August 18, 2017

Douglas County Department of Community Development
100 Third Street
Castle Rock, CO  80104

Attn: Brett Thomas

Re: Compark Filing No, 2, 6th Amendment, Lots 6A-1 and 6A-2 – Case # SP2017-056

Public Service Company of Colorado’s (PSCo) Right of Way and Permits Referral Desk has
determined there is a possible conflict with the above captioned project. Public Service
Company has an existing high pressure natural gas transmission pipeline and associated land
rights as shown within this property. Any activity including grading, proposed landscaping,
erosion control or similar activities involving our existing right-of-way will require Public Service
Company approval. Encroachments across Public Service Company’s easements must be
reviewed for safety standards, operational and maintenance clearances, liability issues, and
acknowledged with a Public Service Company License Agreement to be executed with the
property owner. PSCo is requesting that, prior to any final approval of the development
plan, it is the responsibility of the property owner/developer/contractor to contact PSCo’s
Encroachment Team for development plan review and execution of a License Agreement
(upload all files in PDF format) at:
https://www.xcelenergy.com/working_with_us/builders/encroachment_requests

The property owner/developer/contractor must complete the application process for any new
gas service, or modification to existing facilities via FastApp-Fax-Email-USPS (go to:
https://www.xcelenergy.com/start,_stop,_transfer/new_construction_service_activation_for_buil
ders). It is then the responsibility of the developer to contact the Designer assigned to the
project for approval of design details. Additional easements may need to be acquired by
separate document for new facilities.

As a safety precaution, PSCo would like to remind the developer to call the Utility Notification
Center at 1-800-922-1987 to have all utilities located prior to any construction.

If you have any questions about this referral response, please contact me at (303) 571-3306.

Donna George
Contract Right of Way Referral Processor
Public Service Company of Colorado



From:                                         Brett Thomas
Sent:                                           Tuesday, December 19, 2017 10:19 AM
To:                                               'Greg Zabikow'
Subject:                                     RE: Trash Transfer Station
 
Greg,
 
Your additional comments regarding the recycle/trash transfer facility have been received and read.  They will be
forwarded to the applicant and uploaded to the file later this week.
 
While there are several lots in close proximity to this lot that also permit recycle/trash transfer facilities as a
permitted use (use by right), an application was submitted by the owner/applicant for this lot and the application
will continue to be processed in accordance with Section 27 of the Zoning Resolution.
 
No additional submittal items have been received since the end of the referral period, therefore, Douglas County
has not received responses to address referral comments and community concerns.  The applicant has indicated
they are working towards a resubmittal and all new information will be uploaded to the project file
https://apps.douglas.co.us/planning/projects/Default.aspx?PossePresentation=SIPJob&PosseObjectId=53964308
once it is received and scanned.
 
 
Brett Thomas, AICP | Chief Planner
Douglas County Government
Department of Community Development
Planning Services Division 
Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104
Direct | 303­814­4369     Main | 303­660­7460
Email | bthomas@douglas.co.us
 
 
 
From: Greg Zabikow [mailto:gzabikow@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 19, 2017 8:03 AM
To: Brett Thomas <bthomas@douglas.co.us>
Subject: Trash Transfer Station
 

Mr. Thomas:

Re: Douglas County Project No. SP2017‐056, Site Improvement Plan for a Trash Transfer Facility, submitted by
Vista South, LLC (aka Pro Disposal / Mountain Waste) on July 10, 2017

I am a resident of the Dove Ridge neighborhood.  I am concerned with the news report from December 12, 2017
and updated response information on the Douglas County Planning website regarding this trash transfer station
project. 

http://coloradocommunitymedia.com/stories/neither‐side‐backing‐down‐on‐proposed‐trash‐transfer‐
facility,256995

https://apps.douglas.co.us/planning/projects/Default.aspx?PossePresentation=SIPJob&PosseObjectId=53964308

Here are statements from the Douglas County Planning website.

https://apps.douglas.co.us/planning/projects/Default.aspx?PossePresentation=SIPJob&PosseObjectId=53964308
mailto:bthomas@douglas.co.us
http://coloradocommunitymedia.com/stories/neither-side-backing-down-on-proposed-trash-transfer-facility,256995
https://apps.douglas.co.us/planning/projects/Default.aspx?PossePresentation=SIPJob&PosseObjectId=53964308


“Communities do not just happen.  Choices concerning the development of communities should reflect widely
held community values that consider citizen health, safety, conservation of resources, efficiency, beauty and
equity.  The vision of the County’s citizens is embodied in the Comprehensive Master Plan (CMP), the keystone to
the County’s growth management program.  The Planning Services Division facilitates implementation of the
CMP through review of land use applications, which are presented to the Board of County Commissioners as the
decision‐making body. The vision of the CMP is further expressed in policy and regulatory documents, including
the Parks, Trails and Open Space Master Plan, Transportation Plan, and Subdivision and Zoning Resolutions.”

I believe it is the responsibility of the planning group to act upon the following statement:  “Choices concerning
the development of communities should reflect widely held community values that consider citizen health,
safety, conservation of resources, efficiency, beauty and equity.”

Acting in a fiduciary manner and supporting desires of the residential, commercial, and vacant land owners
should be first and foremost when planning decisions in the community.  These groups have made investments in
this area prior to the transactions by the trash transfer group.  The local community has expressed their desire
for not having the trash transfer business in the area for various safety, loss of value, and nuisance reasons. Are
there alternative spaces in Douglas County that are less intrusive to the existing residential and commercial
community?

My concerns and requests for the Trash Transfer Station project are:

Loss of future tax revenue, land development, and land/home values

The trash transfer station will occupy 12 acres, but will have an impact on a 10 mile radius in the community.  The
impact on the broader community will result in a loss of tax revenue for Douglas County.  The risk of lost revenue
will be due to the exiting vacant land continuing not to be developed as future commercial customers may
consider other locations.  The difference between undeveloped land tax rates and developed tax rates are
significant. The Dove Valley area itself currently has significant acres of undeveloped land.  In addition, residential
values are at risk of value loss or not appreciating at the same rate as the area market, which will also impact tax
revenue for the county.

The Compark Business Campus Metropolitan District states on their website, “The District is committed to
providing quality services while managing resources wisely for the local community.”  Bringing a trash transfer
station into the proposed location seems to be at conflict with this statement.

Moreover, the existing businesses in Compark were provided a picture of how this area was going to be
developed.  They are being provided a disservice by a trash transfer station proposal.  If this potential was
presented to them when they were considering their investment, they may have reconsidered.  They are owed a
level of protection for their investment, tax revenue paid, and commitment to the community. 

I realize the importance of trash transfer stations.   However, the EPA and CDPHE recommend these types of
facilities are located in heavy industrial or rural area away from residences, schools, parks, water ways, and
businesses.  The trash transfer station in Commerce City is in a heavy industrial area.  As a matter of fact this site
has had fires and attracts a large number of birds.   See the attached image.

Loss of jobs

RedBarre has stated they will not continue with their project in Compark if the trash transfer project is approved. 
I realize the RedBarre project will increase traffic.  However, this traffic will not be commercial vehicles.  Plus they
will have peak periods of travel, and the RedBarre traffic would not be 24/7.

The risk here is not only could RedBarre relocate to another county, but could they locate to another state. 



Keeping the unknown with the trash transfer project only expands the risk of loss for both Douglas County and
the State of Colorado.  A loss of the investment, tax revenue, and reputation value from the presence due to
RedBarre to the community would be negative.

Charter Communication desires to invest in a data center project.  Both Rocky Visita University and Parker
Performing Arts have considered expanding their sites.  A trash transfer station would put all these expansions,
investments, and new jobs at risk.  Although Denver is growing due people from other states relocating to the
area the community needs good paying jobs to support this growth and RedBarre, Charter Communication,
Rocky Visita University and Parker Performing Arts would be helping to address this need with a potential 4,000
to 6,000 new jobs.

Traffic

I am requesting a new traffic study to be conducted along Chambers Rd due to recent residential development
and the Parker Performing Arts School during the school year period.  Even with the current traffic levels making
a left turn out of Dove Ridge can be challenging.  The high volume of commercial truck traffic will lead to
additional levels of congestion, noise, and pollution along the truck routes in the residential area.  

Safety

There are five schools in the area: Arapahoe Community College, Chaparral High School, Mammoth Heights
Elementary School, and Parker Performing Arts.  The increased truck traffic on Chambers Rd would put these
youth at risk.  Truck traffic will also increase the wear and tear on the streets, which the tax payers would have to
bear even though the damage is enhanced by the trash transfer station’s activity.

The air quality will be exposed to unpleasant smells for a residential community along with increased petro
emissions due to the truck traffic.  Moreover, there is a stream in the Compark area which as the risk of increase
pollution due to petro emissions, trash residual run off, and blowing trash in the community.

In addition, the trash transfer center in Commerce City experienced a fire this summer.  Again this a major health
and safety risk for the residence and businesses in the area.

http://www.9news.com/news/local/crews‐battle‐large‐fire‐at‐commerce‐city‐recycling‐center/449426448

Moreover, the concerns and information requested from other concerned parties seem to be missing responses:

         Centennial Airport

         Denver Broncos Training Facility

         Town of Parker

         Arapahoe County Engineering Services Division

         South Mero Fire Rescue Authority

         Tri‐County Health Department

         Revised traffic study

         Hendricks Commercial Properties

         Dove Meadows Homeowners Association

http://www.9news.com/news/local/crews-battle-large-fire-at-commerce-city-recycling-center/449426448


         Dove Valley Metropolitan District

         Parker Performing Arts School

         E‐470 Public Highway Authority

         Stonegate Village Metropolitan District

         Stonegate Village Owners Association

         Xcel Energy

 

Regards,

 

Greg Zabikow

15818 Club Rush Ct

Parker, CO 80134

 

 

 

 



From:                                         TOM WAYBURN <tom16264@comcast.net>

Sent:                                           Friday, September 29, 2017 9:10 AM

To:                                               Brett Thomas

Cc:                                               Tom

Subject:                                     Trash Transfer Facility in Parker, CO

 

 Good Morning ‐

Since 1995, I live in the Stonegate Community near Chambers Road and E‐470. I understand that a trash transfer
facility is proposed to be built northwest of E‐470 and Chambers Road. I realize the area in question is zoned for
commercial use since 1998 but a lot has changed here since 1998. I don't understand the reason the county
would approve a trash transfer facility to be built in close proximity to residential homes, schools, institutions of
higher learning, and a medical facility. 

Surely there is another location that Douglas County could approve for the building of a trash transfer facility. A
location that is not surrounded by homes, a place remote from where children play, an area that is further away
from our residential communities. I have seen space in the business parks west and northwest of the proposed
building plot that would be better suited for a trash transfer facility.

There are also less inhabited areas in unincorporated Douglas County that would be better suited for a trash
transfer facility.  I am certain you can find more suitable places to approve building for such purpose. One such
location is between the American Furniture building and Peoria Road. There are no homes near‐by and it is also
located near 470.

Times change and Douglas County has approved residential construction in many, many areas since 1995. I have
witnessed the County grow quite a bit since I first relocated to Parker and surrounding areas.  The County has
approved the building of residential homes in these areas. One certainly does not want a smelly, noisy, traffic
congesting, business to be built near their home. I am certain you also do not want such a business in your back
yard.

I add my voice to those opposing the construction of a trash transfer facility in the proposed area near Chambers
Road and E‐470. Please consider and respect the people who live here in Douglas County, in the areas the County
approved for residential building, and disapprove the construction of this trash transfer facility. Please let me
know if this proposed facility is approved for building.

Thank‐you,

Thomas Wayburn, 16264 Stonebriar Drive, Parker, CO 80134 (tom16264@comcast.net) 

 

mailto:tom16264@comcast.net


From:                                         Brett Thomas
Sent:                                           Thursday, September 28, 2017 4:39 PM
To:                                               sheyne Keys
Subject:                                     RE: Douglas County Project No. SP2017‐056, Site Improvement Plan for a Trash

Transfer Facility, submitted by Vista South, LLC (aka Pro Disposal / Mountain Waste)
on July 10, 2017.

 
Sheyne,
 
Douglas County has received your additional correspondence regarding the application.
 
Douglas County has created a webpage for project SP2017‐056 to help disseminate information
regarding the application and process.  The Project Records Online link provides access to the project
file, including all documents received to date that are associated with the application.  In addition, the
website includes various links to other documents that are relevant to the processing of this
application.
 
 
Brett Thomas, AICP | Chief Planner
Douglas County Government
Department of Community Development
Planning Services Division 
Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104
Direct | 303­814­4369     Main | 303­660­7460
Email | bthomas@douglas.co.us
 
 
From: sheyne Keys [mailto:sheyneannkeys@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 24, 2017 9:00 AM
To: Brett Thomas <bthomas@douglas.co.us>
Subject: Re: Douglas County Project No. SP2017‐056, Site Improvement Plan for a Trash Transfer Facility,
submitted by Vista South, LLC (aka Pro Disposal / Mountain Waste) on July 10, 2017.
 
 
 
September 12, 2017
 
Brett Thomas, Douglas County Chief Planner: bthomas@douglas.co.us 
Terrence Quinn, Director of Community Development: tquinn@douglas.co.us 
 
Re:  Douglas County Project No. SP2017‐056, Site Improvement Plan for a Trash Transfer Facility, submitted by
Vista South, LLC (aka Pro Disposal / Mountain Waste) on July 10, 2017.  
 
The traffic volume and character of this facility is totally inconsistent with the current and future development in
the immediate area.  Traffic volumes proposed by Vista South LLC, at full capacity, include:  One inbound trash
truck traversing either Peoria or Chambers Rd (or both) every two minutes.  And one outbound Semi Tractor
Trailer load on either Peoria or Chambers (or both) every eight minutes.  These volumes of truck traffic will
inappropriately stress and degrade local road infrastructure.  These volumes of truck traffic will create a noise
pollution problem of the highest order for local businesses and residences.  These volumes of truck traffic will
create vibration issues for the surrounding area structures, businesses, and people.  These truck traffic volumes
will create traffic density issues for local businesses and residences that will directly harm business and the
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mailto:bthomas@douglas.co.us
mailto:bthomas@douglas.co.us
mailto:tquinn@douglas.co.us


quality of life for local residents.  These volumes of diesel vehicles will create excessive air pollution, degrading
the quality of the air in the immediate vicinity with grave, potential impacts to health.  
 
The proposed Trash Transfer Facility Site consists of two lots, totaling nearly 12 acres with access easements
across two other lots to get to Chambers Road.  These two lots are owned by the Compark Developer and the
Compark Metro District.  The citizens and area businesses do hope access is not granted by these property
owners and as of today's meeting, there are no access agreements or easements on record with the Clerk and
Recorder.  Further, it is our understanding, for the Trash Transfer Facility to have access to Chambers Road, they
must seek Town of Parker approval.  The citizens and area businesses also hope that the Town of Parker denies
access to Chambers Road.   If access to Chambers Rd is not granted, then the applicant is left with Grasslands
Drive for site access.  However, Grasslands Drive is NOT an appropriate access for this facility and was not
designed for the heavy truck traffic Vista South LLC is proposing.  A new traffic study is called for and a new round
of internal/external referrals is needed.
 
I understand the need for a trash transfer facility; however, as recommended by the EPA and CDPHE this facility
needs to be located in a heavy industrial or rural area, far from residences, businesses, parks, and schools.  
 
There is a myriad of issues with the project as submitted, which include, but are not limited to:
 
1) Missing Approved Operations Plan required by CDPHE
2) Lot line vacation is required and that application has yet to be submitted
3) There are several unresolved issues with the South Metro Fire Rescue Authority
4) The Town of Parker does not support this project
5) The proposal presents several nuisance conditions which include odor, air pollution, pest control and
mitigation, debris/blowing trash, and noise which have not been addressed by the applicant 
6) The proposed use is not compatible with the surrounding area
7) The Planned Development (PD) does not allow for 24‐hour operation, 7 days a week so should require a
rezoning, which would require a public hearing process
8) A fueling station is not a use listed in the PD as a use by right or accessory use, as such, a rezoning is required
and a public hearing process required
9) The proposed access to Chambers Rd will not be permitted, per the Town of Parker and Grasslands Drive is not
designed to handle the truck traffic that is being proposed.  A geotechnical analysis on the roadway should be
completed to determine its adequacy and any mitigation should be the responsibility of  South Vista LLC
10) The traffic study submitted by the applicant warrants a traffic signal today, without any impact from the
project and is inadequate.  This traffic study needs to be revised and should take into consideration traffic routes
proposed from the north.  Further the anticipated traffic from trucks and cars appears to be horribly
underestimated and should be recalculated
11) The current Site Plan allows for outdoor storage, which is not a permitted use in the PD
12) The proposed Site Plan does not appear to meet the requirements of Douglas County's roadway design and
construction standards
13) The proposed project will have a major impact on the function of Grasslands Dr and surrounding streets
because the proposed Trash Transfer Facility project will add 2,100 truck trips per day and 400 new car trips each
day, with anticipated growth of 6,000 truck trips per day by 2040, all at the expense of other property owners at
a disproportionate share
14) Did I say this facility is Incompatible with the surrounding area?
15) The proposed development lies within a restricted area and approach zone of the Centennial Airport
Influence Area, bird strikes are a serious concern to small aircraft
16) Three fires have occurred in like facilities over the past 6 months, so safety is a valid concern and another
reason this facility should be located father from business, schools, and residences
17) No access easements/agreements are currently in place, or on record with, the Clerk and Recorder's Office



18) Stonegate Village Metro District is the water and sanitary sewer service provider for these lots and they DO
NOT support this project and are asking for denial of the application
19) Xcel Energy has a possible conflict with this project due to existing high pressure natural gas transmission
pipeline and associated land rights within the property.  
 
For these reasons and many yet to be revealed, as a result of the Tri‐County Health Department (TCHD) and the
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) review of this case, I ask you to deny this
application.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sheyne Wiggans
8379 Grasslands way
Parker, Co 80134
 
720 427 3412



From:                                         rich russo <brtcmfn1@yahoo.com>

Sent:                                           Tuesday, September 26, 2017 7:05 PM

To:                                               Terence T. Quinn; Brett Thomas

Subject:                                     Douglas County Project No. SP2017‐056

 

September 26, 2017
 

Dear Mr. Quinn, and Mr. Thomas;

 

This is my 2nd letter to have on record with Douglas County of my concern and displeasure being a
resident in the area for the last 11 years, below is the summary which I am sure you have heard already,
but it all very important. Please find it in the best interests for the town, county, residents, and businesses
to deny this project and have it approved in another area.

 

Respectfully Yours,

Rich Russo

8489 Canyon Rim Circle­ Unit # 301 

Englewood, CO 80112­4733

 

The traffic volume and character of this facility is totally inconsistent with the current and future development
in the immediate area. Traffic volumes proposed by Vista South LLC, at full capacity, include: One inbound
trash truck traversing either Peoria or Chambers Rd (or both) every two minutes. And one outbound Semi
Tractor Trailer load on either Peoria or Chambers (or both) every eight minutes. These volumes of truck
traffic will inappropriately stress and degrade local road infrastructure. These volumes of truck traffic will
create a noise pollution problem of the highest order for local businesses and residences. These volumes of
truck traffic will create vibration issues for the surrounding area structures, businesses, and people. These
truck traffic volumes will create traffic density issues for local businesses and residences that will directly
harm business and the quality of life for local residents. These volumes of diesel vehicles will create
excessive air pollution, degrading the quality of the air in the immediate vicinity with grave, potential impacts
to health. 
The proposed Trash Transfer Facility Site consists of two lots, totaling nearly 12 acres with access
easements across two other lots to get to Chambers Road. These two lots are owned by the Compark
Developer and the Compark Metro District. The citizens and area businesses do hope access is not granted
by these property owners and as of today's meeting, there are no access agreements or easements on
record with the Clerk and Recorder. Further, it is our understanding, for the Trash Transfer Facility to have
access to Chambers Road, they must seek Town of Parker approval. The citizens and area businesses also
hope that the Town of Parker denies access to Chambers Road. If access to Chambers Rd is not granted,
then the applicant is left with Grasslands Drive for site access. However, Grasslands Drive is NOT an
appropriate access for this facility and was not designed for the heavy truck traffic Vista South LLC is
proposing. A new traffic study is called for and a new round of internal/external referrals is needed.



I understand the need for a trash transfer facility; however, as recommended by the EPA and CDPHE this
facility needs to be located in a heavy industrial or rural area, far from residences, businesses, parks, and
schools. 
There is a myriad of issues with the project as submitted, which include, but are not limited to:
1) Missing Approved Operations Plan required by CDPHE
2) Lot line vacation is required and that application has yet to be submitted
3) There are several unresolved issues with the South Metro Fire Rescue Authority
4) The Town of Parker does not support this project
5) The proposal presents several nuisance conditions which include odor, air pollution, pest control and
mitigation, debris/blowing trash, and noise which have not been addressed by the applicant 
6) The proposed use is not compatible with the surrounding area
7) The Planned Development (PD) does not allow for 24­hour operation, 7 days a week so should require a
rezoning, which would require a public hearing process
8) A fueling station is not a use listed in the PD as a use by right or accessory use, as such, a rezoning is
required and a public hearing process required
9) The proposed access to Chambers Rd will not be permitted, per the Town of Parker and Grasslands Drive
is not designed to handle the truck traffic that is being proposed. A geotechnical analysis on the roadway
should be completed to determine its adequacy and any mitigation should be the responsibility of South Vista
LLC
10) The traffic study submitted by the applicant warrants a traffic signal today, without any impact from the
project and is inadequate. This traffic study needs to be revised and should take into consideration traffic
routes proposed from the north. Further the anticipated traffic from trucks and cars appears to be horribly
underestimated and should be recalculated
11) The current Site Plan allows for outdoor storage, which is not a permitted use in the PD
12) The proposed Site Plan does not appear to meet the requirements of Douglas County's roadway design
and construction standards
13) The proposed project will have a major impact on the function of Grasslands Dr and surrounding streets
because the proposed Trash Transfer Facility project will add 2,100 truck trips per day and 400 new car trips
each day, with anticipated growth of 6,000 truck trips per day by 2040, all at the expense of other property
owners at a disproportionate share
14) Did I say this facility is Incompatible with the surrounding area?
15) The proposed development lies within a restricted area and approach zone of the Centennial Airport
Influence Area, bird strikes are a serious concern to small aircraft
16) Three fires have occurred in like facilities over the past 6 months, so safety is a valid concern and
another reason this facility should be located father from business, schools, and residences
17) No access easements/agreements are currently in place, or on record with, the Clerk and Recorder's
Office
18) Stonegate Village Metro District is the water and sanitary sewer service provider for these lots and they
DO NOT support this project and are asking for denial of the application
19) Xcel Energy has a possible conflict with this project due to existing high pressure natural gas
transmission pipeline and associated land rights within the property. 
For these reasons and many yet to be revealed, as a result of the Tri­County Health Department (TCHD) and
the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) review of this case, I ask you to deny
this application.
 



From:                                         BYRON BARB <bjrydland@msn.com>
Sent:                                           Sunday, October 8, 2017 12:01 PM
To:                                               Brett Thomas
Subject:                                     Transfer station
 
I hope you are reconsidering building the transfer station off chambers road. I bet there are several different sites
that wouldn't ruin property values, be placed next to a school and several housing developments. Even
considering this is really foolish for the government. Bet it wouldn't go next to where you live.
Please be courteous and think of the many people this would affect and change the site to someplace that is far
away from homes.
Have you considered what this site would do to the movie complex that is being considered by American
Furniture Warehouse? I wonder if they will reconsider?
Just stop and think of what you propose to do.
Really frustrating when "the people" really aren't listened to...
Barbara Rydland
Homeowner off 470 & Chambers
 
Sent from my iPad



From:                                         tpmccar@yahoo.com

Sent:                                           Saturday, October 7, 2017 1:04 PM

To:                                               Brett Thomas

Subject:                                     Proposed trash transfer station at e470

 

Mr Thomas,

 

I can't imagine that this development is a good idea. First, increased bird populations can't be good for an airport.
Second, this type of development shouldn't be so close to a school and college. Third, the film studio that is
proposed will not like the eye sore or increased truck traffic...not sure what you were thinking.

 

 

tim McCarthy

stoneware

Tpmccar@yahoo.com

 

 

 

 



From:                                         Melanie Urso <melanieurso@yahoo.com>

Sent:                                           Monday, August 14, 2017 8:44 AM

To:                                               Brett Thomas

Subject:                                     Waste Transfer Facility ‐ Grasslands Dr. & Chambers

 

Hello Mr. Thomas,

 

It has recently come to my attention that a waste transfer station is
planned for the property located at Grasslands Drive and Chambers.  I
am a homeowner in Dove Meadows on Grasslands Drive.  

 

I am writing to express my deep concerns and disappointment. I never
received any notification or any information prior to last week that
this was going to happen. I simply cannot understand how a waste
transfer station can be located directly across a beautiful brand new
subdivision, Rocky Vista University and a new charter school ­not to
mention, walking trails and nearby parks. I moved to this area because
of it's fantastic location and beautiful views. I'm concerned about the
noise, litter, rodents, smell, etc. 

 

I don't believe our HOA, community members or anyone in the area
has had an opportunity to voice their opinion against this facility. Was
there a city counsel meeting?  Why wasn't anyone notified? What, if
anything can be done to re­locate the facility from the planned
location?

 

Kind Regards,



 

Melanie Urso

15301 Grasslands Drive

Parker, CO 80134

303­941­4991



From:                                         Dr. Anne Khalifeh <drkhalifeh1@gmail.com>

Sent:                                           Monday, August 14, 2017 7:58 AM

To:                                               Brett Thomas

Subject:                                     Dove Meadows and Trash Transfer Facility on Grasslands

 

Dear Mr. Thomas, 

I am a resident of the Dove Meadows community on Grasslands Drive. I am writing regard disturbing news that
our neighbors shared on Friday about plans for a trash transfer facility at the corner of Grasslands Drive and
Chambers Road. We have all since learned that our HOA and our community, which will be impacted the most
greatly by this decision was never notified; however, communities that are farther away from this site had the
courtesy of a notification. While I cannot possibly fathom why Douglas County and its employees think it is
reasonable and appropriate to build a trash transfer facility next to an elementary and middle school, a University
and half‐million dollar homes, I would have hoped that the county would have had the decency to notify those of
us most impacted. If this project presents no hazard and will support the community, why wouldn't you want to
let us know? I can understand that there might not have been a "requirement" to notify us due to where we live;
but it seems like for something so significant, your office should have done the right thing and sent out a
notification. The fact that this information was not openly provided to us, with an opportunity to ask questions
and learn more about the facility now raises a myriad of questions regarding the safety of this site, potential
hazards that will be posed to the residents as well as local students, and traffic safety issues, and the underlying
intentions of your office. Clearly this is going to be a hazard and a nuisance to our community which is why no
attempts were made to notify us. Perhaps you were just hoping that by the time we learned of this travesty, it
would be too late for us to intervene.   

 

I implore you to explain the justification behind this and provide our community and the local educational
institutions proper information regarding this site. Furthermore, I strongly urge you to do what you can to move
this site out of our community. 

 

Sincerely,

Dr. Khalifeh

 

 

 

Dr. Anne Khalifeh, Psy.D., ABPP

Board Certified Clinical Psychologist

Neuropsychologist



(720) 696-1068

 

 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e­mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential or proprietary information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
immediately contact the sender by reply e­mail and destroy all copies of the original message.
 



From:                                         Anthony Martin <tirith42@gmail.com>

Sent:                                           Monday, August 14, 2017 7:06 AM

To:                                               Brett Thomas

Subject:                                     Project SP2017‐056, Trash Transfer Facility

 

Mr. Thomas,

I am writing to protest in the strongest possible way the construction of a trash transfer facility at the
intersection of S. Chambers Rd. and Grasslands Drive. Important points:

The homeowners, including myself, right across Chambers on Grasslands Drive were never notified of this
project, nor were our opinions solicited or considered. This facility will negatively affect health, safety, road
traffic, smells and odors, and home values.

It is right next to homes and families, a university, and a school. This is completely inappropriate, and I cannot
understand how this ever got off the drawing board or approved.

Everyone in this neighborhood is very strongly against the planned construction of this facility at this location,
and it needs to be changed immediately. I expect you will hear from most if not all of them. I am lending my voice
to the crowd: please stop this right now and find a different location.

Thanks for listening, and I appreciate your time. I hope to see some positive action in the very near future

Tony Martin

15329 Grasslands Drive

Parker, CO



From:                                         Rick Heins <rickmaryheins@comcast.net>
Sent:                                           Monday, August 14, 2017 12:03 PM
To:                                               Brett Thomas
Subject:                                     Transfer Station
 
Dear Sir and Others involved in this decision:
 
For the record, I am very surprised that this transfer station is being considered at this location. The location is so
close to so many different type of business’s that contradict it’s nature.
 
There are two schools within close proximity as well as neighborhoods that do fit well with this type of facility.
 
The amount of truck traffic in this area of Chambers is already excessive. This would lead to additional traffic and
danger to the local neighborhood residents.
 
I urge you to reconsider this option.
 
Sincerely,
 
Rick and Mary Heins
16001 Brooklime Ct.
Parker, Co.
316‐749‐0521
 



Department of Community Development
Planning Services Division
Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104
Direct | 303‐814‐4369     Main | 303‐660‐7460
Email | bthomas@douglas.co.us
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: MICHELLE Cole [mailto:mchelle2470@msn.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 13, 2017 7:49 PM
To: Brett Thomas <bthomas@douglas.co.us>
Subject: Trash Transfer facility
 
I learned of the intent for a trash transfer facility to be built directly across the street from my home on
Grasslands Drive only yesterday. I need for you to know that I'm absolutely sick to my stomach at the thought of
this facility being built across from our beautiful brand new half million dollar homes and medical University.
Many of the people in the surrounding developments have already contacted a local news station who is going to
do a story in protest!!!  I think this is extremely poor planning that something like this could be built amongst
beautiful homes, a brand new arts school and university!!!!! Why allow such a facility to be built in this of all
areas??!!! There has got to be another location better suited for such a facility. The smell alone will be terrible!
This information has shocked and devastated all of us in our new small neighborhood and we refuse to stand by
quietly and allow this to be built across from our new beautiful homes. After tomorrow there will be much light
shed on this development plan !!!
Sincerely,
Michelle Cole
15357 Grasslands Drive
 
Sent from my iPhone



Department of Community Development
Planning Services Division
Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104
Direct | 303‐814‐4369     Main | 303‐660‐7460
Email | bthomas@douglas.co.us
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Marc Malezija [mailto:mmalezija@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2017 12:09 PM
To: Brett Thomas <bthomas@douglas.co.us>
Subject: Project SP2017‐056
 
Brett,
 
My name is Marc Malezija. I am a home owner in the dove meadows community. It has just come to mine and
many other home owners attention that there will be a trash transfer facility being built across Chambers's from
our particular neighborhood on Grasslands dr. To say I'm concerned about a trash transfer facility being that
close to a beautiful new neighborhood is an understatement. We have about 100+ residents in this community all
of which I'm sure would be highly opposed to this project going in.  I know of at least 80 homes that are furious
with the plan. My question to you is, what legal action do we have to perhaps stop this build? We have many
residents saying they are going to contact local media and start there, but I would like to know if there is a public
hearing or anything of that matter to voice our communities concern. Please let me know when you have a
chance. Thanks Brett, I look forward to hearing from you.
 
Marc Malezija
303‐726‐9989
 
Sent from my iPhone



From:                                         sheyne Keys <sheyneannkeys@gmail.com>

Sent:                                           Tuesday, August 15, 2017 6:47 AM

To:                                               Brett Thomas

Subject:                                     Grasslands Dr. Trash transfer station

 

Good day Mr. Thomas,

My name is Sheyne Wiggans.  I'm directly across the street from the proposed trash transfer site.  There are
many reasons why this isn't the appropriate site for this infrastructure.  This community is alive now and ready to
take this on for as long as we need. These poor children in the schools and community are far too close to this
facility.  It sits in the absolute worst location.

Please help us!!!

We have kids with disabilities in this community which live directly across the street.  Their disabilities make them
susceptible to illness.  A trash dump would harm these kids.  My husband has kidney disease, this site would
make him more susceptible to illness. 

This was bad planning on someone's behalf.  Let's fix it.  

Lets suggest a different location away from homes, schools and the University.  Let's not make people sick.

This seem like a common sense situation.

 

Thanks for your help!

 

Sheyne Wiggans

 8379 Grasslands way

Parker, CO 80134

 

720 427 3412



From:                                         Tracy Burlingame <kntburl@comcast.net>

Sent:                                           Tuesday, August 15, 2017 7:27 PM

To:                                               Brett Thomas; Terence T. Quinn; BOCC

Subject:                                     Vista South LLC Trash Transfer Facility

 

To Whom It May Concern:

 

Please be advised that as an ORIGINAL Dove Ridge HOA homeowner, I am extremely angry
and upset over the Trash Transfer Facility that is being planned a mere blocks from my home.
Our neighborhood already has one transfer facility at Jordan and Fremont in Englewood. To
have another so close to residential neighborhoods and schools is simply not acceptable.

 

We were NEVER notified (I am diligent about reading communications from my HOA and
governments) at any point in the recent past; although I have heard of notices being sent to
Stonegate residents ­ who are farther away than we are. Why would they be notified living a
mile away when we are across the street??? That makes NO sense.  And merely posting a
poorly­lettered sign that is impossible to be read from the road at 40 mph is not acceptable
either. 

 

I will join my neighbors in the fight to keep the project from moving forward. There have to be
other remote locations away from residential areas that this project can locate. As you have
been inundated with other angry emails that surely duplicate my concerns, I will not waste your
time itemizing them for you again.

 

We expect and deserve our concerns to be addressed not only in a public forum but privately
via official communication as well. Our corner of Douglas County and our corner of the City of
Parker have been long neglected and we are fed up. 

 

Thank you,

Tracy and Ken Burlingame

Dove Ridge HOA

 

 

 



From:                                         Ray Ibarra <ocrayray@hotmail.com>
Sent:                                           Thursday, August 17, 2017 8:59 AM
To:                                               Brett Thomas
Subject:                                     Compark Trash facility
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the Trash Transfer facility that was originally approved under
the Compark Planned Development (Compark PD Planning Area #4)  in 2008.  While this might have
been an appropriate location in 2008, I have serious concerns regarding the facility’s negative impact on
the community and the environment now that the area has been developed. Nine years later, the area
is no longer just a business park.  There are new custom homes, a medical school, and a new charter
school.  As a Stonegate resident, I have seen the area develop right before my eyes.  With this new
development, I do not feel this is the best location for a new trash transfer facility.
As a concerned citizen, I feel it is my civil duty to express my opposition for the following reasons:

1.  Significant increase in traffic (up to 500 trucks a day traveling the area)
Is this really what is needed with charter school directly across the street?  Talk about
serious safety concerns for these K‐8 students, as well as residents who walk, run, and bike
in the area. 

Odor of trash and exhaust from the trucks and facility
Blowing trash
The increased risk of rodents such as mice, etc
Increased noise
Increased health risks such as air pollution, ground water contamination, etc
And most importantly……    a decrease in home values

Because of the potential impacts of this facility, I would strongly urge that this case be elevated to a
public hearing with the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners.  This would allow concerned
citizens, such as myself, to voice their concerns. 
Lastly, please take into consideration that this facility has a direct impact on our livelihood.  This is our
neighborhood, and the place we call home.  Please give us the opportunity.
Sincerely,
 
Raymond Ibarra
15617 Greenstone Ln
Parker, CO 80134
720‐237‐1271
 



From:                                         Lindsay <trilindsay12@gmail.com>
Sent:                                           Thursday, August 17, 2017 8:46 AM
To:                                               Brett Thomas
Cc:                                               Terence T. Quinn; BOCC; bmatthews@parkeronline.org; mwaid@parkeronline.org;

jdiak@parkeronline.org; aholland@parkeronline.org; deblewis@parkeronline.org;
jmartin@parkeronline.org; jrivero@parkeronline.org; rwilliams@parkeronline.org

Subject:                                     Trash Transfer Facility
 
To whom it may concern,
 
As a resident of the Dove Meadows community and of the town of Parker I would like to voice my concerns over
the trash transfer facility proposed for the site at Chambers and Grasslands Dr.
 
My first concern is health. I have 3 young children. The trash debris, pollution from trucks, rodent infestation, and
general un sanitary conditions of a trash facility are troublesome at the very least. What steps will be taken to
minimize risks?
 
My second concern lies in what this will do the property values of the homes. Our home is currently a half million
dollar home‐ statistics have shown that homes within viewing distance of a trash facility decrease in value
anywhere from 3‐15%. That's $15,000‐$75,000 not a number I am comfortable with accepting. What can be said
for this? Are there measures being taken to protect the value of the homes?
 
My third concern lies with traffic. With 500 trucks entering the facility daily I am curious as to the steps that will
be taken to control traffic, minimize noise, and control air pollutants. The traffic during the school year is already
backed up from Parker Performing Arts, what will be the trash facilities peak hours?
 
My last concern comes in how the trash transfer facility was handled. The Dove Meadows community, Dove
Ridge, Rocky Mountain Vista University, Parker Performing Arts School are just a few of the communities that are
directly effected by this facility that we're NOT notified of the plans or proposal. This seems like poor practice as
the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses should work WITH the facility to make sure the negative impacts
are minimized. We are a community that works together and WILL continue to work together to protect our
homes and our families.
 
Sincerely,
 
The Beaudreau Family
 
 
 
Lindsay Beaudreau
 
 
Sent from my iLinz
 



From:                                         Terence T. Quinn
Sent:                                           Thursday, August 17, 2017 12:00 PM
To:                                               Brett Thomas
Subject:                                     Fwd: Douglas County Trash Transfer Station
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Dave Metzler <dvmetz@msn.com>
Date: 8/17/17 11:36 AM (GMT‐07:00)
To:
Subject: Douglas County Trash Transfer Station
 
 
 
Here are many issues that the citizens of Douglas County in the area of the proposed Trash Transfer Station
are concerned about and are opposed to:
 
1)     We were not notified of this project.  Why is that?  The Planner always has the discretion to extend
notices beyond what their code/regulations require.  In this case,  Douglas County absolutely should
have notified Dove Meadows HOA because we will be hugely impacted by this development and we are
adjacent to the project with only Chambers separating us.

2)     There is no public hearing process scheduled to allow citizens to address their concerns with either
the Planning Commission or the BOCC.
 
3)     While this use might have been an appropriate use when there was nothing but industrial
development in the area, it no longer is.  Now there are new, custom houses across the street, many of
which are homes for young families with young children.  At the school, just across the street from the
proposed development, with the Parker School of Arts just behind that campus, students who are trying
to make use of the outdoor tables and areas to study, between classes, will be unable to focus on their
studies due to the noise, allergens, and odor from the adjacent trash transfer facility.
 
4)     As mentioned in the letter from the applicant’s representative, Douglas County Planning Staff
recommended these lots to the applicant as appropriate for their project.  Why did Douglas County
recommend this site when there are homes across the street, not to mention two nearby schools?
What was the logic behind this recommendation?  Are your Planners actually walking the project site,
doing a visit to get a visual impact their proposed cases might have on the community?  In this case, I
don't believe so. 
 
5)     We understand this facility needs to go someplace; however, a site situated farther from schools
and residences would be more appropriate.
 
6)    The Fire District submitted concerns about this project.  Have those concerns been addressed to



their satisfaction?
 
7)  What document allows this use and when was it approved?
 
8)  Does your Comprehensive Plan support this project?
 
9)    Were concerns from the neighboring jurisdiction, Town of Parker, considered?
 
10)   How does the applicant plan to address the following concerns/issues?
        1. Trash Odor
        2. Exhaust smell from idle trucks
        3. Trash back up warming beepers (obnoxious)
        4. Blowing Trash
        5. Rodent Control
        6. Traffic?  Garbage/Semi Trailers make the most noise and release the most exhaust pulling out
of the facility onto Chambers, very close to our homes.
        7. Bright Lights
        8. Screening/Landscaping/Fencing
        9. Controlled hours of operation
       10. Fire Hazards
       11. Air Pollution / Health Concerns (Asthma‐Allergies‐known carcinogens polluting our air)

11)   We would like this case elevated to a public hearing with the Douglas County Board of County
Commissioners, preferably during a night meeting so the working citizens can be available to attend. 
We deserve to have our concerns heard and addressed.
 
12)   Did this case get referred to Tri‐County Health Department?

 
       My Serious Question is what kind of representation is this for tax payers??
 
             Dave Metzler
             Douglas County Dove Ridge Citizen
 
              

 
 
 
 
 

 
               
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986


From:                                         Strickoff Jr., Raymond J <Raymond.Strickoff@charter.com>
Sent:                                           Friday, August 18, 2017 1:36 PM
To:                                               Brett Thomas; Terence T. Quinn
Cc:                                               BOCC; bmatthews@parkeronline.org; mwaid@parkeronline.org;

jmartin@parkeronline.org
Subject:                                     Waste transfer facility SP2017‐056 (Compark Filing 2, 6th Amendment, Lots 6A‐1

and 6A‐2)
 
Brett and Terrence,
 
I am writing to you to voice my opposition of the plan to put a waste transfer facility on Grasslands Drive.  I write
to you not only as a nearby resident of Stonegate but also to represent my interests at Charter Communications
which owns the building directly across the street from the proposed site.  
 
I’m sure you’ve already fielded numerous communications from the public related to health, safety and comfort
of the nearby residential developments so I won’t belabor those points as I feel they are rather self‐evident. 
From my point of view I think the next biggest concern is in the overall development of the land in the immediate
area.  There are severe incompatibility issues when you talk about putting a waste management facility in this
area.  Neighborhoods aside for a moment, you have the following businesses already in operation in the
immediate area (in no particular order):
 

American Furniture Warehouse – HQ and flagship store
Charter Communications ‐ Engineering HQ
Liberty Media – HQ and distribution facility for Starz/Encore
Western Union ‐ HQ
The Denver Broncos ‐ HQ
Rocky Vista University College of Osteopathic Medicine
Parker Performing Arts School
Centennial Airport
CH2M International ‐ HQ

 
This isn’t even a complete list.  Also, don’t forget that Redbarre deal that’s in the works. 
 
Exactly what does a waste transfer facility have in common with the 2nd largest Internet Service Provider in the
country, the International Headquarters locations of any of these other multi‐billion dollar companies,
elementary and higher education?  Absolutely nothing. 
 
This plan cannot go forward.  I have ties to a majority of the companies listed above and have already begun
engaging them to raise awareness to this issue.
 
Mayor Waid and Councilman Martin,
 
I am aware that this land falls in unincorporated Douglas County and there isn’t much you can do here.  However,
I know you’ll represent the Town of Parker’s interests here.  The one point I wanted to make to you guys – When
driving southbound on Chambers Rd from Broncos Pkwy there is that big beautiful sign that says “Welcome to
Parker”.  Directly to the west/southwest of the sign is the proposed location of this Waste Transfer facility.  Do
we really want a waste transfer facility to be the backdrop of our welcome sign?  We’ll have to change the sign to
read “Welcome to Parker…  we’ve got trash!”
 
Thanks all for your time and consideration,



 

 
Ray Strickoff | Director, Advanced Engineering | 720.518.2399
14810 Grasslands Drive | Englewood, CO 80112
 
The contents of this e‐mail message and 
any attachments are intended solely for the 
addressee(s) and may contain confidential 
and/or legally privileged information. If you
are not the intended recipient of this message
or if this message has been addressed to you 
in error, please immediately alert the sender
by reply e‐mail and then delete this message 
and any attachments. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you are notified that 
any use, dissemination, distribution, copying,
or storage of this message or any attachment 
is strictly prohibited.



From:                                         Emily Byer <emilitab@gmail.com>
Sent:                                           Sunday, August 20, 2017 8:35 PM
To:                                               BOCC; Brett Thomas; Terence T. Quinn
Subject:                                     Proposed Trash Facility at Chambers/Grassland
 
Hello Douglas County Planners,
 
I was just made aware of a potential plan to put a trash transfer facility across the street from my condo in
Parker.  This is unacceptable. You simply cannot allow a trash company to buy land and build a trash facility after
you zone this area for residences and allow citizens to build houses right across the street before you release any
plans.
 
Trash transfer facilities belong in industrial areas, not residential areas.
 
Further, this road is used for recreational use including cycling, where there are dedicated endorsed cycling lanes.
This will be extremely dangerous for anyone using this road, even with bike lanes, as huge trash trucks constantly
coming in and out will cause more traffic with industrial trucks.
 
You are talking about placing a landfill with trash here. The odor will overcome this area, just as it does on Jordan
near the Waste Management transfer facility, yet that one is in an industrial area so it's tolerable.
 
This area was just recently built up with houses, and the area is thriving. Putting a trash facility here will tank the
home values in the area. This will force people to either take a huge loss for their house, or potentially be stuck
with it because no one wants to buy a house in a nice neighborhood with the smell of trash overtaking their
house. These neighborhoods have kids ‐ what parent will allow their kids to play outside with the smell of trash
overwhelming the Colorado air.
 
And, it feels unethical that this is sprung on this community without any notice and shortly after so many houses
were built. It is not as if the trash facility was here and these community members chose to live here knowing this
was coming.
 
Until a member of the community alerted me to this, there has been NO DISCLOSURE of this plan to the
neighbors who are within yards of this proposed facility. This will have severe impact on my life and that of my
neighbors.
 
The smell, noise, traffic, safety issues, and decreased home value are all reasons you must not proceed with this
plan and use that land for houses or other residential/non‐intrusive buildings.
 
Please provide an answer on how this is going to solved in a favorable manner to the community, or how you
believe that this is not a severe impact to the residents who will be forced to live in a trash dump with the poor
planning of this concept.
 
Thank you,
Emily Byer
 
 



 

From: Terri Baker‐Maulik [mailto:bakedfish@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 21, 2017 3:11 PM
To: Brett Thomas <bthomas@douglas.co.us>; Terence T. Quinn <TQuinn@douglas.co.us>; BOCC
<BOCC@douglas.co.us>; bmatthews@parkeronline.org; mwaid@parkeronline.org; jdiak@parkeronline.org;
aholland@parkeronline.org; deblewis@parkeronline.org; jmartin@parkeronline.org; jrivero@parkeronline.org;
rwilliams@parkeronline.org; patrickgalloway@gallowayus.com; chip.kerkhove@southmetro.org;
generalquestion@svmd.org; bob.blodgett@CLAconnect.com; leann.granic@claconnect.com;
suggestions@broncos.nfl.net; kim.herman@CLAconnect.com; Stephanie.Net@CLAconnect.com
Subject: TRASH TRANSFER FACILITY ‐ DOUGLAS COUNTY PROJECT NO. SP2017‐056 ‐ COMMENTS IN RESPONSE
TO PROPOSE PROJECT

 

August 21, 2017 – Comments are due prior to August 25, 2017

 

To:

 

Brett Thomas, Douglas County Chief Planner: bthomas@douglas.co.us

Terrence Quinn: tquinn@douglas.co.us

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners. bocc@douglas.co.us

Town of Parker, Bryce Matthews, Planning Manager: bmatthews@parkeronline.org

Town of Parker Mayor Mike Waid: mwaid@parkeronline.org

Town of Parker Councilmember John Diak: jdiak@parkeronline.org

Town of Parker Councilmember Amy Holland: aholland@parkeronline.org

Town of Parker Councilmember Debbie Lewis: deblewis@parkeronline.org

Town of Parker Councilmember Josh Martin: jmartin@parkeronline.org

Town of Parker Councilmember Joshua Rivero: jrivero@parkeronline.org

Town of Parker Councilmember Renee Williams: rwilliams@parkeronline.org

Patrick Gunn, Galloway & Company, Inc:  patrickgalloway@gallowayus.com

South Metro Fire Rescue Authority, Chip Kerkhove, chip.kerkhove@southmetro.org

Stonegate Village MD: generalquestion@svmd.org

Compark MD: bob.blodgett@CLAconnect.com
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Dove Meadows HOA: Kim Herman, Stephanie Net, LeAnn Granic kim.herman@CLAconnect.com
Stephanie.Net@CLAconnect.com leann.granic@claconnect.com

Denver Broncos: suggestions@broncos.nfl.net

Centennial Airport: mfronapfel@centennialairport.com

 

From:  Terri L Maulik, 15314 Grasslands Dr., Parker, CO 80134 – 720­981­9383 Email:
bakedfish@hotmail.com

 

Re: Project File # SP2017­056, Compark Filing 2, 6th Amendment, Lots 6A­1 and 6A­2, Trash Transfer
Facility

 

Mr. Brett Thomas, et. al.,

 

I am writing to submit comments regarding this project and to voice my deep concerns over the proposed
Trash Transfer Facility off Grasslands Dr., just west of Chambers Rd, in unincorporated Douglas
County.  I am vehemently opposed to this facility.  My concerns are many; however, the primary issues
are as follows:

 

1.  Douglas County needs to revise its Land Development Code to allow the Director of Planning to
elevate administrative cases to a public hearing process.  Many jurisdictions have this option in
their code for contentious cases.  Douglas County’s code does not.   It muffles your constituent’s
voices and gives us no option but to appeal an already approved case, which is far more difficult
and costly a process than blocking a development before it’s been approved.

2.  Douglas County needs to further amend their code or policies / procedures to require case referrals
be sent to adjacent property owners, even those that are not within unincorporated Douglas
County, as a matter of good planning practice and as a good neighbor.  While the residents of the
Town of Parker are not in unincorporated Douglas County we still elect the Board of County
Commissioners and live in Douglas County.  We deserve a voice in matters that gravely impact our
lives.  To defer this responsibility to the Town of Parker and the HOAs (which our HOA was not
notified) is irresponsible.  You put the burden of referring a project that is a Douglas County
project on the Town of Parker?  Are the Town of Parker Planners on the Douglas County Payroll? 
Are you covering the cost of the mailings/sign postings?  It is DOUGLAS COUNTY’s
RESPONSIBILITY to notify adjacent property owners and send out referrals.

3. While I understand trash transfer facilities are beneficial and needed, appropriate placement is
critical.  The current, proposed site may have once been an appropriate location, but now that
homes, schools, parks, and businesses have been developed, it is no longer an appropriate use at
the proposed site.  Douglas County staff needs to help this applicant find a more ideal location, one
away from homes, schools, businesses, and children. Why didn’t the Planner actually complete a
site visit prior to the location being endorsed by staff?  I firmly feel if staff had walked the site, saw
the new homes, parks, businesses, and schools in the area, staff would have not supported this
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project and the applicant would have looked elsewhere.  I feel there is a huge disconnect when the
Planner works more than 30 minutes away, in the Town of Castle Rock and does not take the time
to visit these sites prior to a recommendation.  Things have changed since the PD was originally
approved (and amended a number of times).

4.  Per the EPA, Trash Transfer Facilities should be located, designed, and operated to ensure the
public health, safety, and welfare of the community and environment.  They should be located so
as to minimize incompatibility with the character of the surrounding area.  A trash transfer facility
should be located deep within a heavily industrial area, not adjacent to custom homes, a medical
university, a Performing School of Arts for children, and a business complex that includes a
medical treatment facility.  These facilities should be located where traffic patterns to, or from, the
facility minimize the impact on existing traffic flows.  Traffic studies may not have taken into
account traffic flow when school is in session, nor the impact on Chambers Rd to the north where
these sizable and numerous garbage and semi­trucks will be going in and out of this 12­acre
facility.  The applicant expects 500 trucks will come in and out of the trash transfer daily, with an
increase in that number expected with continued development.  Dove Valley, the Broncos Training
Facility, a gorgeous Dove Valley Regional Park, not to mention the beautiful and expanding Dove
Meadows, Ridge, and other homes / condos, create a huge impact on Chambers Road already.  Are
road impact fees being paid to all jurisdictions being affected including Douglas County, Town of
Parker, Arapahoe County, Centennial, and Aurora?

5.  Besides traffic, noise, and odor…there are a multitude of problems that occur from an improperly
designed or operated facility, which include infestations of rodents and birds (there is an RV Park
and Storage facility adjacent to the property – rodents are notorious for taking up residence in the
engines of long­term, parked vehicles and destroying electrical), litter, air emissions, fire and other
hazards from the waste materials that are often illegally disposed of and carried by these transfer
company vehicles.  Even if this facility incorporates best practices (and actually uses them without
being constantly policed by the public), there is still a huge concern over storm water run­off. 
What steps are being proposed by the applicant to mitigate these issues/concerns?

6. What regulations/standards apply to waste transfer station siting, design, operation and who
enforces them?

7.  Is there a solid waste planning committee and, if so, when does it meet and how does one become
an active member/participant?

8. What are the proposed hours of operation for this facility?
9.  Is there a hotline with the name and number of someone who will act on and respond to
complaints?

10.  What does the appeal process involve?  Can you please provide me with needed information to
appeal an approval of this case, should our attempts to thwart the project fail?  Can you please send
me paperwork, code reference, and deadlines?

 

Thank you sharing my concerns with your applicant and other key stakeholders.  

 

 

Terri L Maulik

15314 Grasslands Dr

720­981­9383



From:                                         Terri Baker‐Maulik <bakedfish@hotmail.com>
Sent:                                           Wednesday, August 23, 2017 6:35 PM
To:                                               Brett Thomas
Subject:                                     Re: TRASH TRANSFER FACILITY ‐ DOUGLAS COUNTY PROJECT NO. SP2017‐056 ‐

COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO PROPOSE PROJECT
 
Thank you Brett.  A dozen or so of us, including the Mayor of the Town of Parker and the COO from
RedBarre attended the BOCC meeting on Tuesday.  We used the public comment period to speak to the
Board and voice concerns over this project.  The Chair kept asking speakers to share concerns with
Terrence Quinn.  I stated we had all been emailing Terrence, but received no response.  I can only
assume that burden has fallen to you or Quinn is working on a canned response with your attorneys.  
 
I just wanted to keep you in the know on our grass root efforts to thwart this project.
 
Terri Maulik
 

From: Brett Thomas <bthomas@douglas.co.us>
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 5:55 PM
To: Terri Baker‐Maulik
Subject: RE: TRASH TRANSFER FACILITY ‐ DOUGLAS COUNTY PROJECT NO. SP2017‐056 ‐ COMMENTS IN
RESPONSE TO PROPOSE PROJECT
 
Terri,
 
Thank you for your correspondence regarding SP2017‐056 (Compark Filing 2, 6th Amendment, Lots 6A‐1 and 6A‐
2).  The application that is in process is for a Site Improvement Plan (SIP), which is processed in accordance with
Section 27 of the Zoning Resolution.
 
The project is currently in the referral process to obtain comments from referral agencies and the public.  All
correspondence received from referral agencies, as well as members of the public, are forwarded to the
applicant and included in the project file as part of staff’s assessment.  At the conclusion of the SIP process, the
Director of Community Development makes the final determination on the SIP request and may approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the SIP based upon an assessment of the SIP approval standards.
 
The decision of the Director may be appealed to the Board of Adjustment, which for Douglas County, is the Board
of County Commissioners.  In accordance with Section 2704.10 of the Zoning Resolution, any person aggrieved
shall submit a written appeal to the Director within 30 calendar days from the date on the Notice of Action –
Final Status.  An appeal is processed in accordance with Section 26A of the Zoning Resolution.
 
Additional information on the project, including documents submitted, can be found on the project website at
https://apps.douglas.co.us/planning/projects/Default.aspx?
PossePresentation=SIPJob&PosseObjectId=53964308. 
 
Do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.
 
 
Brett Thomas, AICP | Chief Planner
Douglas County Government
Department of Community Development
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From: Marshal Ash
To: Planning; Mayor, Council, and TA
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 3:12:33 PM

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis,
 Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; 
and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting
 Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik
 Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

My name is Marshal Ash, and I am a current fourth-year medical student at Rocky Vista
 University College of Osteopathic Medicine. I ask you to please accept this email in positive
 support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail
 property. As I graduate from Rocky Vista University this spring, I cannot help but think of how
 my experience at RVU would have been altered if a trash transfer facility had been placed
 next to my university. I spent many hours and many dollars in the area because of my studies,
 and I was very warmly welcomed by the town and citizens of Parker in doing so. However, I
 am unsure I could (or would) be able to encourage others to attend my university if I knew
 there would be such a great distraction (in terms of noise, perhaps smell, and overall
 nuisance) were next to my school. As a student and soon-to-be physician, I cannot help but
 STRONGLY support the proposed annexation to preserve the area around my medical school.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I
 see that as a very positive action.

The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows.

1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help
 with the growth and protection of the area.
2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development The
 surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 
3 There has been an error in the original zoning The original zoning may have been correct in
 1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected
4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now
 filled with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses
 which warrants this change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any
 industrial use.
5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development
 The area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively
 impacted by this change in annexation and zoning
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6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As
 this will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any
 significant impacts
7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated The zoning change to
 eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts
 to the area
8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies This use is
 consistent with the Master Plan
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 Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created
 by the proposed land uses.

As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all
 of the standards of the governing Code documents.

I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental
 Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of
 the community. The IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent
 with the surrounding areas. Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the
 Town have no such protection.

The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been
 appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more
 residential and commercial district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it
 uniform.

I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently
 appropriate before any application is accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions
 will seek to review any zoning that has been in place for extended periods of time.

The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding
 property owners. The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change. I understand
 there may be some who are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the
 requirements of the affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the
 requirements.

Annexing the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the
 development in a manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly. We love this
 area, and feel that this petition will help with growth and property values in the area.



I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and
 Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our
 community and pass this immediately.

Please vote in a positive manner to approve this annexation and zoning at both the April 12th
 Planning Commission meeting and the April 16 Town Council meeting.

I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the
 Planning Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This
 petition is coming to you as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the
 Town. I believe positive actions serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100%
 positive for our community and surrounding communities.

Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

Blessings -Marshal Ash

Marshal Ash, OMS-IV
Rocky Vista University, College of Osteopathic Medicine
National Health Service Corps Scholarship Program
Rural and Wilderness Medicine Honors Track
marshal.ash@rvu.edu
(320) 260-9752



From: Jo Brogus
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Tuesday, March 27, 2018 3:11:35 PM
Attachments: image003.png

image004.png

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua

 Rivero, and Renee Williams; 

and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair, Sasha

 Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly

 Rodell

 
Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that concerns the

 Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see that as a very positive

 action.

 
Thank you,
 
 

Jo Brogus
Senior CME Coordinator
Rural & Wilderness Medicine Track
 Coordinator

 
Achieving New Heights in Medical

 Education
Rocky Vista University
8401 S. Chambers Road • Parker, CO
 80134
(720) 874-2416

 

   

jbrogus@rvu.edu
www.rvu.edu

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Confidentiality Statement:  All information in this Communication, including attachments, is strictly confidential and intended solely for delivery to and
 authorized use by the addressee(s) identified above, and may contain privileged, confidential, proprietary and/or trade secret  information entitled to
 protection and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the intended recipient, please take notice that any use, distribution or
 copying of this Communication, and/or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance upon it, is unauthorized and may be unlawful.  If you have

 received this Communication in error, please notify the sender and delete this Communication from your computer.
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From: J. Steven Brooks
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Support Annexation
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 5:33:30 PM

Council & Planning...

We greatly appreciate Parker's support to help maintain a viable community for everyone!  

Please continue to help us by voting for the annexation!

Thank you,

Brooks-Wozniak Family 

mailto:jstevenbrooks@gmail.com
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From: Tracy Burlingame
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Annexation Petition
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 11:24:03 PM

Town of Parker 

Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission 
20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138

Attention: Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland,
 Debbie Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; and Planning
 Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting Vice
 Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik
 Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

Please accept this email as evidence of our favor for the Town of Parker annexing the area
 near Grasslands/Prairie Trail/Chambers.

Much has changed in the last 20 years of not only the surrounding community, but within the
 area itself that necessitates a zoning change for the benefit of future and current residents.
 Significant additions of residential development and commuter traffic makes it imperative to
 develop appropriate and complimentary projects. Industrial use is no longer appropriate and
 mixed-use retail, office and single-family residential makes much more sense.  Commuter
 traffic is already significant - allowing more truck and commercial vehicle traffic (that comes
 with industrial use) will only serve to overwhelm current infrastructure and add to congestion.

Not only would the additional sales tax from future retail development benefit the Town of
 Parker, but the Annexation proposal is consistent with the Town of Parker Master Plan and
 few changes to city utilities, schools, and recreation would be needed.  

We believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of the standards of the
 governing Code documents.

We also believe that Douglas County has acted in bad faith seeking to terminate the
 Intergovernmental Agreement and because of that move, it makes it extremely critical that the
 Town act swift to protect the citizens and businesses in our community. The IGA was put in
 place to ensure future developments were consistent with the surrounding areas. Without that
 agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no such protection.

Please enter our email into the documents for this process, and thank you for your time and
 consideration regarding this important Petition.  We have been long-time residents and former
 business-owners in this unincorporated area of Douglas County and wish to remain. This
 Annexation will be the positive move that will keep us anchoring our community.

Ken and Tracy Burlingame

16046 Brooklime Ct

mailto:kntburl@comcast.net
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Parker, CO 80134



From: Cristina Cosner
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands at Prairie Trail
Date: Sunday, March 25, 2018 9:12:28 AM

To Whom It May Concern:
 

I am a 4th year medical student about to graduate from Rocky Vista University and enter a
 competitive general surgery intern year. When choosing between medical schools I saw that this
 school in Parker was in a quiet part of town and easily accessible from many roads. The school has
 large windows in the library that overlook some of the most beautiful views, which is another
 reason for me choosing this school. I arrived at this school every week day morning no later than
 5AM and stayed as long as needed, becoming my home away from home. In order to stay healthy
 while sitting behind a desk for 80+ hours a week I would run around the block and adjacent areas. I
 ask that the town of Parker be very careful in considering what developments to surround the
 school with. Industrial businesses will draw students away and I most certainly would not buy a
 house in that area either. Excessive noise would have made it nearly impossible to become the best
 possible applicant and lock in my residency of choice. Please hear my voice and know that I stand
 for myself and medical students alike. Vote in a positive manner to approve this annexation and
 zoning at the April meetings.
 
Respectfully,
Cristina Cosner
2dLt, USAF, HPSP
RVUCOM, OMS-IV
301-448-8726
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From: Melissa Davidson [mailto:mdavidson@rvu.edu]  
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 3:43 PM 
To: Mayor, Council, and TA 
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition 
 
Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh 
Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams;  
and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting 
Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik 
Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell 

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition 

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that 
concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property. 

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and as 
someone who works across the street from this location, I see that as a very positive action. 

The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows.  

1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with the 
growth and protection of the area. 
2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development. The 
surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change.  
3 There has been an error in the original zoning. The original zoning may have been correct in 1998 
when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected 
4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now filled 
with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses which warrants 
this change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial use. 
5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development The area 
is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively impacted by this change 
in annexation and zoning 
6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As this will 
be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any significant impacts 
7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated The zoning change to 
eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to the 
area 
8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies This use is 
consistent with the Master Plan 
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 
Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed land 
uses. 

I have worked at Rocky Vista University for over eight years. Eight years of spending in this 
community, during my lunch time. A trash facility across the street, with smells and rodents and extra 
traffic would mean I may not go out at lunch, and would do my shopping and errands out of the area 
after work.  

There is no guarantee we would not notice a trash transfer facility directly across the school from our 
MEDICAL SCHOOL. This school houses future doctors and PAs; we have a medical clinic onsite. Of 
course trash and educational and medical facilities do not mix. 

The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been 
appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential and 
commercial district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform. 

mailto:mdavidson@rvu.edu


I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and Town 
Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our community and 
pass this immediately. 

Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this 
annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16 Town 
Council meeting. 

I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning 
Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is 
coming to you as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe 
positive actions serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our 
community and surrounding communities. 

Also please enter my email into the documents for this process. 

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition. 

Melissa Davidson 

3717 S Ensenada St, 80013 

Working member of the Parker Community for eight years at: 8401 S Chambers Rd, 80134 

 
 

 

Melissa Davidson 
Office of Testing Coordinator Achieving New Heights in Medical Education 
Rocky Vista University 
8401 S. Chambers Road • Parker, CO 80134 
(720) 874-2425 

 

    

mdavidson@rvu.edu 
For expedited assistance, please email: 
officeoftesting@rvu.edu 
www.rvu.edu 
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From: Laura Dement
To: Mayor, Council, and TA
Cc: Planning
Subject: Property Annex Please
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 8:14:11 AM
Attachments: image003.png
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Town of Parker 

Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission 

20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138

council@parkeronline.org and planning@parkeronline.org

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua

 Rivero, and Renee Williams; 

and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair,

 Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson,

 and Kimberly Rodell

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that concerns the

 Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see that as a very

 positive action.

I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria of the Code.

The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows. The writing in RED is the actual wording from

 the Code

1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with the growth and

 protection of the area.

2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development The surrounding areas

 are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 

3 There has been an error in the original zoning The original zoning may have been correct in 1998 when there

 was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected

4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now filled with

 residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses which warrants this change

 from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial use.

5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development The area is growing,

 but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively impacted by this change in annexation and

 zoning

6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As this will be in close

 proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any significant impacts

7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated The zoning change to eliminate

 industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to the area

8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies This use is consistent with the

 Master Plan

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 Services already exist in

 the area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed land uses.

As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of the standards

 of the governing Code documents.

I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental Agreement makes

 it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the community. The IGA was put in

 place to ensure future developments were consistent with the surrounding areas. Without that agreement in

 place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no such protection.

The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been appropriate in 1998

 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential and commercial district and this

 annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform.

I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently appropriate before any

 application is accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions will seek to review any zoning that has

 been in place for extended periods of time.
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The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding property owners.

 The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change. I understand there may be some who are not in

 favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements of the affected property owners and the

 numbers clearly meet the requirements.

We moved to this area almost 3 years ago with the thought that this would be our retirement home. Annexing

 the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the development in a manner that will

 allow the community to grow responsibly. We love this area, and feel that this petition will help with growth and

 property values in the area.

I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and Town Council will

 take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our community and pass this immediately.

Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this annexation and

 zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16 Town Council meeting.

I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning Commission

 and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is coming to you as a POSITIVE

 action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe positive actions serve a much better purpose

 than negative, and this is 100% positive for our community and surrounding communities.

Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

 
 

Laura Dement, MA ED
Title IX Coordinator and
Compliance Specialist Achieving New Heights in Medical Education

Rocky Vista University
8401 S. Chambers Road • Parker, CO 80134
(720) 874-2481

 

   

ldement@rvu.edu
www.rvu.edu
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From: Kelly Farr
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Parker Trash Transfer Facility
Date: Tuesday, March 27, 2018 3:44:02 PM
Attachments: image003.png
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Dear Council and Planning Teams,
Thank you for allowing us to submit comments regarding the proposed trash transfer facility coming to Grasslands
 and South Chambers Roads.
 
I understand and respect the difficulty you must have in finding an acceptable place to put the transfer facility. This
 is a difficult task with all the building taking place in this area.
 
Before making a decision about placing the transfer facility at Grasslands and S. Chambers, consider the Rocky Vista
 Health Clinic on the Rocky Vista University campus. Granted, it won’t be right across the street, but there will be
 fumes from the garbage and the trucks. The number of seagulls will also increase substantially, which will cause
 increased bird droppings and dropped pieces of trash from the facility in this area.
 
Again, I can understand the difficulty in finding a suitable location, but thank you for your consideration.
 

Kelly Farr, MA, SHRM-CP
HR Coordinator Achieving New Heights in Medical Education
Rocky Vista University
8401 S. Chambers Road • Parker, CO 80134
(720) 874-2430

 

   kfarr@rvu.edu
www.rvu.edu
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From: Fernando Gomez
To: Planning
Subject: In support of Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Tuesday, March 27, 2018 3:31:49 PM
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Town of Parker
Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission
20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138
council@parkeronline.org and planning@parkeronline.org
 
Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua
 Rivero, and Renee Williams; and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane
 Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen,
 Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell
 
Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
 
Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that concerns the
 Grasslands/Prairie Trail property. I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and allow
 alteration of current zoning to more appropriate use of the property, a very positive action.
 
I understand the annexation will meet all criteria of the Parker CO Municipal Code.
 
The list of approval considerations are as follows:
1. A need exists for the proposal; Annexation will allow appropriate development and protection of the area in
 accordance with the needs of the Parker, CO community.
2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development; The surrounding areas
 are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change.
3 There has been an error in the original zoning; The original zoning may have been correct in 1998 when there was
 no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected for current needs.
4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change; This area is now filled with residential
 housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses which warrants a change from industrial
 zoning as this area is no longer appropriate for any industrial use.
5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development; The area is developing,
 but the proposed change in annexation and zoning will assist in preventing problems with circulation and traffic
 movement in the area.
6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet; Impact should be
 minimal as the property is directly adjacent to the current Parker city limits.
7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated; The zoning change to eliminate industrial
 use will help ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to the area
8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies; This use is consistent with the
 Master Plan
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; Services already exist in the
 area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed land uses.
 
I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of the standards of the governing Code
 documents.  I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental
 Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the Parker
 community. The IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent with the surrounding areas.
 Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no such protection.  The proposed area
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 has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been appropriate in 1998 is no longer
 appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential and commercial district and this annexation and
 zoning will help to keep it uniform.
 
The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding property owners. I
 understand there may be some who are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the
 requirements of the affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the requirements. Annexing the
 property in the proposal will help in allowing consistency of the development of this property in a manner that will
 allow the community to grow responsibly.  This petition will help with growth and property values in the area
 which may otherwise cause a decline in property values of adjacent properties within current Parker city limits.
 
I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and Town Council will take
 into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our community and pass this immediately.  This
 action is 100% positive for our community and surrounding communities.
 
Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.
 
 

Fernando Gomez, MD
Professor of Pathology Achieving New Heights in Medical Education

Rocky Vista University
8401 S. Chambers Road • Parker, CO 80134
(720) 874-2464

 

   

fgomez@rvu.edu
www.rvu.edu
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From: Kathy Hayes
To: Mayor, Council, and TA
Cc: Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Sunday, March 18, 2018 2:49:13 PM

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis,
 Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that
 concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

We understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning. We
 see this as a very positive action.

We truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with the growth and protection of
 the area.

There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change from current zoning
 of industrial use.  This area is now filled with residential housing, medical facilities,
 education, office spaces and similar uses. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial
 use.

The fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental Agreement makes
 it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the community.
  Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no such
 protection.

The vast majority want this annexation and zone change.We purchase a home in this area 2
 years ago with the thought that this would be our retirement home. Annexing the property in
 the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the development in a manner that will
 allow the community to grow responsibly. We love this area, and feel that this petition will
 help with growth and property values in the area. We would have never purchased our home
 if we knew of the purpose uses such as trash transfer center or correction facility.

We see no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and Town
 Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our
 community and pass this immediately.

Please hear our voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this
 annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April
 16 Town Council meeting.

Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

Curt and Kathy Hayes
15825 Club Rush Ct., Parker, CO
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From: Katy Hunsberger
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed Trash Transfer Facility - Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 10:23:21 AM
Attachments: image003.png
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Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair, Sasha

 Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and

 Kimberly Rodell.

 
The Town of Parker has done much to attempt to block this very inappropriate trash transfer facility from being

 constructed in the immediate area arround Rocky Vista University and the surrounding neighborhoods.  I am

 writing in whole hearted support of the annexation of the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property by the Town of

 Parker.

 

My name is Katy Hunsberger, and I am the Associate Director of Admissions at Rocky Vista University and have

 been employed at the College since the first class was seated in July 2012.  At that time, the area surrounding

 the school was primarily open space.  Since then, there have been significant changes: addition of a medical

 clinic at the school, addition of a charter school, residential housing, and office spaces. These changes have

 made the area an asset to the Town of Parker. To allow industrial use, of this adjacent property, in the current

 environment, would increase the risks of those of us who live and work in this specific area. Since I am unable

 to make either the Town Council Meeting or the Planning Commission Meeting due to out of town

 engagements, I am writing this email to express my support of the annexation effort by the Town of Parker.

 

To allow the trash transfer facility in the midst of these non-industrial areas would create a hazard to the entire

 area. Traffic, with heavy trucks, would increase the danger to our children and the elderly and could potentially

 impact the clientele of the health clinic; the noise level of the area will increase exponentially with the number of

 large trucks coming and going from the facility; trash trucks frequently have some of their contents blown out of

 the truck into the surrounding area, thus increasing the trash in the area.  Increased trash results in increased

 vermin which is unhealthy for the medical clinic, schools, and the homes in the area. Allowing one industrial

 facility in the area opens the door for others of like kind which would negatively impact the culture of the area.

 

There is a need for the annexation of the above mentioned property.  I have mentioned the demographic

 changes above, but there is more. The Town of Parker could benefit by adding this property to its tax base with

 very little environmental impact.  Traffic circulation and movement is adequate to meet the current needs of the

 area – no additional construction would be necessary at this time; waste and sewage disposal appears to be

 adequate; services in schools, parks, and recreation areas already exist; and, as far as I can tell, the annexation

 proposal is consistent with the Town of Parker Master Plan maps, goals and policies.

 

Please continue your efforts to annex the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property. This will benefit all of us.

 

Katy Hunsberger
Associate Director of Admissions Achieving New Heights in Medical Education

Rocky Vista University
8401 S. Chambers Road • Parker, CO 80134
(720) 875-2803

 

   

khunsberger@rvu.edu
www.rvu.edu
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From: Yiwei (Vince) Jiao
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 12:30:59 PM

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh

 Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; 

and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting

 Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik

 Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that

 concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see

 that as a very positive action.

I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria of the Code.

The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows. The writing in RED is the actual

 wording from the Code

1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with

 the growth and protection of the area.

2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development The

 surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 

3 There has been an error in the original zoning The original zoning may have been correct in

 1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected

4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now

 filled with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses which

 warrants this change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial

 use.

5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development The

 area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively impacted by this

 change in annexation and zoning

6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As this

 will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any significant

 impacts

7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated The zoning change to

 eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to

 the area

8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies This use is

 consistent with the Master Plan

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 Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed

 land uses.

As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of

 the standards of the governing Code documents.

I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental

 Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the

 community. The IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent with the

 surrounding areas. Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no

 such protection.
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The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been

 appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential

 and commercial district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform.

I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently

 appropriate before any application is accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions will

 seek to review any zoning that has been in place for extended periods of time.

The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding

 property owners. The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change. I understand there

 may be some who are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements

 of the affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the requirements.

We moved to this area almost 3 years ago with the thought that this would be our retirement

 home. Annexing the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the

 development in a manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly. We love this area,

 and feel that this petition will help with growth and property values in the area.

I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and

 Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our

 community and pass this immediately.

Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this

 annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16

 Town Council meeting.

I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning

 Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is

 coming to you as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe

 positive actions serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our

 community and surrounding communities.

Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

Yiwei Jiao, 2nd Year Student Doctor
3466 Craftsbury Dr
Highlands Ranch, CO 80126

Rocky Vista University | College of Osteopathic Medicine
Yiwei.Jiao@rvu.edu
(720) 412-3388



From: Kelley, Mandy
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property"s Annexation Petition
Date: Friday, March 30, 2018 4:51:10 PM

Town of Parker
Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission
20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138
council@parkeronline.org and planning@parkeronline.org
 
Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh
 Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John
 Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and
 Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell
 
Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property's Annexation Petition
 
Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that concerns
 the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.
 
I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see that
 as a very positive action.
 
I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria of the Code.
 
The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows.
 

1.       A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help
 with the growth and protection of the area.

2.       The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development.
 The surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change.

3.       There has been an error in the original zoning. The original zoning may have been correct in
 1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected.

4.       There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change. This area is now
 filled with residential housing, medical facilities, schools, office spaces and similar uses
 which warrant this change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any
 industrial use.

5.       Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development.
 The area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively
 impacted by this change in annexation and zoning.

6.       Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet. As
 this will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits, I doubt there will be any
 significant impacts.

7.       There are minimal environmental impacts, and any that may exist can be mitigated. The
 zoning change to eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal
 environmental impacts to the area.
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8.       The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals, and policies. This use is
 consistent with the Master Plan.

9.       There is adequate waste and sewage disposal, water, schools, parks and recreation, and
 other services to the proportionate degree necessary due to the impacts created by the
 proposed land uses. Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be
 created by the proposed land uses.

 
As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of the
 standards of the governing Code documents.
 
I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental
 Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the
 community. The IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent with the
 surrounding areas. Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no
 such protection.
 
The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been
 appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential and
 commercial district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform.
 
I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently appropriate
 before any application is accepted for development, and I hope that all jurisdictions will seek to
 review any zoning that has been in place for extended periods of time.
 
The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding
 property owners. The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change. I understand there
 may be some who are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements of
 the affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the requirements.
 
We moved to this area a year ago with the thought that we could raise our family in this home.
 Annexing the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the development
 in a manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly. We love this area, and feel that this
 petition will help with growth and property values in the area.
 
I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and Town
 Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our community
 and pass this immediately.
 
Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this
 annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16 Town
 Council meeting.
 
I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning
 Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is
 coming to you as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe



 positive actions serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our
 community and surrounding communities.
 
Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.
 
Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.
 
Justin and Mandy Kelley
8335 Feather Grass Ct, Parker, CO 80134



From: pkent@csa.canon.com
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: re: Trash Transfer Facility
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 11:37:37 AM
Attachments: ATT00002.png

ATT00003.png
ATT00004.png
ATT00005.png
ATT00006.png
ATT00007.png
ATT00008.png
ATT00009.png

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see that as a very positive action.

I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria of the Code.

The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows.

1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with the growth and protection of the area.

2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development The surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 

3 There has been an error in the original zoning The original zoning may have been correct in 1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected

4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now filled with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses which warrants this

 change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial use.

5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development The area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively impacted by this change in

 annexation and zoning

6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As this will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any significant impacts

7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated The zoning change to eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to the area

8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies This use is consistent with the Master Plan

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 Services

 already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed land uses.

As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of the standards of the governing Code documents.

I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the community. The

 IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent with the surrounding areas. Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no such protection.

The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential and commercial

 district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform.

I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently appropriate before any application is accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions will seek to review any

 zoning that has been in place for extended periods of time.

The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding property owners. The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change. I understand there may be some who

 are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements of the affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the requirements.

We moved to this area almost 15 years ago with the thought that this would be the home I raise my family in. Annexing the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the development

 in a manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly. We love this area, and feel that this petition will help with growth and property values in the area.

I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our community and pass

 this immediately.

Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16 Town Council

 meeting.

I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is coming to you

 as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe positive actions serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our community and surrounding

 communities.

Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

Sincerely

Patty Kent

15935 Brooklime Ct

Parker CO  80134

Patty Kent
Senior Account Manager

Canon Solutions America, Inc.
7002 S. Revere Pkwy, Ste 80 Centennial CO 80112
www.csa.canon.com
pkent@csa.canon.com
T 303.209.8367    
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From: Dr. Anne Khalifeh
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Compark Annexation into Parker
Date: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 11:30:04 AM

To Whom it May Concern, 

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition I purchased my home on Grasslands 

Drive in June 2015, with plans to start my family in this home and no plans to move within the 

foreseeable future. When the news of the trash transfer facility first surfaced in August 2017, I had

 to make some difficult decisions for myself and for my future family. Although I was very happy 

living in the area and had developed relationships with my neighbors, I made the decision to sell 

my home and move in January 2018, despite the added financial burden. The prospect of living 

across from a trash transfer facility, a jail, or whatever other inappropriate business that the county

 wants to dump in this location was too significant for me to ignore both in terms of physical health

 concerns, but also property values and safety of the community. 

As a neuropsychologist, I am very cognizant of the myriad of adverse cognitive and physical 

effects for individuals living within a 5 mile radius of a trash transfer facility. These effects are 

clearly documented in the research literature. There are several neurotoxic effects impacting rates

 of childhood neurodevelopment disorders, childhood cancers, respiratory problems in children 

and adults, to name a few. Not only does this present significant risks and consequences for the 

children and adults living in the local area, there are also medically compromised patients 

receiving treatment at Rocky Vista University, as well as the children attending the nearby Parker 

Performing Arts School that must be considered. The fact that Douglas County recommended this

 site without consideration of newly built homes, a medical school, and a charter school is 

extremely concerning and shows disregard for the families and residents of this neighborhood. 

This prospect has already had some significant impacts on our community, as there are others 

who have opted to sell and move as well, and there are many more who are faced with this 

difficult choice if the annexation is not approved. I am still a Parker resident and care about what 

happens to our community, and to my former neighbors and friends. I am submitting this letter in 

full support of annexation, and hope that the Town of Parker will take all action needed to protect 

the integrity of our town, our community, local businesses, and property values.  Please accept 

this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that concerns the 

Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see 

that as a very positive action. I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets

 all of the criteria of the Code. The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows:

1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with 

the growth and protection of the area.

2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development. The 

surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 

3. There has been an error in the original zoning. The original zoning may have been correct in 

1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected.

4. There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now 

filled with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses which 

warrants this change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial 

use.

5. Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development The 

area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively impacted by this 

change in annexation and zoning.

6. Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As this 

will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any significant 
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impacts.

7. There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated. The zoning change to 

eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to the

 area

8. The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies. This use is 

consistent with the Master Plan.

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. Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed 

land uses. As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely 

meets all of the standards of the governing Code documents. I also believe that the fact that 

Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental Agreement makes it critical that the

 Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the community. The IGA was put in 

place to ensure future developments were consistent with the surrounding areas. Without that 

agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no such protection. The proposed 

area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been appropriate in 1998 

is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential and commercial 

district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform. I feel that every PUD that is 

over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently appropriate before any application is 

accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions will seek to review any zoning that has 

been in place for extended periods of time. The proposed annexation meets all the requirements 

as far as the affected and surrounding property owners. The vast majority want this annexation 

and zoning change. I understand there may be some who are not in favor of this petition, but the 

rules are stated as to the requirements of the affected property owners and the numbers clearly 

meet the requirements. 

I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and 

Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our 

community and pass this immediately. Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote

 in a positive manner to approve this annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning 

Commission meeting and the April 16 Town Council meeting. I also want to state one thing very 

clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning Commission and Town Council as 

a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is coming to you as a POSITIVE action 

to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe positive actions serve a much better 

purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our community and surrounding communities.

 Also please enter my email into the documents for this process. Thank you for your consideration

 of such an important Petition.

Sincerely, 

Dr. Anne Khalifeh

Dr. Anne Khalifeh, Psy.D., ABPP
Board Certified Clinical Psychologist
Neuropsychologist
(720) 696-1068

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
 contain confidential or proprietary information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the
 intended recipient, immediately contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

 



From: Lex Mangin
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 5:11:29 PM

Dear Sirs,
 
The letter below was sent to you by one of my neighbors (Mitch Maulik). As an ex board member on
 the Dove Meadows HOA, I have worked closely with Mitch to assess the impact on our community if
 the area covered under this annexation proposal is allowed to be used for industrial use.
 
As Mitch states below, the area has changed tremendously since it was originally zoned. It is now
 filled with homes, condos, schools, business offices etc… Allowing the immediate areas (the
 Grasslands/Prairie Tail property) around these homes, schools and office buildings to be used for
 industrial purposes is no longer appropriate. It would have an extremely negative impact on our
 community, and will deter further non-industrial developments in the area.
 
As such, I fully support the annexation and re-zoning plans for the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.
 
Thank you for your services and all that you do to protect the investment we’ve made in our town of
 Parker.
 
Kind Regards,
 
Lex M.
 
 
 
 

Town of Parker 

Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission 

20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138

council@parkeronline.org and planning@parkeronline.org

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh

 Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; 

and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting

 Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik

 Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that

 concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see

 that as a very positive action.
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I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria of the Code.

The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows. The writing in RED is the actual

 wording from the Code

1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with

 the growth and protection of the area.

2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development The

 surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 

3 There has been an error in the original zoning The original zoning may have been correct in

 1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected

4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now

 filled with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses which

 warrants this change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial

 use.

5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development The

 area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively impacted by this

 change in annexation and zoning

6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As this

 will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any significant

 impacts

7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated The zoning change to

 eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to

 the area

8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies This use is

 consistent with the Master Plan

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 Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed

 land uses.

As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of

 the standards of the governing Code documents.

I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental

 Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the

 community. The IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent with the

 surrounding areas. Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no

 such protection.

The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been

 appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential

 and commercial district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform.

I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently

 appropriate before any application is accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions will

 seek to review any zoning that has been in place for extended periods of time.

The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding

 property owners. The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change. I understand there

 may be some who are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements

 of the affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the requirements.

We moved to this area almost 3 years ago with the thought that this would be our retirement



 home. Annexing the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the

 development in a manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly. We love this area,

 and feel that this petition will help with growth and property values in the area.

I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and

 Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our

 community and pass this immediately.

Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this

 annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16

 Town Council meeting.

I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning

 Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is

 coming to you as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe

 positive actions serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our

 community and surrounding communities.

Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

Mitch Maulik

15314 Grasslands Dr Parker, CO 80134

 



From: Terri Baker-Maulik
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition - Letter of Support from Maulik, Terri - 15314 Grasslands

 Dr., Parker, CO 80134
Date: Friday, March 16, 2018 5:48:48 PM

March 16, 2018
 
Town of Parker
Parker Town Hall
Town Council and Planning Commission
20120 E Mainstreet
Parker, CO 80138
council@parkeronline.org and planning@parkeronline.org
 
Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis,
 Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; and
 
Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting
 Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik
 Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

 
Re:  Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
 

I am writing to express my support of the proposed Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s
 Annexation Petition submitted to the Town of Parker and being considered for review and
 referral by the Planning Commission on April 12, 2018 and by the Town Council on April
 16, 2018.  I support the annexation of these parcels into the Town, for the following reasons:
 
1.         Annexation of the proposed parcels is desirable and necessary because it is smart for
 the area businesses, schools, residents, future development, and the overall good of the Town
 of Parker. 

2.                 The area sought to be annexed meets the requirements of state statute and there is
 mutual and overwhelming interest in this annexation between the property owners and the
 Town of Parker.

3.         Unincorporated areas of the state are meant for eventual annexation and government
 by municipalities.

4.                 Because Douglas County has determined to terminate an Intergovernmental
 Agreement with the Town of Parker, which IGA serviced to protect and secure mutual
 ideas/interests in development in the overlay district and along the fringes of our jurisdictions,
 it is crucial these parcels be annexed into the Town of Parker to protect this impressive
 Commercial, Business, Educational, Medical, and Tech corridor from future bad development
 and to solidify and secure future development to the overall good of the Town.

5.                 This annexation is a positive action that will greatly enhance and protect our
 community.

The annexation of the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Properties is a very wise decision that is desired
 by a majority of your electorate.  I ask you to cast your vote for the annexation and in doing
 so, voting in favor of good development and smart growth for the Town of Parker. 
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Thank you for ensuring my voice is heard and that this letter is entered into the record at both
 the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16th Town Council meeting.

Sincerely and Respectfully,

Terri L Maulik
15314 Grasslands Dr
Parker, CO 80134



From: Mitch Maulik
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Annexation
Date: Sunday, March 18, 2018 10:32:28 AM

Town of Parker

Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission

20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138

council@parkeronline.org and planning@parkeronline.org

 

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh

 Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams;

and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting

 Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik

 Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

 

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

 

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that

 concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

 

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see

 that as a very positive action. 

 

I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria of the Code.

 

The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows.  The writing in RED is the actual

 wording from the Code

 

1. A need exists for the proposal;   I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to

 help with the growth and protection of the area.

2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed
 development  The surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and

 zoning change.

3. There has been an error in the original zoning  The original zoning may have been

 correct in 1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected

4. There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change  This area

 is now filled with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar

 uses which warrants this change from industrial zoning.  This area is no longer appropriate

 for any industrial use.

5. Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by
 development  The area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be

 negatively impacted by this change in annexation and zoning

6. Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to
 meet  As this will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there

 will be any significant impacts

7. There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated  The zoning

 change to eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal

 environmental impacts to the area
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8. The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies  This

 use is consistent with the Master Plan

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 Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts

 will be created by the proposed land uses. 

 
As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of

 the standards of the governing Code documents.

 

I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental

 Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the

 community.  The IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent with the

 surrounding areas.  Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no

 such protection. 

 

The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD.  What may have been

 appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate.  This area has grown into a much more residential

 and commercial district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform. 

 

I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently

 appropriate before any application is accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions will

 seek to review any zoning that has been in place for extended periods of time. 

 

The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding

 property owners.  The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change.  I understand there

 may be some who are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements

 of the affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the requirements.

 

We moved to this area almost 3 years ago with the thought that this would be our retirement

 home.  Annexing the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the

 development in a manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly.  We love this area,

 and feel that this petition will help with growth and property values in the area.

 

I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and

 Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our

 community and pass this immediately. 

 

Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this

 annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16

 Town Council meeting. 

 

I also want to state one thing very clearly.  A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning

 Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem.  This petition is

 coming to you as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town.  I believe

 positive actions serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our

 community and surrounding communities.

 

Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.

 

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

 



Mitch Maulik

15314 Grasslands Dr Parker, CO 80134

 

 



From: Molly Hunsberger
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Trash Transfer Facility
Date: Friday, March 23, 2018 8:17:37 AM
Attachments: image002.png
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Town of Parker 
Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission 
20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138

 

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie
 Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; and Planning Commissioners
 Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair, Sasha
 Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth
 Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

 

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

 

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change
 that concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning
 and I see that as a very positive action. 

 

The current Zoning will cause significant problems for the existing businesses in that
 area.  The original zoning may have been correct in 1998 when there was no growth in
 the area, but it needs to be corrected.

·        There is an elementary school as well as a medical College right across the
 street.

o   The increase in rodents, and insects that a trash facility would bring in
 would be a health hazard for both

·        There is a business park and residential housing in this area

o   The increase in traffic would cause a problem

o   The residences are mostly young families with small children.  A trash
 facility would cause health and safety issues.

·        The area is growing.

 

As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change would greatly
 impact this area and make it a safer and more environmentally friendly location. 

 

I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the
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 Intergovernmental Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the
 citizens and businesses of the community. The IGA was put in place to ensure future
 developments were consistent with the surrounding areas. Without that agreement in
 place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no such protection.

 

The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have
 been appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much
 more residential and commercial district and this annexation and zoning will help to
 keep it uniform.

 

I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission
 and Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens
 of our community and pass this immediately.

 

Please hear my voice, and those of my co-workers and vote in a positive manner to
 approve this annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission
 meeting and the April 16 Town Council meeting.

 

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

 
 

Molly Hunsberger
Adminstrative Assistant for
 Primary Care Medicine, Global
 Medicine, and Tracks and Special
 Programs

Achieving New Heights in
 Medical Education

Rocky Vista University
8401 S. Chambers Road • Parker,
 CO 80134
(720) 875-2828

 

   

mhunsberger@rvu.edu
www.rvu.edu
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From: Craig Murk
To: Planning
Subject: No more industrial land!
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 2:50:18 PM

I support annexing the proposed industrial land.

Get Outlook for iOS
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From: Jill Pitcher
To: Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Annexation
Date: Monday, March 26, 2018 6:38:51 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Dear Planning Commissioner Chair Poole, and Commissioners Howe, Hopkins, Levy, Burke, Foerster, Frandsen,
 Nelson and Rodell,
 
I am in strong favor of the proposed annexation and zoning update concerning the Grasslands/Prairie Trail
 property.
 
I am a full time associate professor at Rocky Vista University which is located directly across the street from the
 proposed trash transfer station in this location.  I am also the serving Chair of Faculty Council of the University.  I
 recognize the methodical, lawful, correct steps that have been taken by this company to obtain and plan this
 transfer station.  I also greatly appreciate the mechanism counties, cities and towns installed to allow for ensuring
 the growth of any area stay within the culture, purpose and appearance that occurs as we grow.  The ability of
 local governance to act on behalf of the population in this way has significant importance to the continued growth
 and stature of the entire area, well beyond the immediate land involved.  It is my understanding, after reviewing
 criteria that must be met or considered for annexation, that this land qualifies for strong consideration.
 
I strongly believe annexation is an important step to maintain the flavor of the growth in this immediate area, and
 find strong support in this action noting that the initial code requirements were made 20 years ago when this area
 of Parker could support industry like this without any negative impact on the residential and service industry
 growth we have enjoyed. 
 
I appreciate the foresight and planning that all of you have focused on making Parker one of the premier residential
 and living communities along the front range.  I ask your help now to act on our behalf to maintain guided growth
 in our specific area that continues to promote these premier qualities people moving into and around Colorado
 find so attractive.
 
Thank you,
 
Jill Pitcher, DO, FACOFP
 
 

Jill Pitcher, DO
Associate Professor Primary Care
Course Director Year Two PCM Achieving New Heights in Medical Education
Rocky Vista University
8401 S. Chambers Road • Parker, CO 80134
(720) 875-2834

 

   jpitcher@rvu.edu
www.rvu.edu
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From: rich russo
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Support for the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property"s Annexation Petition-
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 8:39:49 PM

Town of Parker 

Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission 

20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138

To the Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members: John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh

 Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John

 Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster,

 and Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

 Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property's Annexation Petition

 Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that concerns the

 Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see that as a

 very positive action.

 I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria of the Code.

 The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows:

 1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with the

 growth and protection of the area.

 2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development The

 surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 

 3 There has been an error in the original zoning The original zoning may have been correct in 1998

 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected.

4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now filled with

 residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces, and similar uses which warrants this

 change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial use.

5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development The area is

 growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively impacted by this change in

 annexation and zoning

6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As this will be in

 close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any significant impacts

7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated The zoning change to eliminate

 industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to the area

8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies This use is consistent
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 with the Master Plan

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 Services

 already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed land uses.

 As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of the

 standards of the governing Code documents.

 I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental Agreement

 makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the community. The

 IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent with the surrounding areas. Without

 that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no such protection.

 The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been appropriate

 in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential and commercial

 district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform.

 I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently appropriate

 before any application is accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions will seek to review any

 zoning that has been in place for extended periods of time.

 The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding property

 owners. The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change. I understand there may be some

 who are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements of the

 affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the requirements.

 I have been a resident in this area since the Canyon Creek Condo community was build in 2006 and

 want to know that the property I have purchased to call my home continues to be protected as it has

 expanded for the good of the community and as well as the town as a whole. Annexing the property in

 the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the development in a manner that will allow the

 community to grow responsibly. I love this area, and feel that this petition will help with growth and

 property values in the area.

 I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and Town

 Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our community and pass

 this immediately.

 Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this

 annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16 Town

 Council meeting.

 I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning

 Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is coming to

 you as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe positive actions

 serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our community and surrounding

 communities.For a community to continue and prosper, It is essential to encourage the timely and

 planned annexation of land.

This enables the city to ensure that outward expansion is developed in an orderly manner and what's in

 the interest for the town, community, and residences.

 Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.



Respectfully Yours,

Rich Russo

8489 Canyon Rim Circle- Unit # 301

Englewood, Co 80112-4733



From: Beatriz Sutton
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Sunday, April 08, 2018 3:59:53 PM

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie

 Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; 

and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane

 Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and

 Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell.

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning

 change that concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning

 and I see that as a very positive action. 

I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria

 of the Code.

Please don’t let it become a trash facility!

Thank you,

Beatriz Sutton
Parker, 80134
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From: Ziggy Thoffer
To: Planning
Subject: Trash Transfer Facility
Date: Wednesday, March 28, 2018 10:34:51 PM

Dear Parker Planning Committee,

I am a student at Rocky Vista University and I would like to voice my support in favor of the
 trash facility.  I believe that annexation should never be used by government UNLESS it is for
 a vital infrastructural need.  If that land was zoned in such a way that allows for the trash
 facility to be built, then it would be unethical to prevent them from doing so just because
 some people don't like it.  We live in a democratic society and not everybody is going to like
 everything.  I am a veteran and I believe in the democratic process.  I say build the trash
 dump.

Sincerely,

An anonymous RVU student
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From: Roxana Valles
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property"s Annexation Position
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 8:13:08 PM

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh

 Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; 

and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting

 Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik

 Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

Please accept this email in positive support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that

 concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property. I am a second year medical student and view this

 environment as both my home and a conductive learning environment around my studies. 

I understand this will annex the property into the Town of Parker and alter the zoning and I see

 that as a very positive action.

I have reviewed the Parker CO Municipal Code and believe it meets all of the criteria of the Code.

The list of approval considerations I see it meeting are as follows. The writing in RED is the actual

 wording from the Code

1. A need exists for the proposal; I truly believe that a need for the annexation exists to help with

 the growth and protection of the area.

2. The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development The

 surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 

3 There has been an error in the original zoning The original zoning may have been correct in

 1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected

4 There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change This area is now

 filled with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar uses which

 warrants this change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for any industrial

 use.

5 Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development The

 area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively impacted by this

 change in annexation and zoning

6 Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet As this

 will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits I doubt there will be any significant

 impacts

7 There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated The zoning change to

 eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental impacts to

 the area

8 The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and policies This use is

 consistent with the Master Plan

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 Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created by the proposed

 land uses.

As I have shown above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of

 the standards of the governing Code documents.

I also believe that the fact that Douglas County is seeking to terminate the Intergovernmental

 Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect the citizens and businesses of the

 community. The IGA was put in place to ensure future developments were consistent with the

 surrounding areas. Without that agreement in place, the Town, and citizens of the Town have no

 such protection.
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The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been

 appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential

 and commercial district and this annexation and zoning will help to keep it uniform.

I feel that every PUD that is over 10 years old should be evaluated to see if it is currently

 appropriate before any application is accepted for development and hope that all jurisdictions will

 seek to review any zoning that has been in place for extended periods of time.

The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the affected and surrounding

 property owners. The vast majority want this annexation and zoning change. I understand there

 may be some who are not in favor of this petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements

 of the affected property owners and the numbers clearly meet the requirements.

We moved to this area almost 3 years ago with the thought that this would be our retirement

 home. Annexing the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the

 development in a manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly. We love this area,

 and feel that this petition will help with growth and property values in the area.

I see absolutely no negatives to this annexation and hope that the Planning Commission and

 Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the citizens of our

 community and pass this immediately.

Please hear my voice, and those of my neighbors and vote in a positive manner to approve this

 annexation and zoning at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16

 Town Council meeting.

I also want to state one thing very clearly. A lot of the time things are brought before the Planning

 Commission and Town Council as a negative thing trying to resolve a problem. This petition is

 coming to you as a POSITIVE action to protect the Town and the citizens of the Town. I believe

 positive actions serve a much better purpose than negative, and this is 100% positive for our

 community and surrounding communities.

Thank you for your consideration of such an important Petition.

Roxana Valles, Student Doctor, Year II
SGA Officer of Student Wellness
Global Medicine Honors Track
Student Ambassador
Rocky Vista University College of Osteopathic Medicine



From: Comcast
To: Planning
Subject: Support for Grassland /Prairie Trail Annexation
Date: Sunday, March 18, 2018 10:12:59 AM

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie

 Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; and

Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins,

 Acting Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate

 Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

I am writing to express my support of the proposed Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s

 Annexation Petition submitted to the Town of Parker and being considered for review

 and referral by the Planning Commission on April 12, 2018 and by the Town Council

 on April 16, 2018. I support the annexation of these parcels into the Town, for the

 following reasons:

1. Annexation of the proposed parcels is desirable and necessary because it is smart

 for the area businesses, schools, residents, future development, and the overall good

 of the Town of Parker. 

2. The area sought to be annexed meets the requirements of state statute and there

 is mutual and overwhelming interest in this annexation between the property owners

 and the Town of Parker.

3. Unincorporated areas of the state are meant for eventual annexation and

 government by municipalities.

4. Because Douglas County has determined to terminate an Intergovernmental

 Agreement with the Town of Parker, which IGA serviced to protect and secure

 mutual ideas/interests in development in the overlay district and along the fringes of

 our jurisdictions, it is crucial these parcels be annexed into the Town of Parker to

 protect this impressive Commercial, Business, Educational, Medical, and Tech

 corridor from future bad development and to solidify and secure future development

 to the overall good of the Town.

5. This annexation is a positive action that will greatly enhance and protect our

 community. Further, there have been significant changes in the area to warrant a

 zoning change.

The annexation of the Grasslands/Prairie Trail Properties is a very wise decision that

 is desired by a majority of your electorate who will be greatly impacted otherwise. I

 ask you to cast your vote for the annexation and in doing so, voting in favor of good

 development and smart growth for the Town of Parker. 

Thank you for ensuring my voice is heard and that this letter is entered into the record

 at both the April 12th Planning Commission meeting and the April 16th Town Council

 meeting.

mailto:aka2722@comcast.net
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Sincerely and Respectfully,

Kelly Wagner-Grull 
720-425-0555



From: GARY WISEMAN
To: Planning
Subject: Grasslands / Prairie Trail Annexation and Zoning, TRAKiT No.: ANX18-001
Date: Monday, April 02, 2018 7:39:01 PM

This is to register my full support for Town of Parker proposed ordinances for

 annexation and zoning change for the referenced property.  I believe this is

 appropriate for consistent development in the area.  I urge the Planning Commission

 to approve the proposed ordinances.

Respectfully,

Gary Wiseman

8459 Dove Ridge Way

Parker, CO 80134
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From: Greg Zabikow
To: Mayor, Council, and TA; Planning; Waid, Mike
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Sunday, April 08, 2018 3:04:26 PM

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid 

Council Members: John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and

 Renee Williams

Planning Commissioners: Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane Hopkins, Acting Vice

 Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen,

 Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

 
Please accept this email as full support of the proposed annexation/zoning change for the

 Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.  I acknowledge this will annex the property into the Town of

 Parker and alter the zoning.  This action will provide a positive result for the town along with the

 residential and commercial landowners in the area.

 
The annexation will meet the following criteria:

 
·         A need exists for the proposal.  Annexation of this land will ensure a coordinated effort to

 protect existing residential and commercial landowners, while providing new job growth for

 the region.

·         The particular parcel of ground is indeed the correct site for the proposed development. 

 The surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and zoning change. 

·         There has been an error in the original zoning.  The original zoning may have been

 correct in 1998 when there was no growth in the area, but it needs to be corrected as many

 residential and commercial owners have made significant investments in the surrounding

 area.

·         There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change.  This area is

 now filled with residential housing, medical facilities, education, office spaces and similar

 uses which warrants this change from industrial zoning. This area is no longer appropriate for

 any heavy industrial use.

·         Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by development.

 The area is growing, but at a rate that the circulation and traffic will not be negatively

 impacted by this change in annexation and zoning.

·         Additional municipal costs will not be incurred which the Town is not prepared to meet. 

 As this will be in close proximity to the existing Town of Parker limits.

·         There are minimal environmental impacts or impacts can be mitigated.  The zoning

 change to eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there will be minimal environmental

 impacts to the area.

·         The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals, and policies.  This use

 is consistent with the Master Plan and will allow for improved alignment in carrying out the

 Master Plan in this area.
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·         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.  Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be

 created by the proposed land uses.

 
As outlined above, I believe that this annexation and zoning change absolutely meets all of the

 standards of the governing code documents.  I also believe that Douglas County seeking to

 terminate the Intergovernmental Agreement makes it critical that the Town act swiftly to protect

 the citizens and businesses of the community. The IGA was put in place to ensure future

 developments were consistent with the surrounding areas. Without that agreement in place, the

 Town, and citizens of the Town have coordinated effort or protection.

 
The proposed area has changed significantly since the original PUD. What may have been

 appropriate in 1998 is no longer appropriate. This area has grown into a much more residential

 and commercial district.  The annexation and zoning will ensure a more holistic planning process

 for future development.  The proposed annexation meets all the requirements as far as the

 affected and surrounding property owners. I believe a fiduciary responsibility is owed to these

 community members first and foremost.  The vast majority of the impacted community want this

 annexation and zoning change. I understand there may be some who are not in favor of this

 petition, but the rules are stated as to the requirements of the affected property owners and the

 numbers clearly meet the requirements.

 
We moved to this area 2 years ago with the thought that we would be in this location for year to

 come as our two children progress through there grade school to high school years.  Annexing

 the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the development in a

 manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly.  We enjoy Parker and the surrounding

 area.  I feel that this petition will help with growth and property values in the area. 

 
Moreover, there are limited negative results from this annexation.  My request is that the Planning

 Commission and Town Council will take into consideration the overwhelming response of the

 citizens of our community and move forward with the annexation process.  Please hear my voice

 and those of my neighbors to vote in favor of this annexation and zoning at both the April 12th

 Planning Commission meeting and the April 16 Town Council meeting.

 
Also please enter my email into the documents for this process.  Thank you for your consideration

 of such an important petition.

 
Regards,

 
Greg Zabikow

gzabikow@gmail.com

15818 Club Rush Ct

Parker, CO 80134
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From: Anne Zogg
To: Planning
Subject: Fwd: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition
Date: Friday, March 30, 2018 2:05:02 PM

I apologize but I originally sent this to the incorrect email address . . .

Begin forwarded message:

From: Anne Zogg <aoneillus@yahoo.com>
Date: March 30, 2018 at 1:56:44 PM MDT
To: council@parkeronline.org, lanning@parkeronline.org
Cc: Dennis Zogg <denniszogg@yahoo.com>
Subject: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

Town of Parker 

Parker Town Hall Town Council and Planning Commission 

20120 E Mainstreet Parker, CO 80138

council@parkeronline.org and planning@parkeronline.org

Honorable Mayor Mike Waid and Council Members John Diak, Amy Holland, Debbie

 Lewis, Josh Martin, Joshua Rivero, and Renee Williams; 

and Planning Commissioners Gary Poole, Chair, John Howe, Vice Chair, Duane

 Hopkins, Acting Vice Chair, Sasha Levy, Eliana Burke, Richard Foerster, and

 Alternate Commissioners Erik Frandsen, Ruth Ann Nelson, and Kimberly Rodell

Re: Grasslands/Prairie Trail Property’s Annexation Petition

Please accept this email in support of the proposed annexation/zoning change that

 concerns the Grasslands/Prairie Trail property.  I believe the following points

 support annexation:  

A need exists for the annexation to help with the growth and protection of the

 area.

The surrounding areas are compatible with the proposed annexation and

 zoning change therefore the parcel is the correct site for the proposed

 development.

The original zoning needs to be changed in order to support the growth in the

 area that was not anticipated in 1998.  

There have been significant changes in the area to warrant a zone change:

  This area is no longer appropriate for industrial use - it is now filled with

 residential housing, medical facilities, education, and office spaces.

Adequate circulation exists and traffic movement would not be impeded by

 annexation and a zoning change.  In fact, adequate circulation does not exist

 and traffic movement would be impeded by industrial development.

The zoning change to eliminate industrial use will actually ensure that there

 will be minimal environmental impacts to the area

The proposal is consistent with the Town Master Plan maps, goals and
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 policies 

Services already exist in the area and very minimal impacts will be created by

 the proposed land uses.

Annexing the property in the proposal will help in maintaining the consistency of the

 development in a manner that will allow the community to grow responsibly.  

Thank you for your consideration.

Anne & Dennis Zogg
8611 Dove Ridge Way
Parker, CO 80134
(703)371-1261
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