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Planning & Zoning Commission Hearing: March 23, 2022

Castle Ridge Group Home, Project Development Plan — PDP210012

Summary of Request

This is a request for a Project Development Plan to convert an
existing single-family dwelling into a 16-resident group home for
memory care residents. The project is located within the Low-
Density Residential (RL) zone district and is subject to Planning &
Zoning Board (Type 2) Review.

Zoning Map (ctrl + click map to follow link)

Site Location

The site is located adjacent to Mail Creek Ditch
and approximately 800 feet southwest of
Miramont Park (parcel #9601408002).
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Next Steps

Low-Density Residential District (R-L)
Property Owner

Diaz Xiomara

Eric Shenk

636 Castle Ridge Ct
Fort Collins, CO 80525

Applicant/Representative

Stephanie Hansen

Ripley Design, Inc

419 Canyon Ave STE 200
Fort Collins, CO 80521

If approved by the decision-maker, the applicant will be eligible to
submit a Final Development Plan. Subsequent rounds of review will
be required to finalize site and landscape plans before the applicant
can apply for the site and building permits.

Planning Services Fort Collins, Colorado 80521

Staff

Kai Kleer. City Planner
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This is a proposal to convert an existing single-family detached home into a 16-resident group home located
at 636 Castle Ridge Court. The proposal includes adding exterior windows, screen walls, landscaping, and
closing off two side-facing garage doors.

B. SITE CHARACTERISTICS

1. Development Status/Background

The property is located within the 617-acre Keenland Annexation that was annexed into the City in 1980. After
annexation, the area was developed over the decades and included projects such as Sam’s Club (Pace
Warehouse), Oakridge Crossing, Miramont, Werner Elementary, and numerous other commercial,
institutional, industrial, and residential projects.

The project site was created in 1993 as part of the 18-lot Castle Ridge at Miramont PUD. The lot is
approximately 22,200 square feet in size and contains a 6,400+ square foot home that was constructed in
2002. The homes in the subdivision are served by a private cul-de-sac system with dual lanes for on-street
parking and attached sidewalks. Mail Creek Ditch and Werner Elementary act as book ends to the north and
south potions of the subdivision.
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2. Surrounding Zoning and Land Use

North South East
Zoning | Miramont Neighborhood; Werner Elementary Miramont
Low Density Residential (R- School; Low Density Neighborhood; Low
L) Residential (R-L) Density Residential (R-
L)
Land Single-family detached Single-family detached Single-family detached
Use dwellings dwellings dwellings

C. OVERVIEW OF MAIN CONSIDERATIONS

West

Miramont Neighborhood;
Low Density Residential
(R-L)

Single-family detached
dwellings

The plan has gone through five rounds of review with development of an operational plan, and extensive
exploration of traffic, parking, screening, exterior window placement, street width, fire access, facade

character, and landscaping.

The project includes an approved reasonable accommodation request which grants relief from 3.8.6(A) to

increase maximum permissible residents from 8 to 16.

A virtual neighborhood meeting was held to discuss the project on April 9, 2021. A video of the meeting can be

viewed at: https://youtu.be/nmoiLeGOCpw.

Questions and concerns were raised about the number of residents proposed at the group home and the parking
impacts generated by the number of residents in a neighborhood already experiencing parking and movement

issues on the street.

Questions on whether the proposed facility should be processed as a group home or considered as a commercial

use such as a long term care facility.

e Staff believes a residential group home is the appropriate classification of the land use based on the
operating characteristics, and state licensing. The State of Colorado classifies the applicants proposed
use as an ‘assisted living residence’. Licensure under this group home type can only include room and
board; regular supervision available on a 24-hour basis; assistance with activities of daily living, such as
bathing, dressing and laundry, medication management; recreational activities; arrangements for
transportation; and other miscellaneous services of the like. If the scope of service goes beyond these
limits and require skilled nursing, residents will be required to move off-site in a timely manner.

Impacts of additional traffic and ongoing maintenance of the private street system.

e The traffic memo was analyzed and anticipates an increase from 18 to 36 average trips per day. At the
neighborhood meeting the applicant agreed to discuss what a proportional share of costs would be with

respect to the long-term maintenance of the road.

Compliance with HOA covenants and architectural requirements.

o City staff worked with the neighborhood and applicant team during the review process to refine the
proposed improvements of the site. Generally, the proposed landscaping, lighting, window placement,

and fencing are a culmination of collaboration between all parties.

Parking needs not being sufficiently addressed through the minimum requirements of the land use code.

Back to Top
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e City staff has worked with the applicant team to accurately depict parking needs of the project through
refinement of the operational plan. Staff is recommending a condition of approval to help mitigate any
additional need for off-street parking site.

Emergency services and the ability for fire trucks and ambulances to have adequate roadway width to access the
neighborhood.

e As part of the subdivision’s original approval a 2 foot narrower (28 ft) roadway was approved. The
roadway width was reviewed by Poudre Fire Authority and was determined to be adequate.

A. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROCEDURAL OVERVIEW
1. Conceptual Review — CDR200096
A conceptual review meeting was held on December 17, 2020.
2. Neighborhood Meeting
According to LUC Section 2.2.2 — Step 2: Neighborhood Meetings, a neighborhood meeting is required for
Planning and Zoning Commission (Type 2) projects. A virtual neighborhood meeting was held for this project
on April 9, 2021.
3. First Submittal - PDP210012
The first submittal of this project was completed on July 9, 2021. The PDP required 5 rounds of staff review.
4. Notice (Posted, Written, and Published)
Posted Notice: March 19, 2021; Sign #615.
Written Hearing Notice: February 24, 2022; 533 addresses mailed.
Published Hearing Notice: February 27, 2022.
Secondary Published Hearing Notice: March 6, 2022.
A. DIVISION 3.2 - SITE PLANNING AND DESIGN STANDARDS
Applicable Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis Staff
Code Standard Findings
3.21 - The standards of this section require that a development plan demonstrate a Complies
Landscaping comprehensive approach to landscaping that enhances the appearance and function of the
and Tree neighborhood, buildings, and pedestrian environment.
Protection

This is an existing home within a well-landscaped subdivision. The proposed planting
scheme builds on existing landscaping and adds three additional elements to help
maximize screening and privacy with the two abutting single-family homes on the east and
west sides of the site (highlighted below). Elements of the plan include:

e Preserving a mature stand of arborvitae on the west side of the driveway that will
help screen parking and two new windows that will be added to replace the
existing side-facing garage doors.

e Adding a 6x6-foot screen panel in front of four newly proposed side-facing
windows.

e Adding a landscape bed that includes 32 deciduous and evergreen shrubs that
are layered in a way that provides year-round screening for the rear yard.

Back to Top
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e Adding three ornamental grasses to fit the narrow space between the bay window
and side property line to prevent a direct view into the neighboring property.
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This standard requires that developments provide on-site mitigation in the form of a defined | Complies
number of replacement trees if existing significant trees are removed. The number of

mitigation trees is determined by City Forestry staff based on existing tree species, breast

diameter, and health/condition. Mitigation values can range between 1 and 6 for a tree that

is removed. Dead, dying, and certain invasive species are exempt from this standard.

City Forestry has identified and assessed nine on-site trees that are not proposed to be
removed as part of this project.

Bicycle parking is not a requirement for group homes. However, as part of an overall effort Complies
to encourage alternative forms of transportation for employees. The plan proposes two
fixed racks to support space for 4 bicycles within the courtyard.

Group homes require two parking spaces for every three (3) employees, and in addition, Complies
one (1) parking space for each four (4) adult residents, unless residents are prohibited from
owning or operating personal automobiles.

The project proposes three employees for each of the three 8-9 hour daily shifts while
memory-care residents will be prohibited from owning cars. Standards of this section
require the project to provide two off-street parking spaces for every three employees. Two
spaces are proposed while the third is expected to accommodate a facility van that will be
used to transport residents.

A condition is recommended under 3.5.1(J) address operational elements of the group
home.

Back to Top
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This standard requires that exterior lighting not adversely affect the properties,
neighborhood, or natural features adjacent to the development. Further, the standard
requires exterior lighting to be examined in a way that considers the light source, level of
illumination, hours of illumination, and need.

Complies

The PDP proposes to replace all exterior wall-mounted light fixtures with fully shielded,
down-directional, 3,000 Kelvin or less fixtures.

The purpose of this standard is to ensure the provision of areas, compatible with
surrounding land uses, for the collection, separation, storage, loading, and pickup of trash,
waste cooking oil, compostable and recyclable materials.

Complies

The PDP proposes to manage all trash and recycling within the courtyard of the home,
entirely screened from public view. Six 96-gallon containers will be distributed equally
between trash and recycling and wheeled to the street on typical collection days.

The applicant has indicated that there will be no hazardous materials on site and that
medical waste, such as pill bottles, will be in a locked container and removed by a
professional company once a quarter.

B. 3.5 BUILDING STANDARDS

The purpose of this Section is to ensure that the physical and operational characteristics of proposed buildings and
uses are compatible when considered within the context of the surrounding area.

Applicable
Code Standard

3.5.1(A) and
(B) — Building
Project and
Compatibility,
Purpose and
General
Standard

3.5.1(D) -
Privacy

Considerations

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis Staff Findings

The purpose of this Section is to ensure that the physical and operational characteristics of | N/A
proposed buildings and uses are compatible when considered within the context of the
surrounding area. The Fort Collins Land Use Code defines compatibility as:
“the characteristics of different uses or activities or design which allow them to be
located near or adjacent to each other in harmony. Some elements affecting
compatibility include height, scale, mass, and bulk of structures. Other
characteristics include pedestrian or vehicular traffic, circulation, access, and
parking impacts. Other important characteristics that affect compatibility are
landscaping, lighting, noise, odor, and architecture. Compatibility does not mean
"the same as." Rather, compatibility refers to the sensitivity of development
proposals in maintaining the character of existing development.”
Staff's review has focused on architecture, landscaping, parking, lighting, and traffic which
are described in other sections of this report. No new buildings are proposed with this
project.
Elements of the development plan must be arranged to maximize the opportunity for Complies

privacy by the residents of the project and minimize infringement on the privacy of adjoining
land uses. Additionally, the development plan shall create opportunities for interactions
among neighbors without sacrificing privacy or security.

As described earlier, the plan provides a 6x6-foot screen panel in front of four newly-
proposed side-facing windows as well as the addition and preservation of landscaping to
rear- and side-yard areas to provide year-round screening for residents and neighbors. The
screen panel placement and landscaping quantity, arrangement, and species selection are
appropriate, however, staff acknowledges changes may be needed based on the
architectural requirements of the homeowners association.

Back to Top
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3.5.1(J) - Conditions may be imposed upon the approval of development applications to ensure that Conditions
Operation and development will be compatible with existing neighborhoods and uses. Such conditions Recommended
Physical may include, but need not be limited to, restrictions on or requirements for:

g;r:‘\g:::jbslllty 1) hours of operation and deliveries;

2) Location on a site of activities that generate potential adverse impacts on adjacent
uses such as noise and glare;

3) placement of trash receptacles;

4) location of loading and delivery zones;

5) light intensity and hours of full illumination;

6) placement and the illumination of outdoor vending machines;

7) location and the number of off-street parking spaces.

Staff is recommending three conditions to help address certain elements of the proposal.
Condition 1 Analysis:

One of the major concerns from the neighborhood has been related to increased amounts
of traffic and the types of services typically related with group homes that are muted by the
numbers represented in the traffic study.

Through analysis of the operational plan, memory care residents will require a dozen or
more services sometimes on a weekly or monthly basis. It is anticipated that there will be
approximately 36 daily trips - some less than 10 or 20 minutes others more. To reduce
impacts to on-street parking and minimize early morning or late afternoon disturbances staff
is recommending a limit to limit certain types of visits to typical business hours and that the
applicant schedule services in a way to reduce service overlap.

Condition 1:

To the extent feasible the hours of operation during which third-party services, such as
massages, housekeeping, haircuts, pet therapy, food delivery, and the like, shall be limited
to the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Services shall be
staggered in a way to reduce the impact to on-street parking within the neighborhood.

To the extent feasible deliveries and short-term visits shall be limited to available space
within the driveway and street frontage that shares a common boundary with 636 Castle
Ridge Court.

Condition 2 Analysis:

The project is proposing three employees three shifts a day. In addition to the baseline of
three employees, the group home is also proposing to offer hospice care which will require
a skilled nurse (fourth employee). During the times where a fourth employee is required, it
is anticipated that the need for off-street parking will increase. Staff is recommending a
condition that would require group home staff to use on-street parking on nearby public
streets and not within the private streets of the subdivision.

An attached exhibit shows the nearest available on-street parking which varies from 800
feet to about 1,250 feet from the group home.

Condition 2:

Group home staff who cannot be accommodated by designated off-street parking spaces
within the driveway shall utilize on-street parking along public streets such as Highcastle
Drive and E Boardwalk Drive.

Condition 3 Analysis:

During ongoing conversation between the neighborhood and the applicant team City staff
has acted as an intermediary to concerns around ongoing operational elements of the
group home. During research of other like group homes, staff understands that there may
be a range of issues that may be best dealt through the HOA or neighbor to neighbor
communication. Examples include, house and yard maintenance, outdoor smoking, noise,
or on-street parking. Staff is recommending that the applicant act in good faith to remedy
any situation that may arise.

Back to Top
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Condition 3:

The property owner or representative thereof shall cooperate in good faith to remedy any
unforeseen impacts created through the operation of the group home and provide a
designated person who can be contacted 24-hours a day, 7-days a week.

Back to Top
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C. 3.8.6 - GROUP HOME REGULATIONS AND SHELTERS FOR VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC

VIOLENCE
Applicable | Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis Staff Findings
Code
Standard
3.8.6(A) Residential group homes shall conform to the lot area and separation requirements specified in Complies
the following table:
Zone Maximum number | Additional lot Maximum Minimum
District ofresidents area for each permissible separation
excluding additional residents, requirements
supervisors, for resident excluding between any
minimum lot size (square feet) Supervisors other group home
(feet)*
R-L, 3 1,500 8 1,500

The project was granted relief from the maximum permissible resident standard as part of the
Reasonable Accommodation Request.

Regarding minimum separation distances, the project is not located within 1,500 feet of any
other known group home.

3.8.6(C)(1) | Before any group home shall be approved in any zone that requires a Type 1 or Types 2 review, | Complies
the decision-maker shall conduct such review to approve, deny or approve with conditions the
application for a group home use in such zone. If approved, the decision-maker shall, with such
approval, establish the type of group home permitted and the maximum number of residents
allowed in such group home.

Staff is recommending that the Planning and Zoning Commission conditionally approve the
project as a 16-resident memory-care group home.

Back to Top
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A. DIVISION 4.4 — LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT (R-L)

The R-L Low Density Residential District designation is intended for predominately single-family residential
areas located throughout the City which were existing at the time of adoption of this Code.

Applicable Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis Staff
Code Standard Findings
4.4(B) - The proposed project is classified as a group home and is a permitted land use subject to Complies
Permitted review by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

Uses

The Land Use Code definition of a group home is, “a residence operated as a single dwelling,
licensed by or operated by a governmental agency, or by an organization that is as equally
qualified as a government agency and having a demonstrated capacity for oversight as
determined by the Director, for the purpose of providing special care or rehabilitation due to
homelessness, physical condition or iliness, mental condition or illness, elderly age or social,
behavioral or disciplinary problems, provided that authorized supervisory personnel is present
on the premises.”

Peacock Assisted Living, LLC, the proposed operator of the group home, proposes an assisted
living facility to provide services for seniors with disabilities. The group home is subject to the
general licensure and regulatory standards of the Colorado Department of Public Health and
will be required to provide the City with a state-approved license before a Certificate of
Occupancy can be issued.

In evaluating the request for the Castle Ridge Group Home Project Development Plan, PDP210012, Staff makes the
following findings of fact:

1. The Project Development Plan complies with the applicable procedural and administrative requirements of
Article 2 of the Land Use Code.

2. The Project Development Plan complies with relevant standards located in Article 3 — General Development
Standards, subject to the following conditions:

a) To the extent feasible the hours of operation during which third-party services, such as massages,
housekeeping, haircuts, pet therapy, food delivery, and the like, shall be limited to the hours of
8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Services shall be staggered in a way to reduce
the impact to on-street parking within the neighborhood.

To the extent feasible deliveries and short-term visits shall be limited to available space within the
driveway and street frontage that shares a common boundary with 636 Castle Ridge Court.

b) Group home staff who cannot be accommodated by designated off-street parking spaces within
the driveway shall utilize on-street parking along public streets such as Highcastle Drive and E
Boardwalk Drive.

c) The property owner or representative thereof shall cooperate in good faith to remedy any
unforeseen impacts created through the operation of the group home and provide a designated
person who can be contacted 24-hours a day, 7-days a week.

Back to Top
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2. The Project Development Plan complies with relevant standards located in Division 4.4 — Low Density

7. Recommendation

Staff recommends conditional approval of the Castle Ridge Group Home Project Development Plan, PDP210012, based

Residential District (R-L).

on the aforementioned Findings of Fact.

8. Attachments
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Vicinity Map

Project Narrative

Site Plan

Utility Plan
Architectural Elevations
Operational Plan

List of vendors

Staff Parking Exhibit
TIS Memo

. Neighborhood Meeting Summary

. Conceptual Review Comments

. Round 1 Comments

. Round 2 Comments

. Round 3 Comments

. Round 4 Comments

. Public Comments

. Reasonable Accommodation Decision Letter
. Staff Presentation

. Applicant Presentation

Back to Top

Packet pg. 21



ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 1

City of
Fort Collin

GIS

Castle Ridge Group Home

Lovalard

Lotmament

Legend

Street Names
Parcels
City Zoning

Community Commercial

General Commercial
Limited Commercial
Service Commercial
Ccsu

Downtown
Employment
Harmony Corridor

Industrial

Manufactured Housing

Public Open Lands

River Conservation

Residential Foothills

Low Density Residential

0] ) T |

Rural Lands District

6‘0( HC
o™ =
(@] ct
o @em N\ Rule Dr; -~
(7] @ X
o \? h
Ul I Q
~ 0(
Q.“! ot
Fair® : o « MMN
e
%
p o % L, |
o % SERX
Q Q % * [}
 — = //- 0 - ”~ q
G Uma | 8%y Q.
= Q L= o =
[ c Q i (1]
3 o £ L £
EN[pe | BER SEH 7 7 G
o .—: - — assway c ,- e e
Q G (4] ::_: ] 960 LM wn
‘e q? W ﬁ 90 W
S < A o <
":9 Y (&) - © RL
% Dr = O C}“ ‘
g ® Belvedere Ct PO
& =
X Q7 A Milan Terrace
le) o SDUf D
% 2 hey,
’)o R c?é’- %@
" o]
() h ,ba o Q) ﬁ,—
% 5L Cy Ve//e S ??9 Nhacje Py Seton St
O e Y O,®
% 4 r %
3 &
2 4 )
(N 2 1: 6,859 9
1,143.0 0 571.50 1,143.0 Feet

WGS_1984_Web_Mercator_Auxiliary_Sphere
City of Fort Collins - GIS

This map is a user generated static output from the City of Fort Collins FCMaps
Internet mapping site and is for reference only. Data layers that appear on this
map may or may not be accurate, current, or otherwise reliable.

Notes

Packetpg-22

Community Commercial North Colle

Community Commercial Poudre Riy

High Density Mixed-Use Neighborh
Low Density Mixed-Use Neighborhc

Medium Density Mixed-Use Neighb
Neighborhood Commerecial

Neighborhood Conservation Buffer
Neighborhood Conservation Low D

Neighborhood Conservation Mediui

River Downtown Redevelopment




ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 2
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LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, LAND PLANNING

CASTLE RIDGE GROUP HOME
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PLAN NARRATIVE
7 July 2021

Conceptual Review: 12/17/2020
Neighborhood Meeting: 5/4/2021

General Information

The property at 636 Castle Ridge Court represents a unique opportunity in our city to provide a home-
based memory care home option for seniors with Alzheimer's dementia. The proposed project is a
renovation of an existing accessible residence from a single-family home to a group home. The purpose
being a family-like setting for seniors with disabilities to age in place comfortably. Additional equity for
this home will include 2 permanent Medicaid beds to service seniors with limited financial resources.
The house is located within the Castle Ridge at Miramont PUD and within the Low Density Residential
(R-L) Zone District. Single-family homes are adjacent to the property on the northwest, southeast, and
across the street to the southwest. Mail Creek Ditch runs along the northeast property line.

A neighborhood meeting was held on April 5™, 2021. Concerns voiced included increased traffic, the
need for 16 residents instead of the 8, who the investors were, and compatibility with existing
neighborhood character.

Architecturally, the footprint will not change. In fact, there are not any renovations to the hardscape
planned either. The minimal exterior renovation anticipated is the addition of windows in place of the
northwest facing garage doors as well as along the northwest side of the house. Therefore, the change
of use does not alter the residential character of the home. There will be no signage posted to
distinguish this home from any other in the neighborhood. Within the home, a sprinkler system will be
added and both garages and the swimming pool room will be converted to bedrooms, bathrooms,
family rooms and dining rooms for a total of 16 residents. They will have 24-hour supervision and care
including enhanced door security/video monitoring. The existing home is already handicap accessible
and wraps around a courtyard which provides a protected, safe, outdoor space.

The residents do not have access to personal cars due to their cognitive deficits from dementia. Guests
will notify the home when they plan on visiting to provide secured entry and to ensure on-street
parking is kept to a minimum. Three parking spaces, as required, are provided for staff. An additional 4
spaces for secure bike parking will be provided in the central courtyard to accommodate multimodal
transit options. Laundry will be done on-site, and groceries will be delivered once or twice a week.
While there will be additional traffic trips to and from the site compared to the existing use, these will
be minimized as much as possible. Xioma and Eric are willing to work with adjacent neighbors if any
impacts arise.

Trash and recycling will be located in the central courtyard and will only be visible when brought to the
street on trash days, similar to the other existing homes.

A reasonable accommodation request has been approved for 16 residents in this group home at this
location.

Current and future owners: Xiomara Diaz and Christopher Eric Shenk — 636 Castle Ridge Ct.

MINIMAL RISK. PAINLESS PROCESS. BEAUTIFUL SPACES.
0: 970.224.5828 | w: ripleydesigninc.com

RIPLEY DESIGN, INC. | 419 Canyon Avenue, Suite 200 | Fort Collins, CO 80521
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CASTLE RIDGE GROUP HOME

VICINITY MAP

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Lot 2, Castle Ridge at Miramount P.U.D., City of Ft. Collins,

County of Larimer. State of Colorado.

Containing 22,225 square feet or 0.510 acres, more of less

GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES
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OWNER'S CERTIFICATE

THE UNDERSIGNED DOES/DO HEREBY GERTIFY THAT IWE ARE THE LAWFUL OWNERS OF THE REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED ON THIS SITE PLAN AND
DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT IWWE ACCEPT THE CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS SET FORTH ON SAID SITE PLAN.

OWNER (SIGNED) Bate

THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME

THS DAYOF AD, 20

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:
WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL.

PLANNING CERTIFICATE

AFPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND NEIGHBORHOOD SERVIGES OF THE CITY OF FORT COLLINS
COLORADO ON THIS:

Director Signature

LAND USE CHARTS

PLANT QUALITY; ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE A-GRADE OR NO. 1 GRADE - FREE OF ANY DEFECTS, OF NORMAL
HEALTH, HEIGHT, LEAF DENSITY AND SPREAD APPROPRIATE TO THE SPECIES AS DEFINED BY THE AVERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN (AAN) STANDARDS. ALL TREES SHALL BE BALL AND BURLAP OR EQUIVALENT.

2.

IRRIGATION: ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS WITHIN THE SITE INCLUDING TURF, SHRUB BEDS AND TREE AREAS SHALL BE
IRRIGATED WITH AN AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM. THE IRRIGATION PLAN MUST BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY
THE CITY OF FORT COLLINS WATER UTILITIES DEPARTMENT PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT. ALL TURF
AREAS SHALL BE IRRIGATED WITH AN AUTOMATIC POP-UP IRRIGATION SYSTEM. ALL SHRUB BEDS AND TREES,
INCLUDING IN NATIVE SEED AREAS, SHALL BE IRRIGATED WITH AN AUTOMATIC DRIP (TRICKLE) IRRIGATION SYSTEM, OR
WITH AN ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVE APPROVED BY THE CITY WITH THE IRRIGATION PLANS. THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM
SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO MEET THE WATER REQUIREMENTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL PLANT MATERIAL.

TOPSOIL: TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE, TOPSOIL THAT IS REMOVED DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY SHALL BE
CONSERVED FOR LATER USE ON AREAS REQUIRING REVEGETATION AND LANDSCAPING.

SOIL AMENDMENTS: SOIL AMENDMENTS SHALL BE PROVIDED AND DOCUMENTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY CODE
SECTION 12-132. THE SOIL IN ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS, INCLUDING PARKWAYS AND MEDIANS, SHALL BE THOROUGHLY
LOOSENED TO A DEPTH OF NOT LESS THAN EIGHT(8) INCHES AND SOIL AMENDMENT SHALL BE THOROUGHLY
INCORPORATED INTO THE SOIL OF ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS TO A DEPTH OF AT LEAST SIX(6) INCHES BY TILLING, DISCING.
OR OTHER SUITABLE METHOD, AT A RATE OF AT LEAST THREE (3) CUBIC YARDS OF SOIL AMENDMENT PER ONE
THOUSAND (1,000) SQUARE FEET OF LANDSCAPE AREA. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY,
AWRITTEN CERTIFICATION MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY THAT ALL PLANTED AREAS, OR AREAS TO BE PLANTED.
HAVE BEEN THOROUGHLY LOOSENED AND THE SOIL AMENDED, CONSISTENT WITH THE REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN
SECTION 12132,

5. INSTALLATION AND GUARANTEE: ALL LANDSCAPING SHALL BE INSTALLED ACCORDING TO SOUND HORTICULTURAL
PRACTICES IN A MANNER DESIGNED TO ENCOURAGE QUICK ESTABLISHMENT AND HEALTHY GROWTH. ALL
LANDSCAPING FOR EACH PHASE MUST BE EITHER INSTALLED OR THE INSTALLATION MUST BE SECURED WITH AN
IRREVOCABLE LETTER OF CREDIT, PERFORMANCE BOND, OR ESCROW ACCOUNT FOR 125% OF THE VALUATION OF THE
MATERIALS AND LABOR PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY FOR ANY BUILDING IN SUCH PHASE.

6. MAINTENANCE: TREES AND VEGETATION, IRRIGATION SYSTEMS, FENCES, WALLS AND OTHER LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS
WITH THESE FINAL PLANS SHALL BE CONSIDERED AS ELEMENTS OF THE PROJECT IN THE SAME MANNER AS PARKING,
BUILDING MATERIALS AND OTHER SITE DETAILS. THE APPLICANT, LANDOWNER OR SUCCESSORS IN INTEREST SHALL BE
JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE REGULAR MAINTENANCE OF ALL LANDSCAPING ELEMENTS IN GOOD
CONDITION. ALL LANDSCAPING SHALL BE MAINTAINED FREE FROM DISEASE, PESTS, WEEDS AND LITTER, AND ALL
LANDSCAPE STRUCTURES SUCH AS FENCES AND WALLS SHALL BE REPAIRED AND REPLACED PERIODICALLY TO
MAINTAIN A STRUCTURALLY SOUND CONDITION,

7. REPLACEMENT: ANY LANDSCAPE ELEMENT THAT DIES, OR IS OTHERWISE REMOVED, SHALL BE PROMPTLY REPLACED
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THESE PLANS.

8. THE FOLLOWING SEPARATIONS SHALL BE PROVIDED BETWEEN TREES/SHRUBS AND UTILITIES:

40 FEET BETWEEN CANOPY TREES AND STREET LIGHTS
15 FEET BETWEEN ORNAVENTAL TREES AND STREETLIGHTS

10 FEET BETWEEN TREES AND PUBLIC WATER, SANITARY AND STORM SEWER MAIN LINES

6 FEET BETWEEN TREES AND PUBLIC WATER, SANITARY AND STORM SEWER SERVICE LINES.
4 FEET BETWEEN SHRUBS AND PUBLIC WATER AND SANITARY AND STORM SEWER LINES

4 FEET BETWEEN TREES AND GAS LINES

9. ALL STREET TREES SHALL BE PLACED A MINIMUM EIGHT (8) FEET AWAY FROM THE EDGES OF DRIVEWAYS AND ALLEYS
PER LUC 3.2.1(D)(2)(a).

10.PLACEMENT OF ALL LANDSCAPING SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SIGHT DISTANCE CRITERIA AS SPECIFIED BY
THE CITY OF FORT COLLINS. NO STRUCTURES OR LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS GREATER THAN 24" SHALL BE ALLOWED
WITHIN THE SIGHT DISTANCE TRIANGLE OR EASEMENTS WITH THE EXCEPTION OF DECIDUOUS TREES PROVIDED THAT
THE LOWEST BRANCH IS AT LEAST 6 FROM GRADE. ANY FENCES WITHIN THE SIGHT DISTANCE TRIANGLE OR
EASEMENT MUST BE NOT MORE THAN 42" IN HEIGHT AND OF AN OPEN DESIGN.

1. THE DEVELOPER SHALL ENSURE THAT THE FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN IS COORDINATED WITH ALL OTHER FINAL PLAN
ELEMENTS SO THAT THE PROPOSED GRADING, STORM DRAINAGE, AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT IMPROVEMENTS DO NOT
CONFLICT WITH NOR PRECLUDE INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE OF LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS ON THIS PLAN.

12.MINOR CHANGES IN SPECIES AND PLANT LOCATIONS MAY BE MADE DURING CONSTRUCTION — AS REQUIRED BY SITE
CONDITIONS OR PLANT AVAILABILITY. OVERALL QUANTITY, QUALITY, AND DESIGN CONCEPT MUST BE CONSISTENT
WITH THE APPROVED PLANS. IN THE EVENT OF CONFLICT WITH THE QUANTITIES INCLUDED IN THE PLANT LIST,
SPECIES AND QUANTITIES ILLUSTRATED SHALL BE PROVIDED. ALL CHANGES OF PLANT SPECIES AND LOCATION MUST
HAVE WRITTEN APPROVAL BY THE CITY PRIOR TO INSTALLATION,

13.ALL PLANTING BEDS SHALL BE MULCHED TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF THREE INCHES.

14.IRRIGATED TURF SHALL BE TEXAS BLUEGRASS/KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS HYBRID VORTEXT BY KORBY SOD LLC OR
APPROVED EQUAL

15.EDGING BETWEEN GRASS AND SHRUB BEDS SHALL BE 18" X 4" ROLLED TOP STEEL SET LEVEL WITH TOP OF SOD OR
APPROVED EQUAL

FLOOR AREARATIO 033

TOTAL DWELLING UNITS 1
GROSS DENSITY 2 DUAC
AREA COVERAGE GROSS AND NET

MAXIVUN HEIGHT [STORIES

BULDINGOT 232" [1
AREA(SE). |% PROJECT PARKING
[BUILDING COVERAGE 735 3299 PROVIDED  ['REQUIRED
DRIVES AND PARKING o i
(EXCLUDES PUBLIC ROW) - PARKING STALLS |3 3
OPEN SPACE AND LANDSCAPE HANDICAP i 1
(EXCLUDES PUBLIC ROW) o052 e TOTAL B 3
TOTAL GROSS COVERAGE miagy o [10000 | nores:
: *ASSUMES 3 EMPLOYEES ON A NORMAL MAJOR SHIFT

() Group Homes: For each group home there shallbe two (2)
parking spaces for avery throe (3) employees, and in additon, one
(1) parking space for each four (4) adult residents, unless residents
aro prohibited from owning or operating personal automobiles.

NOTES:
BUILDING COVERAGE INCLUDES PORCHES

|D’WELI.ING UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL BEDROOMS
[GRoup Hove i e

RESIDENTS AT THIS FACILITY ARE PROHIBITED FROM
OWNING OR OPERATING PERSONAL AUTOMOBILES.

[EXISTING ZONING - LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (RL) FLOOR AREA RATIO BICYCLE PARKING

DENSITY GROSS AND NET BUILDING AREA (SF) 7,333 [PROVVDED ‘REQUIRED
LOT AREA (SF) 22,225

GROSS AREA 22225 SF (51 AC) ‘ BICYCLE SPACES [ o

BICYCLE SPACES WILL BE LOCATED WITHIN THE SECURED
[BUILDING HEIGHT COURTYARD

CASTLE RIDGE GROUP
HOME

PDP SUBMITTAL

FORT COLLINS, CO

SITE PLAN NOTES

1. THE PROJECT SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANGE WITH THE FINAL PLANS. AMENDMENTS TO THE PLANS
MUST BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ANY CHANGES TO THE PLANS.

2. REFER TO FINAL UTILITY PLANS FOR EXACT LOCATIONS AND CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION FOR STORM DRAINAGE
STRUCTURES, UTILITY MAINS AND SERVICES, PROPOSED TOPOGRAPHY, STREET IMPROVEMENTS,

REFER TO THE SUBDIVISION PLAT AND UTILITY PLANS FOR EXACT LOCATIONS, AREAS AND DIMENSIONS OF ALL
EASEMENTS, LOTS, TRACTS, STREETS, WALKS AND OTHER SURVEY INFORMATION.

4. ALL ROOFTOP AND GROUND MOUNTED MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT MUST BE SCREENED FROM VIEW FROM ADJACENT
PROPERTY AND PUBLIC STREETS. IN CASES WHERE BUILDING PARAPETS DO NOT ACCOMPLISH SUFFICIENT
SCREENING, THEN FREE-STANDING SCREEN WALLS MATCHING THE PREDOMINANT COLOR OF THE BUILDING SHALL
BE CONSTRUCTED. OTHER MINOR EQUIPMENT SUCH AS CONDUIT, METERS AND PLUMBING VENTS SHALL BE
SCREENED OR PAINTED TO MATCH SURROUNDING BUILDING SURFACES.

5. ALL CONSTRUCTION WITH THIS DEVELOPMENT PLAN MUST BE COMPLETED IN ONE PHASE UNLESS A PHASING PLAN
IS SHOWN WITH THESE PLANS.

6. AREASONABLE ACCOMMODATION REQUEST HAS BEEN APPROVED FOR LUC SECTION 3.8.6(A) AND SECTION 4.4(D)
ALLOWING 16 RESIDENTS AND THE EXISTING FLOOR AREA SIZE AND LOT SIZE TO REMAIN.

ALL EXTERIOR LIGHTING PROVIDED SHALL COMPLY WITH THE FOOT-CANDLE REQUIREMENTS IN SECTION 3.2.4 OF
THE LAND USE CODE AND SHALL USE A CONCEALED, FULLY SHIELDED LIGHT SOURCE WITH SHARP CUT-OFF
CAPABILITY SO AS TO MINIMIZE UP-LIGHT, SPILL LIGHT, GLARE AND UNNECESSARY DIFFUSION.

8. SIGNAGE AND ADDRESSING ARE NOT PERMITTED WITH THIS PLANNING DOCUMENT AND MUST BE APPROVED BY
SEPARATE CITY PERMIT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. SIGNS MUST COMPLY WITH CITY SIGN CODE UNLESS A SPECIFIC
VARIANCE IS GRANTED BY THE CITY.

9. FIRE HYDRANTS MUST MEET OR EXCEED POUDRE FIRE AUTHORITY STANDARDS. ALL BUILDINGS MUST PROVIDE AN
APPROVED FIRE EXTINGUISHING SYSTEM.

10.ALL BIKE RACKS PROVIDED MUST BE PERMANENTLY ANCHORED.

11.ALL SIDEWALKS AND RAMPS MUST CONFORM TO CITY STANDARDS. ACCESSIBLE RAMPS MUST BE PROVIDED AT ALL
STREET AND DRIVE INTERSECTIONS AND AT ALL DESIGNATED ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES. ACCESSIBLE PARKING
SPACES MUST SLOPE NO MORE THAN 1:48 IN ANY DIRECTION. ALL ACCESSIBLE ROUTES MUST SLOPE NO MORE THAN
1:20 IN DIRECTION OF TRAVEL AND WITH NO MORE THAN 1:48 CROSS SLOPE

12 COMION DPENSPACE WREASUNE I NBEEAFIG VITHAUIGHT OF WAVE RTREETREDIANG AND TRUFFIG CIRCLES
ADJACENT TO COMMON OPEN SPACE AREAS ARE REQUIRED TO BE MAINTAINED BY A PROPERTY OWNE!
ASSOCATION. THE PROPERTY OVINERS. ASSOGIATION IS RESPONSIBLE FOR SNOW REMOVAL ON ALL ADACENT
STREET SIDEWALKS AND SIDEWALKS IN COMMON OPEN SPACE AREAS.

13.THE PROPERTY OWNER FOR EACH RESIDENTIAL LOT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR SNOW REMOVAL ON ALL STREET
SIDEWALKS ADJACENT TO EACH RESIDENTIAL LOT.

14.PRIVATE CONDITIONS, COVENANTS, AND RESTRICTIONS (CC&R'S), OR ANY OTHER PRIVATE RESTRICTIVE COVENANT
IMPOSED ON LANDOWNERS WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT, MAY NOT BE CREATED OR ENFORCED HAVING THE EFFECT
OF PROHIBITING OR LIMITING THE INSTALLATION OF XERISCAPE LANDSCAPING, SOLAR/PHOTO-VOLTAIC
COLLECTORS (IF MOUNTED FLUSH UPON ANY ESTABLISHED ROOF LINE), CLOTHES LINES (IF LOCATED IN BACK
YARDS), ODORCONTROLLED COMPOST BINS, OR WHICH HAVE THE EFFECT OF REQUIRING THAT A PORTION OF ANY
INDIVIDUAL LOT BE PLANTED IN TURF GRASS.

15. ANY DAMAGED CURB, GUTTER AND SIDEWALK EXISTING PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, AS WELL AS STREETS,
SIDEWALKS, CURBS AND GUTTERS, DESTROYED, DAMAGED OR REMOVED DUE TO CONSTRUCTION OF THIS
PROJECT, SHALL BE REPLACED OR RESTORED TO CITY OF FORT COLLINS STANDARDS AT THE DEVELOPER'S
EXPENSE PRIOR TO THE ACCEPTANCE OF COMPLETED IMPROVEMENTS AND/OR PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE
FIRST CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY

16.FIRE LANE MARKING: A FIRE LANE MARKING PLAN MUST BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE FIRE OFFICIAL PRIOR
TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY. WHERE REQUIRED BY THE FIRE CODE OFFICIAL,
APPROVED SIGNS OR OTHER APPROVED NOTICES THAT INCLUDE THE WORDS NO PARKING FIRE LANE SHALL BE
PROVIDED FOR FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS TO IDENTIFY SUCH ROADS OR PROHIBIT THE OBSTRUCTION
THEREOF. THE MEANS BY WHICH FIRE LANES ARE DESIGNATED SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A CLEAN AND Revised
November 12, 2015 3 LEGIBLE CONDITION AT ALL TIMES AD BE REPLACED OR REPAIRED WHEN NECESSARY TO
PROVIDE ADEQUATE VISIBILITY.

17.PREMISE IDENTIFICATION: AN ADDRESSING PLAN IS REQUIRED TO BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY AND
POUDRE FIRE AUTHORITY PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY. UNLESS THE PRIVATE
DRIVE IS NAMED, MONUMENT SIGNAGE MAY BE REQUIRED TO ALLOW WAY-FINDING. ALL BUILDINGS SHALL HAVE
ADDRESS NUMBERS, BUILDING NUMBERS OR APPROVED BUILDING IDENTIFICATION PLACED IN A POSITION THAT IS
PLAINLY LEGIBLE, VISIBLE FROM THE STREET OR ROAD FRONTING THE PROPERTY, AND POSTED WITH A MINIMUM OF
SIX-INCH NUMERALS ON A CONTRASTING BACKGROUND. WHERE ACCESS IS BY MEANS OF A PRIVATE ROAD AND THE
BUILDING CANNOT BE VIEWED FROM THE PUBLIC WAY, A MONUMENT, POLE OR OTHER SIGN OR MEANS SHALL BE
USED TO IDENTIFY THE STRUCTURE
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6 X 6 TRELLIS SCREEN 6"
INBOARD FROM FENCE IN
FRONT OF EACH WINDOW. SEE
NOTE #2 ON THIS SHEET
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S N o -EXSTNG SHRUBS, TvP

N > \ ° = &
oromme N N ripleydesign
A N \ ;

N LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, LAND PLANNING

PARKING SPACES FOR EMPLOYEES,
AND ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACE

80" UTILITY
‘GATE TO SWING OUTWARDS IN THE PATH OF EASEMENT BLANNER | LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.
EGRESS TRAVEL. GATE TO HAVE PANIC. RIPLEY DESIGN INC
HARDWARE ON THE INTERIOR SIDE AND AN
AUTOMATIC CLOSER. FENCING AND GATE TO.
SECURE COURTYARD,

PRUNE JUNIPERS AND
ARBORVITAE AS NEEDED
FOR DRIVEWAY

CCONCRETE

: SITE PLAN LEGEND  [H:EE
EXTERIOR WALL
Fel gOUNTED LIGHT

APPLICANT

R I
N PEACOCK ASSISTED LIVING, LLC
\ Xioma Diaz and Eric Shenk
EXISTING CONCRETE 636 Castle Ridge Ct

Fort Collns, CO 80525

N N
N N 9704129314
\ EM ELECTRIC METER
N D

ALL LANDSCAPE TO
REMAIN AS-IS

EXISTING JUNIPERS

ARCHITECT
TRASH AND \ &M GAS METER F3 PRODUCTIONS
RECYCLING BIN
ENCLOSURE
(2) BICYCLE RACK
MIN. 4 BICYCLES
A . KNOX BOX FOR

; COURTYARD GATE

Lance Cayko and Alex Gresh

825 Crisman Dive 1100

N )>' R S TELEPHONE LINE Longmont, €0 80501
)/ 7203401372
N N — ELECTRIC LINE

P

ENGINEER

EXISTING FENCE TO BE REPLACED
WITH NEW 72" FENCE. SEE SHEET
A2 AND NOTE #2 ON THIS SHEET
FOR DETAILS

V —W——  WATERLINE RAPTOR CIVIL ENGINEERING
iy raptor-civi.com

e p.720.174.773%

10-Jss

5-RG3 ——6——  GASLNE

&
O /GG// 6-BH —— FENCE
; 0Onir2
’ 0.0 EASEMENT

SETBACK

0 e\l 5
T )’ EXISTING AC UNITS
v —-— PROPERTY LINE
0
NORTH  SCALE

PLANT SCHEDULE QRIGINAL SIZE 24X36

CONCRETE EDGER,

LOCATION APPROXIMATE. e 20

EXISTING WINDOW WELL

EXISTING MUGO PINES

AND PERENNIALS EXISTING ONE STORY ISSLIED —
[DUSTNG ONESTORY. TREES CODE  QTY  BOTANICAL/COMMON NAME CONT  cAL o [oESCRFTION TS
o1_[Pop 71772021
AG 1 AGER GRANDIDENTATUM / BIGTOOTH MAPLE BaB 2 02_|PDP B126/2021
03 [P T2jeiz
SHRUBS CODE ~ QTY  BOTANICAL/GOMMON NAME sizE
O As 6 AGASTACHE RUPESTRIS "SUNSET" / SUNSET HYSSOP 5GAL [REVISIONS
No_[DESCRIPTION DATE
130" UTILITY N\
EASEMENT
J 3-me O] BH 6  BERBERIS THUNBERGIIHELMOND PILLAR' / HELMOND PILLAR JAPANESE BARBERRY 5 GAL
FXISTING WATER LING €y me 3 MISCANTHUS CAPENSIS | SILVERGRASS 5GAL ARCHITECTURAL SITE
tod AND PLANTING PLAN
EXISTING CONCRETE
WALK TO REMAIN & RG3 5  RUDBECKIAFULGIDA SULLIVANTI ‘GOLDSTURM' / BLACK-EYED SUSAN 5GAL
EXISTING ROSES
EXISTING CARPET
NOTES
FIRE HYDRANT
FIRE LANE SIGNAGE OR RED CURB-STRIPING 1. THE PLAN DEMONSTRATES ACCEPTABLE CONCEPTS FOR SCREENING BETWEEN
SHALL BE INSTALLED TO PREVENT PARKING RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES; ADJUSTMENTS TO FENGING, SCREENING AND LANDSCAPE
WITHIN 15' OF HYDRANTS ALONG ROADWAY ARE PERMITTED BASED ON DISCUSSIONS WITH HOA.
2. ANINDUSTRIAL KITGHEN VENT FAN SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED ON THE OUTSIDE OF
THE BUILDING.
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SET S0 THAT TOP OF ROOT 1.2°
HIGHER THAN FINISHED GRADE

MARK NORTH SIDE OF TREE IN
NURSERY AND ROTATE TREE TO.
FACE NORTH AT THE SITE

WHENEVER POSSIBLE

«PLAN VIEW - THREE STAKES

s wiRE
(TWISTTO TIGHTEN) &
GROMMETED NYLON STRAPS

5 DEEP MULCH RING PLAGED A MINIMUM
OF & INDIAMETER, 1" MULCH OVER ROOT

BALL. DO NOT PLACE MULGH IN CONTACT
STEEL T.POSTS DRIVEN (MIN 24 FIRILY INT0 —— WITH TREE TRUNK

UNDISTUREED SOIL OUTSIDE OF PLANTING

HOLE BEFORE SACKTLLN

STAKE ABOVE FIRST BRANCHES OR AS
NECESARY FOR PR SUSPORT

riplo.\'d]@sﬁgnn

UANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, LANDELANNING

ROuND TorrED SoL sk 4 R S
SCARIFY SI0ES OF HOLE LEAYING
7 sL0pE

AT ROOT BALL PERIPHERY. (OMIT
INTURF AREAS)

REMOVE ALL WIRE, TWINE BURLAP, MESH
N0 COVTANERS FROM ENTIRE RO0T
BALLANDT

PLANNER | LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
RIPLEY DESIGN INC.

BAGKFILL WITH BLEND OF EXISTING SOIL
BOTTOM OF RODT BALL RESTS ON
EXISTING OR RECOMPACTED SOIL

p.970.224 5828
. 970.225.6657

PUATING HOLE 1S BEEN BACKFILLED.
POUR WATER AROUND THE ROOT BALL TO
soi.

TREE PLANTING DETAIL - STEEL POSTS 4 BARRETTE OUTDOOR LIVING PEACOCK ASSISTED LIVING, LLC
SCALE: NTS L-PL2-PLA-12 3'x 6' BOARDWALK SADDLE VINYL DECORATIVE SCREEN PANEL 636 Castle Ridge Ct

SN oS F9 PRODUCTIONS

e T D oo ra s e

I " GALPER SIZE_ .1 STAKE O\ I0% OF PREVALING
WIND. (GENERALLY NW. Longmont, €O 80501
1S caLpeR size- BN 2 STAKES - oNE oN . s a2

onE
5 A IPER SIZE AND LARGER -3 STAKES PER DIAGRAN
WIRE O CABLE SHALL BE MIN. 12 GAUGE, TIGHTEN ONLY.

* GuviG LAY
+ PLANT SO THAT TOP OF ROOT BALL ENGINEER
152 HIGHER THAN FINISHED GRADE
FAPTOR GIVILENGINEERING
v raplor-civi.co
PRUNIG NOTES: Tar
5O NOT FEAVILY PRUNE THE TREE AT PLANTING. PRUNE pRATIATISE
ONLY CROSSOVER LIWES, CODOMNANT LEADERS AND ..
BROKEN BRANCHES. SONE INTERIOR TWIGS AND
LATERAL BRANCHES MAY 5E PRUNED. HOWEVER, 0O
NOT REHIOVE THE TERMINAL BUDS OF BRANGHES THAT
EXTEND T0 THE EDGE OF THE CROWN
GROMVETED NYLON STRAPS

5 9EEP MULGHRING PLACED ANMUM
OF & IN DIANETER. DX
HOLCH I CONTACT WiTH TREE TRUNK

ROUND.TOPPED SOIL BERM &° HIGH X 8
IDE ABOVE ROOT BALL SURFACE

(GALVANIZED WIRE TWIST T0 TIGHTEN SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED AROUND THE

ROOT BALL BERM SHALL BEGINAT

& STEEL T-POSTS (SEE SCHEDULE) DRIVEN ROOT BALL PERIPHERY. (OMIT IN TURF
M 247 FIRULY INTO WNOISTURSED SO
QUTSIDE ROOTaAL

\CKFILL WITH BLEND OF EXISTING

SCARIFY SIDES OF PLANTING HOLE SOLAND ANRKNUN 20% 67

LEAVING 111 SLOPE vo MATERIAL TAMP
SO ARGUND RO BALL Wi FooT
PRESSURE SO THAT o 5 0 20
REMOVE ALL WIRE. TWINE BURLAP. SHIFT WATER THOROUGHLY T0 g l0
MESH AND CONTAINERS FROI SETILE AND RENOVE AR NORIH  SEALESI=10:0
ENTIRE ROOT BALL AND TRUWK KETS. PRIOR TO MULCHING. QRIGINAL SIZE 2036
LIGHTLY TANP SOIL AROUND TiE (S
ROOT BALL IN6" LIFTS T0 BRACE —
TREE. 0O NOT OVER COMPACT. No. [DESCRIPTION DATE
VIHEN THE PLANTING HOLE HAS ELTIE|
BEEN BACKFILLED, POUR WATER o1 PO o
ARGUND THE ROOT BALL TO 02 |PoP 512672021
SETTLE THE SO 03 JPoP. Taleiat

CONIFER TREE PLANTING DETAIL - STEEL POSTS

SCALE:NTS LPL2PLAOT

2

FEVISIoRS
[DESCRIPTION DATE

PRUNING NOTES:
00 NOTHERVLY PRULE 4708 AT ELATING

PRUNE N SROKEN BRANCHES. IF
FoRu s coMPRowsED Y PRUNING,

PuacEHENTOTES

SETSHRUBLUMG, 5P/CE PLANTS MO
FOR BEST £

+ ST Top oF ROOTAALL 12 HGHER THAN
ADIACENT GRADE

3 DEEP MULCH RING ¥ N DA PLACE ON
‘GEOTEXTILE WEED BARRIER. 1 OF MULCH ON
TOP OF ROT BALL

4 HIGH WATER SAUCER

PLANTING DETAILS

REMOVE CONTAINER (NCLUDING FIBER
CONTAIERS), BASKETS, WIRE, ETC. FROM THE

"ROOT BALL. BREAK UP ENCIRCLING ROOTS SEAL
T SHARP KNS OF SPAOE. SPLTSOTTON

07 SAL FLACE O UNDISTURSED SO

6 PREVENT SETTLENENT PRI
LK LGHTLY ThP SO AROUND THE
ROOT BALL ING* LIFTS TO BRAGE SHRUS. DO
NOT OVER COMPACT. WHEN THE PLANTING
HOLE HAS BEEN BACKFILLED, POUR WATER

SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL AROUND THE ROOT BALL TO SETTLE THE SOIL

SCALE:NTS LPL2PLAA

SCARIFY SIDES AND USE 111 SLOPE

3
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TREE MITIGATION LEGEND

ROOF LINE

JUNIPERS

Conerete
Drive

Courtyard

DECIDUOUS
SHRUBS AND
GRO-LOW
JUNIPERS

CONCRETE EDGER,
LOCATION APPROXIMATE

%
%
%
%.
G,
%

6-MUGO PINES AND
PERENNIALS

5-ROSES

EXISTING CARPET
JUNPES

MITIGATION SIZING CHART

o

TYPE MINIMUM SIZE
CANOPY SHADE TREE 2.0" CALIPER AND B&B OR EQUIVALENT
EVERGREEN TREE 8.0" HEIGHT AND B&B OR EQUIVALENT
TREE 2.0" CALIPER AND B&B OR EQUIVALENT

EXISTING TREES TO
SAVE IN PLACE

SHRUBS, TYP.

TREE MITIGATION LEGEND

. vee s | conomon | wmearion wores oVE AND.

v CRABAPPLE R > PRESERVE

P ARBORVTAE FART s PRESERVE

7 PO PIE 0 T T PRESERVE

D Lnoen v AR T PRESERVE
(EXCLUDES TREES 0 REWAIN AN THOSE OFF SITE) §

TREE MITIGATION SUMMARY
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4. SHOULD DISCREPANCIES BE FOUND BETWEEN THE QUANTITIES LISTED IN THE PLANT TABLE
AND THE QUANTITIES GRAPHICALLY SHOWN ON THE LANDSCAPE PLANS, THEN THE QUANTITIES
SHOWN BY GRAPHIC SYMBOLS ON THE LANDSCAPE PLANS SHALL CONTROL

(QUTSIDE GF THE SONGBIRD NESTING SEASON (FEB 1- LY 31)

TREE PROTECTION NOTES

PLANNER | LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
RIPLEY DESIGN INC.

. 970.225.6657

APPLICANT
PEACOCK ASSISTED LIVING, LLG
Xioma Diaz and Eric Shenk

636 Castle Ridge Ct

Fort Collns, CO 80525
970.412.9314

ARCHITECT

F9 PRODUCTIONS
Lance Cayko and Alex Gresh

7203401372

ENGINEER

RAPTOR CIVIL ENGINEERING
www.raplor-civ.com
p. 720.774.1736

1. ALL EXISTING TREES WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND WITHIN ANY NATUIRAL AREA BUFFER ZONES SHALL
REMAIN AND BE PROTEGTED UNLESS NOTED ON THESE PLANS FOR REMOVAL.

2. WITHIN THE DRIP LINE OF ANY PROTECTED EXISTING TREE, THERE SHALL BE NO CUT OR FILL OVER A FOURIINGH
DEPTH UNLESS A QUALIFIED ARBORIST OR FORESTER HAS EVALUATED AND APPROVED THE DISTURBANCE.

3. AL PROTECTED EXISTING TREES SHALL BE PRUNED TO THE CITY OF FORT COLLINS FORESTRY STANDARDS. TREE
RUNING AND REMOVAL SHALL BE PERFORMED BY A BUSINESS THAT HOLDS A GURRENT GITY OF FORT COLLINS
ARBORIST LICENSE WHERE REQUIRED BY CODE.

4 PRIORTO AL TREE:
WITH SUCH BARRIERS TO BE OF ORANGE FENCING A MINIMUM OF FOUR (4) FEET IN HEIGHT, SECURED WITH METAL
T-POSTS, NO CLOSER THAN SIX (5) FEET FROM THE TRUNK OR ONE-HALF (%) OF THE DRIP LINE, WHICHEVER IS
‘GREATER. THERE SHALL BE NO STORAGE OR MOVEMENT OF EQUIPMENT, MATERIAL, DEBRIS OR FILL WITHIN THE

FENCED TREE PROTECTION ZONE.

DURING THE CONSTRUCTION STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT, THE APPLICANT SHALL PREVENT THE CLEANING OF
EQUIPMENT OR MATERIAL OR THE STORAGE AND DISPOSAL OF WASTE MATERIAL SUCH AS PAINTS, OILS, SOLVENTS,
ASPHALT, CONGRETE, MOTOR OIL OR ANY OTHER MATERIAL HARMFUL TO THE LIFE OF A TREE WITHIN THE DRIP LINE
‘OF ANY PROTECTED TREE OR GROUP OF TREES,

6. NO DAMAGING ATTACHMENT, WIRES, SIGNS OR PERMITS MAY BE FASTENED TO ANY PROTECTED TREE
7. LARGE PROPERTY

LAND
GLEARING AREAS, ROAD RIGHTS-OF-WAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS MAY BE 'RIEEONED OFF." RATHER THAN ERECTING
PROTECTIVE FENCING AROUND EACH TREE AS REQUIRED IN SUBSECTION (G)(3)

8. ABOVE. THIS MAY BE ACCOMPLISHED BY PLACING METAL T-POST STAKES A MAXIMUM OF FIFTY (50) FEET APART AND
TYING RIBEON OR ROPE FROM STAKE-TO-STAKE ALONG THE OUTSIDE P sucH EARED.

0 5 o 20
NORTH  SCALE:
QRIGINAL SIZE 24x36

1SSUED
No. [DESCRIPTION DATE
01_[PDP. 772021
02 |POP. 81252021
03 _[POP. 128021

[REVISIONS
No_ [DESCRIPTION DATE

9. THE INSTALLATION OF UTILITIES, IRRIGATION LINES OR AN
THAN SIX (5) INCHES SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED Y BORING UNDER THE ROOT SYSTEM OF PROTECTED EXISTING TREES.
HE AUGER DISTANCE | FROM THE FACE OF THE
AT BREAST HEIGHT IN THE GHART BELOW:

AT TWENTY-
TREE (OUTER BARK) AND IS SCALED FROM

TREE DIAMETER AT BREAST HEIGHT |  AUGER DISTANCE FROM FACE OF
(INCHES) TREE (FEET)

o2 1
) 2
) 5

1014 10
519 12
OVER 18 s

10, ALL TREE REMOVAL SHOWN SHALL BE COMPLETED OUTSIDE OF THE SONGBIRD NESTING SEASON (FEB 1 - JULY 31) OR
‘CONDUCT A SURVEY OF TREES ENSURING NO ACTIVE NESTS IN THE AREA.

TREE MITIGATION

DRAWING NUMBER:

L3 OF 11
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 4

UTILITY PLANS FOR 636 CASTLE RIDGE CT DEVELOPMENT
CIVIL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS

LOCATED IN A PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 6 NORTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.
CITY OF FORT COLLINS, COUNTY OF LARIMER, STATE OF COLORADO
CASTLE RIDGE AT MIRAMONT P.U.D., LOT 2
ADDRESS: 636 CASTLE RIDGE COURT, FORT COLLINS, CO, 80525

SURVEY STATEMENT:
RAPTOR CIVIL ENGINEERING RELIED ON THE LAND SURVEY PREPARED BY
PATTERSON PARTNERS. RCE TAKES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ERRORS/OMISSIONS BY LAND SURVEYOR.

BssOr TN KT,
BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE SOUTH LINE OF LOT 2, CASTLE RIDGE
AT MIRAMONT P.U.D,, AS BEARINGS S60'0000"W ACCORDING TO.
‘THE SHOWN FOUND MONUMENTS ON THIS DRAWING AS SHOWN
‘ON THE RECORD SUBDIVISION PLAT,

EASEMENTS WERE TAKEN FROM THE RECORDED SUBDIVISION
PLAT AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION WAS PROVIDED BY THE CLIENT AND

VICINITY MAP:

NEITHER WERE RESEARCHEL
. DISTANCES SHOWN AR IN U.S. SURVEY FEET.
. ERE LOCATED IN RESIDUAL PRESSURE
EVIDENCE AND UTILITY LOCATES.
BENCHMARK NOTES: PSIRESIDUAL PRESSURE

A, ELEVATIONS ARE BASED ON CITY OF FORT COLLINS BENCHMARK
#4-96 WITH AN ELEVATION OF 4939.14' (NAVD 1388) DATUM.

CODE USED FOR ANALYSIS: 2021 18C
OCCUPANCY GROUP(S): -4
CONSTRUCTION TYPE(S): V-
FIRE FLOW CALCULATION AREA: 9,346 SF

T20P51

THIS FLOW MIUST BE PROVIDED FROM A MINIMUM OF 1 FIRE HYDRANTS
INDIVIDUALLY, EACH FIRE HYDRANT MUST SUPPLY 1750 GPM MINIMUM AT 20

*50% FIRE FLOV

REDUCTION 8Y

SER T
REFER TO FINAL UTILITY PLANS FOR EXACT LOC NSTRUCTION STRUCTURES, UTILITY MAINS AND
SERVICES, PROPOSED TOPOGRAPHY, STREET IMPROVEMENTS.

REFER TO THE SUBDIVISION PLAT AND UTILITY PLANS FOR EXACT LOCATIONS, AREAS AND DIMENSIONS OF ALL EASEMENTS, LOTS, TRACTS, STREETS,
WALKS AND OTHER SURVEY INFORMATION,

‘THE PROJECT SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE FINAL PLANS. AMENDMENTS TO THE PLANS MUST BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED 8Y
THE CITY PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ANY CHANGES TO THE PLANS.

ALL ROOFTOP AND GROUND MOUNTED MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT MUST BE SCREENED FROM VIEW FROM ADIACENT PROPERTY AND PUBLIC STREETS.
IN CASES WHERE BUILDING PARAPETS DO NOT ACCOMPLISH SUFFICIENT SCREENING, THEN FREE-STANDING SCREEN WALLS MATCHING THE
PREDOMINANT COLOR OF BE CONSTRUCTED, UCH AS CONDUIT, METERS AND PLUMBING VENT:
HALL BE SC 7O MAT

ALL CONSTRUCTION WITH PLANMUST TH THESE PLANS

[IF APPLICABLE — INCLUDE LANGUAGE FOR ANY C )

[IF APPLICABLE] ALL SINGLE FAMILY DETACH MEET OR EXCEED THE. 35.2(E) OF THE LAND

S COLLEGE AVE

[IF APPLICABLE] A MINIMUM OF (NUMBER TBD] HOUSING MODELS FOR BE REQUIRED,
SHALL MEET OR EXCEED THE STANDARDS AS OUTLINED IN 3.5.2(C) OF THE LAND USE CODE

ALL EXTERIOR LIGHTING PROVIDED SHALL COMPLY WITH THE FOOT-CANDLE REQUIREMENTS IN SECTION 3.2.4 OF THE LAND USE CODE AND SHALL USE
A CONCEALED, FULLY SHIELDED LIGHT SOURCE WITH SHARP CUT-OFF CAPABILITY SO AS TO MINIMIZE UP-LIGHT, SPILL LIGHT, GLARE AND.
UNNECESSARY DIFFUSION.

SIGNAGE NOTPERMTED WTH UMENT AND MUST BE APPROVED BY SEPARATE CITY PERMIT PRIOR TO 1000-FT
CONSTRUCTION. SIGNS MUST COMPLY WITH ITYSIGN CODE UNLESS A SPECFIC VARIANCE S GRANTED BY THE T,

FREMIDRANIS M.STHEET OR EXCED FOUGHE FREAUTHORIY PROVIDE EXTINGUISHING

OS5 e g,

AH BVKE 'RACKS PROVIDED MUST BE PERMANENTLY ANCHORED.

3 CONFORM TO CTY STANDARDS. AC S MUST BE PROVIDED AT ALL STREET AND DRIVE INTERSECTIONS
D AT AL DESONATED ACCESHBLE ARG SPACES ACESSIE PAKING SPACES MUSTSLOPENOVIORE AN 143 ANY DRECTON AL
ACCESILEROUTESLST LOPENO MORE T .20 DRECTIONOF TRAVEL D T LONORE T .48 ROSS S0t

10 , STREET MEDIANS, AND TRAFFIC CIRCLES ADIACENTTO COMMON OPEN
ACEAREAS AR REQURED T0 B MANTANED 8 THEPROPEIY OWNEROF T COMNON ARG THE FROPETY OWNERIS RESPONSILE 1R

ONALLADAGHT STEE

15 DESGN IND MEDIAN AREAS N THE RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY
STANDARDS. ULESS OHERWSEAGREDT0 B THECTY T TE AL PLANS AL ORGONG MANTENANCE O SUCHARERS 5 T
RESPONSIBILTY OF THE OWINER/DEVELOPER.

I3 EACH RESIDENTIALLOT & ON ALLSTREET ENTTO EACH RESIDENTIAL
Lor.

m  COVENANTS, #5), OR ANY OTHER PRIVATE RESTRICTIVE COVENANT IMPOSED O LANDOWNERS SHEET INDEX
W TREEVELCPMEAT, WAYAOT EDHAINGTHE T G YERISCAPE

TAIC COLLECTORS (IF TED IN BACK 1 COVER SHEET

V:)?DS),UDORCDN\'KGH.ED(HMPDSTGWS OR WHICH HAVE THE EFFECT DFREQU\RWGTHNIAPUK}'\ON UFAN‘(\NDMDUAL LOT BE PLANTED IN 2 GRADING & UTILITY PLAN

ANY DAMAGED CUR, GUTTER AND SIDEWALK EXISTING PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, AS WELL AS STREETS, SIDEWALKS, CURBS AND GUTTERS,
DESTROYED, DAMAGED OR REMOVED DUE TO CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT, SHALL BE REPLACED OR RESTORED TO CITY OF FORT COLUNS
STANDARDS AT THE PRIOR TO THE ACCEPTANCE OF C( NDJOR PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE

a4

RRAPTOR

CIVIL ENGINEERING

WORK@RAPTOR-CIVIL.COM
WWW.RAPTOR-CIVIL.COM
720-774-7736

636 CASTLE RIDGE CT. DEVELOPMENT

CIVIL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS
CITY OF FORT COLLINS, COUNTY OF LARIMER, STATE OF COLORADO

CASTLE RIDGE AT MIRAMONT P.U.D., LOT 2

2132

FIRST CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.
1 FIRE LANE IND APPROVED BY THE FIRE OFFICIAL PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY
(CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY. WHERE REQUIRED BY THE it cont OFFICIAL, ES THAT INCLUDE THE
'WORDS NO PARKING FIRE LANE SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS TO IDENTIFY SUCH ROADS OR PROHIBIT THE OBSTRUCTION
THEREOF. THE MEANS BY WHICH FIRE LANES ARE DESIGNATED SHALL BE MAINTAINED N A CLEAN AND LEGIBLE CONDITION AT ALL TIMES AD BE
REPLACED OR REPAIRED WHEN NECESSARY T0 PROVIDE ADEQUATE VISBLTY

PREMISE AUTHORITY PRIORTO. APPROVED:

CITY OF FORT COLLINS, COLORADO
UTILITY PLAN APPROVAL

THE KSUANCE O AN CERTIGATE OF OCCUPANCY, UNLES THE PRIATECRNE S KAMED ONUMENTSOUAGE MAY BE REQUIRED TO ALLOW
WAY-FINDING. ALL SOATRCATON PAED WATOSTIN
THAT IS PLAINLY LEGIBLE, VISIBLE RN ThE STREEY THE PROPE NUMERALS ON

APPROVED:

CITY ENGINEER,

APPROVED SHEETS

DATE

A CONTRASTING SACKGHOUND. WHERL ACES 58 MEANS OF A PRNATE ROAD AND 4G BL10I CANNOT BEVEWED FOM HE PUBLIC WAY, A
BE USED TO IDENTIFY THE STRUCTURE.

WATER &

APPROVED:

DATE

FOR CONSTRUCTION

REVISION BLOCK
e

B

020872022

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT APPROVED:

ENGINEER'S QUANTITY ESTIMATE STORMWATER UTLITY,

APPROVED SHEETS

DATE

4" WET TAP WITH THRUST BLOCK 1 EA AAPPROVED:

4" DIP FIRE LATERAL 69 i3 PARK PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT,

APPROVED SHEETS

DATE

4" GATE VALVE WITH MECHANICAL
JOINT RESTRAINTS

APPROVED:

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS,

APPROVED SHEETS

DATE

PLANNER,

APPROVED SHEETS

DATE

COVER SHEET
1

SHEET 1 OF 02
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 4

UTILITY PLANS FOR 636 CASTLE RIDGE CT DEVELOPMENT 2

CIVIL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS RAELOR

CIVIL ENGINEERING
LOCATED IN A PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 6 NORTH, RANGE 69 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M. WORKGRAFTOR VL COM
CITY OF FORT COLLINS, COUNTY OF LARIMER, STATE OF COLORADO

720-774-7736

CASTLE RIDGE AT MIRAMONT P.U.D., LOT 2
ADDRESS: 636 CASTLE RIDGE COURT, FORT COLLINS, CO, 80525

X, SHRUBS TO BE REMOVED
PROPOSED DRIVEWAY WIDENING

) Z0NE LOT UNE AT ﬁ%m /
W - s i :

EX.§' DOMESTIC WATER <
numwwnw\ :

ocsmmarsewen_
MANHOLE

. N ADAACCESSIBLE PATH, - . 4 B . \

e puCcsaTaRy /"
ER MAIN

ZONELOT LINE

£X, DOMESTIC WATER _

SERVICE TAP #10970
EX. DOMESTIC WATER \

LINE TO REMAIN \

636 CASTLE RIDGE CT. DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF FORT COLLINS, COUNTY OF LARIMER, STATE OF COLORADO

~
=
S
B casan § -
B DOMESTIC WATER // ; a
SERVICE TAP #10969 \ “ 8 >
£X DOMESTICWATER ? s =
LINE TO REMAIN AN % | 2 s
20 NE
) 4 02
o
" 552
2 A \ = o
2 =
2 S5=
3
B AN / 2
A ., EX. SANITARY SEWER . EX. COMMUNICATIONS LINE S =
L SERVICE LINE TO REMAIN } =7 =
3 . :
B2S = . EEo
P ! 200
3% i A o=
S I oneLorune
852 i3 Sog
RN ] L -SF
e e i ] =E2
] ¥ X8 CHATER NAN | I . . 553
2 P S— s S— =
2 d
2

X SANITARY SEWER

r--—----’--- —'

. 2132
e \ A ‘ 636 CASTLE RIDGE COURT }
w \ | EXISTING ONE STORY T
- -

|
- RESIDENCE TO REMAIN
l o

Bl ~ |
EX.GASUNE / e S - S ~_T
FRE DEPARTMENT
\ CCONNECTION u ) ‘
\ESTIE: : X EECTRCINE
/v% ; ) \ £XAICUNTS
o \ B COMMUNICATIONS LINE Z0NE LOTUNE

EX. FIRE HYDRANT GATE

: NORTH FOR CONSTRUCTION
VALVETO REVAIN \ \ £X FRE HYDRANT TOREMAIN

PROP I GATEVALYEWTTH, PROP. 69 LF-4" DIP FIRE MAIN

MECHANICAL JOINT RESTRAINTS
PROP. 4" WET TAP OF 8" WATER
MAIN WITH THRUST BLOCK
*CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY
EXISTING MAIN SIZE N FIELD

REVISION BLOCK
EX. 33LF - 6" WATER ¥ DATE By
LINE TO FIRE HYDRANT 1 08/10/2021 HWI
2 01/19/2022 HWI
0 5 10 2 3 02/09/2022 HwI
FORT COLLINS-LOVELAND WATER DISTRICT & SOUTH FORT COLLINS SANITATION DISTRICT NOTES:
1) WATER AND SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE PERFORMED ACCORDING TO THE FORT COLLINS-LOVELAND WATER DISTRICT AND THE
SOUTH FORT COLLINS SANITATION DISTRCT STANDARDS AND SPECFCATIONS.
2 CONSTRUCTION F WATER AND SEWER FACLITIES REQUIRE A PRECON MEETING WITH DISTRCTINSPECTION STAFFPRIOR O CONSTRUCTION
) CONTRACTOR SHALLNOTIFY DISTRICT INSPECTORS PRIORTO STARTING WORK.
4)  CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE T INSPECT l Al TO CONNECTING
5) 3 TION, MAN
6] CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE WATER DISTRICTFOR WATER INSPEC 70 CONNECTI Tue
7] ALLCOMVERCIAL DOVESTIC ERVICESREQUIRE A REDU PLE BACKRLO 3
8 AL 5¢A FEET AND A MAKMUN O 6)SXFEET BELOWFINAL GRADE
9) AL DISTRICT VALVES SHALL ONLY BE OPERATED BY DISTRICT OPERATIONS STAFF.
10 PIPE PRESSURE AND VACUUM TESTING SHALL BE WITNESSED BY DISTRICT INSPECTORS. WATERLINE BACTERIA TESTS SHALL ALSO BE TAKEN BY DISTRICT
INSPECTORS
1) ONCETHE SYSTEM IS OPERATIONAL AND AL TESTS HAVE PASSED, CONTRACTOR S#ALL reQUEsTsugsTawTaL conpLerionwirwaterretotse || GRADING & UTILITY PLAN
TR,
12)  AS-BUILTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED IN PDF AND DWG TO THE DISTRICT FOR FINAL APPROVAL.
1 13)  ONCE ALL PUNCH LIST ITEMS ARE COMPLETE, EASEMENTS ARE RECORDED, AND AS-BUILT FILES ARE APPROVED, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REQUEST FINAL
s COVPLETION WITH A LETTE TO THE DISTRICT THATINCLUDES e THE WATER 2
£ GRAOING o e €0 THATEXSTING ADAPATH MEETS CURRENT ADA ACCESSBLTY
REQUIREMENTS. SHEET 2 OF 02

2 IFCONTRACTOR RCE SHALLBE AS ADDITIONAL BE NECESSARY,
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 5

1 2 3 4 5 6 17 8 9 10 n 12 B " 15 16 n 18 n1

B
¢
[ ]
Barrette Qutdoor Living (Brand Rating: 4.1/5) @
3 ft. x 6 ft. Boardwalk Saddle Vinyl Decorative Screen Panel
E — — — — — — —
e e —— L e —
el — e —
— — — — — — —
— — — — — — —
— — — — — — —
¥ — — — — — — —
— — — — — — —
— — — — — — —
—_— — — —
oEe— - —_— e —
[
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= -
1 [P——— i
g 3
DTRELUS DETAILS 2 g
ER-
z g
El
! P g E
u
L
ALLEGION
£
S g
= 5
] ass
OVERALL DIMENSIONS VON DUPRIN Sss
Scs
w08
&S G o
. - 4 - b - 85E
Pool exit Ecs
.y
| ‘ hardware w30
K 5 5
@w £
P e e g
!
e
1 =
[}
=
[(—]
! =]
= o e
LAk (]
]
- g
M - =
Fincrmmarnian Gurtis Wt s dsears —_— -
% ST Goncre Evpran Ancha Bs - — -

1

ARCHITECTURAL SITE DETAILS

NEW EXTERIOR FENGE DETAILS U BIKE RACK DETAILS | OURTYARD GATE DETALS
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 5

1 2 3 4 5 6 17 8 9 10 n 12 1 u 1% 16 n

—NOTE"

ALL MATERIAL COLORS ARE TO

CCONTRACTOR'S ABILITY
MU WAL DOOR ANDWINDOW TR ROOF FASCIA "ROOF SOFFIT ‘GUTTER AND DOWNSPOUT
3COAT STUCCO PANTED CMU 1X8 STUCCO WRAPPED PANTED HARDIE TRIM PAINTED HARDIE FISER PAINTED ALUMINUM
COLOR: TAN GOLOR: LIGHT BROWN GOLOR: LIGHT BROWN B GEMENT SOFFIT GOLO: GRAY.
RGB: 229,206, 174 FGB: 191,176,155 7G: 191,176, 155 COLOR GRAY COLOR: GRAY RGB: 238,238, 24
G829, 238,231 G823, 238,201
[ VINDOW FRAMES 000R FRAMES ROOF SHINGLES ‘GARAGE DOOR
VINvLCLAD WooD CLAD ASPHALT ARCHITECTURAL  PAINT
COLOR. WHITE COLOR-WHITE ROOF SHINGLES COLOR: BROWN
RG: 250,250,250 RG5: 250,250,250 col 7G: 147,128, 105

RGB 147,151,145

MATERIAL SWATCH LEGEND

MAINT.0. PLATE g
4949 -1 W

PR
-n
~0

(W MAIN T.0. SUBFLOOR ? J n 79 T : 5 3 » MAIN T.0. SUBFLOOR 4 £
4939 11781 - i ! 5 : | 1 o T § 5
T.0. FOUNDATION Y Q 3
50950 P S =l
7| Cm_B.O. GARAGE FNDN. B.0. GARAGE FNDN. : & g
D435 -3 770" 4505375~ = 5
B.0. GARAGE FOOTING 8.0. GARAGE FOOTING 4y = E .
Q-5 576 - 4935 - 5 7/8" 2 §
w @
1 NORTH ELEVATION -EXISTING 3 £
1/4"=1-0" e F
-
E .,
e
= .8
1] 58
S50
g
EXISTING ROOF TO REMAI eSS
w oS
£i;
=0
oS
w238
e
‘ g "
)
MAIN T.O. PLATE , :
Toio 1 ]
=
k —
: ]
- - ]
2 N —)
1
H MAINT.O. SUBFLOOR 4 1
K * 4939'- 11 7/8" 3. H e
.‘, @-LO. FOUNDATION T.0. FOUNDATION Y n E
5| Wagsg- 50555 P §
ks 2 4
| w B.O. GARAGE FNDN. u = B.0. GARAGE FNDN. g 2
s[5 7 1056 75~ r
B.0. GARAGE FOOTING B.0. GARAGE FOOTING 4 —
L4935 - 5 778" 4935 -5 718"
NORTH ELEVATION - NEW. nz
N 14 =10
NORTH ELEVATION
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21102022 12

R

MAIN T.0. SUBFLOOR
Siswe 1178 ™~
@-LO.FOUNDATION

4935 -9 5/8"

LOWER T.0. SLAB

B.0. FOUNDATION

B.0_FOOTING
49290 3/4"

ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 5

3 L] 5 6 1 8 9 10 n 12 1 u 1% 16 n 18
NOTE
ALL MATERIAL COLORS ARE TO
MATCH EXISTING COLORS TO
‘THE BEST OF THE
CCONTRACTOR'S ABILITY

3COAT STUCCO
COLOR: TAN
RGB: 229, 206, 174

oMU WALL

PAINTED oMU
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN
RGB: 191,176, 165

WINDOW FRAVES.

VINVL CLAD
‘GOLOR: WHITE
RG8: 250,250, 250

WOOD GLAD
‘COLOR: WHITE
AGB: 250, 250, 250

i
000R Ao oo TR
e s1ucco wRAPRED

COLOR: LIGHT BROWN
RGB: 181,176,165

'ROOF SHINGLES

ASPHALT ARGHITECTURAL
ROOF SHINGLES.
GOLOR: GREY

ROOF FASCIA

PAINTED HARDIE TRIM
BOARD 414

COLOR: GRAY

RGB: 238,238,234

‘GARAGE DOOR
PAI

NT
‘COLOR: BROWN
FGB: 147,12, 105

"ROOF SOFFIT
PAINTED HARDIE FIBER.

2
B

AG: 236, 238, 234

‘GUTTER AND DOWNSPOUT
PAINTED ALUMINUM

COLOR: GRAY
RGE: 238, 208, 234

GFE)
RAGB 147,151, 145

D MATERIAL SWATCH LEGEND

 — — _ MAINTO UPPERPLATE g o
4951 -1 W
s MANTO.PLATE g *
40491

R

MAIN .0, SUBFLOOR. 4y
4339'- 11 7/8"

T.0. FOUNDATION 4

4939 - 958" B

218

LOWERT.O. SLAB 4y

8.0. FOUNDATION 4

B.O_FOOTING
4929 -03/4™ \J

SOUTH ELEVATION - EXISTING
14T =1-0"

ISSUE NUMBER 201125
TIME STAMP 2102022 1:31:19 P

EXISTING ROOF TO REMAIN

R

z MAIN T.0, SUBFLOOR

U Sioso i17e N

@-LO.FouNDATION
4939'- 9 58"

B.0. FOOTING
L4929 - 0 3/4"

-
E .
e &
= 8
38
590
e 53
eESE
R 85
TRMTO 3
MATGH EXISTING. w20
=] 2,
_ _MAINT.O. UPPER PLATE L. 83
ECEEA e P
g 8
i _ _ MAINT.0. PLATE g ™| E 82
— — TS
[}
'
(1]
MAIN T.0. SUBFLOOR =
o0 1178 P =
T.0. FOUNDATION 4 { “=
1939 - 958" P =
(—]
(B
(1]
=
2
[—]
=1
B

SOUTH ELEVATION - NEW.
14" = 10"

SOUTH ELEVATION
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 5

1 2 3 4 5 6 17 8 9 10 n 12 1 u 1% 16 n

—NOTE™

ALL MATERIAL COLORS ARE TO
MATCH EXISTING COLORS TO
THE BEST OF THE
CONTRACTOR'S ABILITY

cMUWALL ROOF FASCIA ROOF SOFFIT ‘GUTTER AND DOWNSPOUT
30AT STUGCO PAINTED CMU. TAM FBER P
o ‘GOLOR: LIGHT BROWN COLOR: LIGHT BROWN BOARD. GEMENT SOFFIT COLOR: GRAY.
RGB: 229,206, 174 RGB 191,176, 155 RGB: 191,176, 165 COLOR: GRAY COLOR: GRAY GB: 238, 238, 234

RGB: 238,238, 234 RGB: 238,238,234

VINVL CLAD WOOD cLAD ASPHALT ARCHITECTURAL  PAINT.
COLOF: WHITE COLOR: WHITE FOOF SHINGLES COLOR: BROWN
RGB; 250, 250, 250 RGB: 250,250, 250 GOLOR: GREY RGB: 147,128, 105

RGB: 147, 151, 145

MATERIAL SWATCH LEGEND

___ _ ___ _ MAINT.O. UPPER PLATE L
4951 - 1" S
S VANTO.PLATE g &l
494917

5 B
K4 MAIN T.0. SUBFLOOR MAINT.O. SUBFLOOR 4 H
d S 17w S 4939 - 11 718" R,

@O FouNDaTion - :
4939'-95/8"

T.0. FOUNDATION
493

9-058 P 5
= o 1 7

H
o 8
3|
B.0. FOUNDATION & 3l
4929 - 10 34" EY
B.0. FOOTING S 2
034" z g
8w
EAST ELEVATION - EXISTING gz
4" = 1 @
™
§ 0
= &
=S
ass
S50
83
srs
w o8
NEW WINDOW =] E r
STUCCO TR TO _ _ MAINTO. UPPER PLATE " 83
FATOH EXSTING ML B & Ecs
8
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Change of Shift Procedure
Shift change for morning shift begins at 6:30 AM and ends at 7:15 AM
Shift change for evening shift begins at 2:30PM and ends at 3:15:PM
Shift change for night shift begins at 10:30 PM and ends at 10:50 PM

Staff will arrive in 15-minute windows with preferred parking option being off-site public

parking. We want to be respectful of our neighbors and create as little traffic as possible.
Please be aware of pedestrians around you and DRIVE SLOW through the neighborhood.

Monetary incentivization for carpooling and multimodal transit use.

Visitation Procedure

At the time of client admission inform the power of attorney of visiting hours and importance of
advanced notification of visitation.
Attempt to schedule client visitation with minimal overlap from 3™ party vendors and services

Future Changes of Shift Complaint Mitigation

Be proactive

Remind staff of our policies and enforce

Extend shift arrival windows

Take suggestions from community and collaborate

Future Parking Complaint Mitigation
Seek collaboration with neighbors
Seek collaboration with the City

Future Complaint Mitigation

Be proactive
Be open to input and advice form the community
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Service

Staff

Schedule Description

3 shifts (6:30 AM - 3:15 PM), (2:30 Zero to three single passenger vehicles.
PM - 11:15 PM), (11:00 PM - 7:00 Scheduled shift start times are off-set to
AM) 7 days/week better accommodate local traffic patterns

Mitigation

To mitigate traffic congestion during shift changes, this home shall implement both a
parking plan and offer monetary incentives for multimodal and carpooling transit options.
Strategies to be implemented include 1) last mile carpooling from Fossil Creek Park; 2)
public transit and multimodal transit (bicycle) options; 3)utilization off off-site public
parking

Werner Elementary starts at 8:50 AM and lets out at 3:28 PM. Start times for morning shift
(3 caregivers) will be staggered at 15 minute intervals starting at 6:30. This will mitigate
conflict with traffic for school drop off or pedestrian students. The evening shift (3
caregivers) will be staggered at 15 minute intervals starting at 2:30 PM There should be
minimal conflict with any school traffic picking up students and no conflict with pedestrian
students. The night shift (one caregiver) starts at 11:00 PM and there should be no
conflicts with traffic or pedestrians.

Parking conflicts between morning and afternoon shifts should be minimal. There is
sufficient onsite and street parking to accommodate the change of shifts in a staggered
fashion with inclement weather.

Parking and traffic mitigation will also occur via the use of off-site public parking for staff.
Both East Boardwalk Drive and Highcastle Drive offer public parking solutions that are
within acceptable walking distances.

ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 7

Impact to Local Traffic and Parking

Moderate to minimal depending on carpooling, use of multimodal transit options, and weather.

Visitors

Single passenger vehicle, visitation by

9:00 AM - 6:00 PM 7 days/week - 2
appointment is strongly encouraged.

There is a natural increase in number of visits when a client first arrives at a new home by
either local friends or family. There is also a variation of visitation relative to the local
weather. On average it is expected that there will be 1 visitor per client per week. These
visits are generally 15 to 30 minutes in length for the dementia population. By pro-actively
working with a clients family and friends to regulate when visitation occurs we can spread
out traffic impacts and mitigate large clusters of visitors at any one time. The power of
attorney of new clients will be asked to sign a visitation policy that includes pre-scheduled
visitation times between the preferred visitation hours.

Moderate

Physician Services

Physical Therapy

1 hour/week Single passenger vehicle, morning visits.

Single passenger vehicle, morning visits
limited to 4-6 total visits per client
depending on insurance and/or ongoing
issues. Clients at this home will be
ambulatory to start and ongoing PT services
after the initial evaluation should be limited.

2 hours/week

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors

Minimal

Minimal

Occupational Therapy

Single passenger vehicle, morning visits
limited to 4-6 total visits per client
<1 hour/week depending on insurance and/or ongoing
issues. Clients at this home will have limited
OT needs after the initial evaluation.

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors

Minimal
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Service Schedule Description Mitigation Impact to Local Traffic and Parking
. il trach . ith 95-
Trash 5 minutes/week Stafidard residentia tr.as service with 95 No mitigation needed. None
gallon containers x 4.
¢ 3 Standard residential recycling service with 95-
Recycling 5 minutes/week y s No mitigation needed. None
gallon containers x 2.
Blister packs and pill bottles will be recycled
Medical Waste Disposal none P P! N ¥ No mitigation needed None
at local pharmacy or hospital pharmacy.
Single passenger vehicle. This vendor would
N 2 hours/month x 2 (6:00 PM - 8:00 be the only scheduled visitor outside of . R B . .
Entertainment L . Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal
PM) normal visitation hours. This would most
commonly be a musician.
Pet Therapy 2 hours/month Single passenger vehicle Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal
Massages 3 hours/every other week Single passenger vehicle Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal
Haircuts 4 hours/month Single passenger vehicle Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal

Outings will be no more than 5 clients at a time. Transportation will be with a rental van

Outings 2 hours/month Multi-passenger van
& / P 8 and will not be kept onsite. Loading and unloading of clients will occur in the driveway.

Minimal

Delivery vehicle + single passenger vehicles.
Hospice care is highly variable in terms of
frequency, length of service required, and
acuity of care. Interms of traffic impacts
there is a single delivery of a hospital type

bed, IV pole (possible), incontinence
supplies, etc., via the driveway and central

courtyard doors. Hospice services include a

nurse case manager, CNA, social worker, and
chaplain . Length of visitation can range
from range from 15 minutes once/week to >
one hour at end of life.

A hospice care nurse would potentially require a 4th staff parking space during the
morning and evening shifts. For these limited time events we would be more proactive Moderate to Minimal
with carpooling, other transit options, and off-site parking.

Hospice Unknown

Single passenger vehicle. We plan to
purchase our own food so there will be no
delivery service. Food will be transported in
a standard car or SUV and unloaded via the
driveway through the front door of the
house.

Food Delivery 30 minutes/week No mitigation needed Minimal

House Keeping 4 hours/week Single passenger vehicle, morning arrival Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal
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Impact to Local Traffic and Parking

Service Schedule Description Mitigation
Lawn Maintenance 2 hours/week Single passenger vehicle, possible trailer Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors. Minimal
General Maintenance 2 hours/week Single passenger vehicle Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors. Minimal
Snow Removal as needed Single passenger vehicle, possible trailer No mitigation needed
Laundry not applicable All laundry will be done on site. No mitigation needed None
Single passenger vehicle. Medication
Medication Delivery 5 minutes/2-3 times week deliveries typically occur at night between None Minimal

Unknown. Less than 30 minutes on
Emergency Medical Services

site if called.
Holidays To be determined
Clergy/Spiritual Services 1 hour/2 months
Administrator not applicable
Medical Transportation (non- As needed
emergent)
Funeral Home Services 30 minutes
Coroner 30 minutes

8:00 PM and 9:00 PM.

. EMS entities can be asked to use neither sirens or flashing lights for calls to this home. This

Fire truck and/or ambulance. EMS calls fall A A N 2 . L
. . . is a common practice among even among larger assisted living facilities that are within
into two general categories. Acute medical ) ) . . . s .

i residential neighborhoods. This home is also able to leverage its technological assets to
emergencies (heart attack, stroke, etc.) and e g 3 . 2

o e B allow for telemedicine evaluation of residents who fall. This should further mitigate the
acute non-medical incidents (falls).
need for EMS calls.

This home can communicate well ahead of time to family and friends that for certain
. " N holidays we need a hard count of potential visitors. For warm weather holidays we would
Certain holidays have a potential natural N . .

. A 3 plan for off-site events at local park shelters to accommodate a larger number of visitors if

increase in visitation numbers (Mother's . 5 G . ; .
i " needed. For cold weather holidays an off-site event is one option. Another option being a

Day, Father's day, Christmas). i ’ p ,
series of smaller event weekend events around a given holiday to spread out the traffic and

parking pressures on the neighborhood.

Single passenger vehicle. In person visitation
for this client population is rare outside of
end of life visitation.
Administrator lives on site

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors.
None

Single passenger vehicle. Unless
prearranged this is the responsibility of the
clients family or friends. Clients with
extensive medical needs would not fall
under the licensing guidelines for this home.

Coordinate scheduling with family and

No mitigation needed

Single passenger van
No mitigation needed

Single passenger vehicle

Moderate to Minimal

Moderate to Minimal

Minimal

None

Minimal

Minimal
Minimal
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Miramont Memory Care
Off-site Employee Parking

PUBLIC PARKING

m.:‘mm \@@

MIRAMONT MEMORY b 9

CARE HOME x

PUBLIC PARKING

AVAILABLE
o \@ 2
¢ . ‘

There is PLENTY of PUBLIC STREET PARKING along East Boardwalk Drive and Highcastle Drive
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DELlCH ASSOCIATES Traffic & Transportation Engmeenng —JI ‘—

2272 Glen Haven Drive  Loveland, Colorado 80538 s, o

Phone: (970) 669-2061  Fax: (970) 669-5034 7 l l
MEMORANDUM

TO: C. Eric Shenk, M.D.
Stephanie Hansen, Ripley Design
Alex Gresh, F9 Productions
Steve Gilchrist, Fort Collins Traffic Operations

FROM: Matt Delich

DATE: May 13, 2021

SUBJECT: Residential Assisted Living Home at 636 Castle Ridge Court Traffic Impact
Study
(File: 2118MEO01)

A change of use is proposed in the single family home at 636 Castle Ridge Court in
Fort Collins. It is proposed to be converted to a residential assisted living home with 16
beds. Castle Ridge Court is classified as a Local Street on the Fort Collins Master Street
Plan. It has a two-lane cross section (not striped) with on-street parking. There are
sidewalks along Castle Ridge Court. Castle Ridge Court intersects with Highcastle Drive to
the east. Highcastle Drive is classified as a 2-Lane Collector Street. The site plan is
provided in the Appendix. There is a driveway that accesses garages on the northwest
side of the house. The following comment was provided in the Concept Review letter for
this proposal: “We will need the applicant to provide us with a letter or memo detailing the
anticipated traffic they can expect on a daily basis at this site. Please include hours of
operation, number of staff, deliveries, and expected daily guests. This will allow us to
determine if a more thorough evaluation, or Traffic Impact Study, will be needed.” In
addition to addressing this comment, the scope was discussed with Steve Gilchrist, Fort
Collins Traffic Operations. Since the trip generation is expected to be low, a memorandum
documenting compliance with the Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards
(LCUASS), 4.2.2E — No TIS Required, was prepared.

The existing house is a single family residence. Trip Generation, 10 Edition, ITE
was used as the reference document in calculating the trip generation for the existing and
the proposed land uses in these analyses. The existing house is large with a four car
garage. The house is currently not occupied. Given its size, it is reasonable to expect that
a former/future resident would have multiple drivers and have vehicles in 3 or 4 of the
garage spaces. Since number of vehicles is a trip generation variable, with a high trip
generation correlation, it was used in the trip generation calculation, along with the dwelling
unit variable. For the trip generation analysis, 4 vehicles was used. The average daily and
peak hour trip generation was calculated as shown in Table 1. The calculated trip

Packet pg. 40




ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 9

generation for the existing house: 18 daily trip ends, 2 morning peak hour trip end, and 2
afternoon peak hour trip end.

The proposed residential assisted living home will have 16 beds. There will be
seven employees: three on each of two ‘active’ shifts (day and evening) and one on the
night shit.  According to information provided, visitors will be required to make
appointments in order to limit/monitor this travel aspect. Assisted Living (Code 254), with
both floor area and number of employees as the trip generation variables, were used to
calculate the trip generation. Table 2 shows the trip generation for the proposed residential
assisted living home. The average calculated trip generation for the proposed use is: 36
daily trip ends, 3 morning peak hour trips ends, and 4 afternoon peak hour trip ends.

The following addresses each of the items in LCUASS, 4.2.2E - No TIS Required
(Fort Collins Criteria): 1. The peak hour trip generation will be 36 daily trip ends, 3 morning
peak hour trip ends, and 4 afternoon peak hour trip ends. However, the difference (net
increase) in traffic will be: 18 more daily trip ends, 1 more morning peak hour trip end, and
2 more afternoon peak hour trip ends; 2. No additional accesses are proposed; 3. Thisis a
redevelopment; 4. The primary mode of travel for employees and visitors will be by private
automobile. There will be small truck delivery of food, etc. However, itis not likely that this
will occur on a daily basis; 5. The land use will not likely cause less than acceptable level of
service on the adjacent streets and intersections; 6. There is no known significant accident
history on adjacent streets and intersections; 7. The land use proposal does not directly
access a State Highway; 8. Site traffic will not significantly impact adjacent, existing
residential areas; 9. In the neighborhood meeting, there was neighborhood opposition
concerning a number of issues, including traffic; and 10. Site traffic will not negatively
impact bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

There are sidewalks along the adjacent street frontage. Bike lanes are currently
striped on Highcastle Drive.

The trip generation related to the proposed residential assisted living home will be

minimal. It is respectfully requested that no further traffic impact analyses be required for
the proposed residential assisted living home.

Packet pg. 41




ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 9

TABLE 1
Trip Generation for the Existing Single Family Dwelling Unit
Single Family T
210 Detached Housing | 1DU 9.44 10 0.74 1 0.99 1
g10 | SngleFamily |4 venies | 636 | 26 | 050 2 0.69 3
Detached Housing 7
Average Trip Generation 18 2 2
TABLE 2
Trip Generation for the Proposed Residential Assisted Living Home
e e e D Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour |
oo Ratm TR b ' _|_Trip Ends
254 Assisted Living 16 Beds 2.60 42 0.19 3 0.26 4
254 Assisted Living 7 Employees | 4.24 30 0.39 3 0.49 3
Average Trip Generation 36 3 4
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APPENDIX
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Neighborhood Meeting Summary

636 Castle Ridge Court — Group Home
April

City Staff Attending:

Alyssa Stephens—Development Review Liaison
Kai Kleer—City Planner

Dave Betley—Civil Engineering Manager

Applicants:
Xioma Diaz and Eric Shenk

Summary

Meeting Topic: A proposal for a group home for 16 people at 636 Castle Ridge Ct. The project
would include modifications to the interior and exterior.
Meeting Details:
o ~70 attendees, including staff and applicants
o Meeting was recorded and posted online at QurCity.FCGov.com/DevReview
Overview:
o Q&A primarily focused on:
= Traffic and safety concerns for vehicles and pedestrians, particularly related to
the narrow street width and increased traffic from staff, delivery vehicles, trash
pickup, and emergency vehicles,
=  Compatibility of a group home with nearby residential areas and HOA
covenants, and
= The owners’ business and operational plans.

o Attendees who spoke or submitted questions via chat were mostly opposed to the
development, though there were comments in the chat in support of the project
because of the need for care services. Attendees were not in support of
accommodating a larger 16-bed facility instead of the code limit of eight. Reasons for
opposition included safety concerns related to increased vehicle traffic and parking, a
concern over the sustainability of the business, and concerns over impacts to property
values and neighborhood livability.

o Though the meeting ending with many high-level questions answered, there were still
questions remaining. Another neighborhood meeting is recommended if the plans
move forward when applicants can provide clearer answers regarding their business
plans. This would also give attendees an opportunity to provide feedback on driveway
design, landscaping, etc.

Applicant Overview

Proposal for an assisted living facility (memory care). Goal is to provide more personalized care
at a small scale.

Additional windows are proposed to be added facing northwest

The project is for a 16-resident facility

It is anticipated that a sprinkler system and security system will be added to the home.
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e Fence will need to be installed around the perimeter of the rear yard
e Examples of group homes in the community:
o Turnberry Place
o Eagles Nest
o Monarch Greens
o Seneca House
e Residents will not and cannot have cars
e Visitation by appointment only (this is debated later in the comment summary)
e Three caregivers to provide service for residents
e Normalsized van is used for groceries and day trips
e Deliveries will only happen during the day
e Memory care patients cannot leave unattended
e Electronic locks will be installed on all exterior doors

Question & Answer

C. The City should locate or identify other places for this proposal to go. | would like this project to go
away.

C. We are trying to enjoy property in peace. This is commercial in nature.

Q. Who is the buyer?
A. Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz

Q. Couldn’t this turn into a drug rehab facility?
A. The proposal is for a medical care facility.

A. The group home use covers a large group of people who are considered a protected class by the
Americans with Disabilities Act and Fair Housing Act. Any approval of the project could be conditioned to
limit the scope of group home to what is being proposed by the applicant team.

Streets and Traffic

C. This is a street that is not maintained by the City. There are concerns about snow removal and the
ability to access the site.

A. The applicant indicated that they would contract with a snow removal company for their site. It is
unclear how the street would be managed or if there are other agreements in place that are covered by
the HOA.

Q. There are young children in the area, why is it reasonable to put a use that generates a greater
amount traffic.

A. Matt Delich, traffic engineer, commented that a typical single-family home generates 10 trips a day.
Could go up 18-20 depending on how many drivers are in the house and that a traffic study has not been
generated.

Q. Because this is a private street and is maintained by homeowners. How does the applicant anticipate
participating in future maintenance?
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A. This property is at the edge of the subdivision and we are happy to talk about what is fair, based on a
proportionate impact of the project.

Q. What is the protocol for visitation?
A. Appointment only is anticipated. It works well, allows more control by the facility.

C. This is a low density, large lot neighborhood; this one proposal is close to doubling the amount of
people on the street. This is a need that can be met somewhere else.

C. This is a high-density commercial use. We are against the additional impacts of parking and traffic that
this project will create.

Q. What will the exterior lighting plan look like?
A. There are no plans for exterior lighting other than what is currently present. Security system will be
infrared.

Q. How will this be classified as taxes go?
A. It is not clear.

C. Solid fences are against the HOA rules.

Q. What are the plans on fencing.

A. In order to make the rear yard usable we will be required to fence the space in. Additionally, for
privacy purposes we are thinking that a 15-foot long fence would be needed along the northwest
property line.

Q. How is parking being met?
A. We anticipate three caregivers to need to park on the site. There are several ways that we think
parking can be managed and laid out and would like to receive input from the neighborhood on.

C. It is expected that visitations will go back to being in-person after COVID becomes less prominent. The
concern is that less digital or scheduled visitation will happen and that this will in turn generate

unexpected traffic in the neighborhood.

C. Two thirds of the fire calls are medical related. There are concerns that fire trucks and ambulances
will create additional disruptions such as traffic and noise for the neighborhood.

There are concerns about landscaping in front of the home being modified or removed and creating
unscreened parking.

C. There are concerns about encroaching on the privacy of our back yard to the east of the site.

C. Caregivers are responsible for preparing meals, cleaning, and bathing residents. Six residents per one
caregiver is the maximum ratio permitted.

C. Pharmacies will bring a 90-day supply of meds for the facility. It is anticipated that a pharmacy would
visit 1-2 times a week.

C. Visitation by appointment will be part of the operating protocol of the facility.
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C. If the group home goes through there is nothing that says you need to have an ambulatory resident
there. Consideration needs to be given to the entire umbrella that the use will allow.

Q. How do we ensure accountability of what happens on the site?

A. There is a very clear distinction of what is allowed by the state. If a resident requires any type of
medical attention and if someone declines in health below a threshold defined by the State, a resident
will be required to be transferred to a skilled nursing facility.

C. All examples of group homes are 8-people or less. There are state rights to allow visitations from
loved ones whenever they would like. It would not be possible to restrict visits to appointment only.

Q. Are you allowing hospice? Are there a limit on the number of hospice residents? There are concerns
that this will drive the number of visitors up.
A. We will be allowing hospice and there is not a limit to the number of hospice residents.

Q. When will the plans be submitted to the City?
A. We are expecting to submit by the end of the month.

Q. What are the plans for waste disposal?

A. Medical waste will be limited to pill bottles. They may need to be collected monthly and is contracted
by a private company. The receptacle would be in the courtyard, gated. Regular waste will be disposed
of in 3-4 65-gallon bins and will be stored in the courtyard area, wheeled out to be picked up by the
standard trash service.

Q. The HOA has long standing covenants that require single-family residents only. This is not an
appropriate use for this neighborhood.

A. The attorney for the applicant response provided a background on the American with Disability Act.
She also indicated that the applicant is here in good faith and the property is zoned for the group home
use.

Q. Development to be harmonious with the neighborhood. What is special about the project that allows
this project to go beyond eight?

A. Staffing ratios and the cost of memory care homes.

C. This seems like a bad business model.

C. Assisted living facilities required a critical mass to operate. 16-residents allow for an adequate
number of caregivers

C. This seems like too small of a house for 16-residents.

Q. What is the required square footage pre resident of the group home.
A. 120 square feet per resident and for bathrooms 6 residents per 1 bathroom.

Q. What if the street does not meet PFA standards? Whose responsibility is it to improve the road?
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A. Typically, development is required to pay-its-way. PFA will be required to review the project and
provide comment. It is not clear to what extent the development will be required to improve the street.

C. Group home classification could be very broad and that there may be unanticipated impacts if a
different type of user takes over operation of the property.

Q. What is the next steps in process to receive clear answers to the project?
A. Conditions can be imposed on the project to help mitigate some of the concerns.

Q. What is the consideration on what the proximity to the school with respect to pick-up and drop-off
and pedestrian traffic?

A. We are willing to work through any issues the community might have about these topics and can be
addressed through the iterative process.

C. This would be the first group home of 16 in the community.

Q. How would fire access be ensured to the back yard if landscaping were added to the sides of the
house?

Q. What type of fencing would be required?

A. Wrought iron is permitted by the covenants; there are design details that need to be reviewed by the
HOA.
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Fort Collins

Community Development and
Neighborhood Services

281 North College Avenue

PO Box 580

Fort Collins, CO 80522
970.221.6689

970.224.6134 - fax

fcgov.com

December 17, 2020

Eric Shenk
Fort Collins, CO

Re: 636 Castle Ridge Ct Group Home

Description of project: This is a request to convert an existing single-family dwelling

located at 636 Castle Ridge Ct (parcel #9601408002) into a group home. The proposed

facility would be 16 bedrooms total, with a focus on residential assisted living for retirement

age tenants. Access will be taken from Castle Ridge Ct to the southwest. The property is

located approximately .4 miles west of S Lemay Ave. The property is within the Low

Density Residential (RL) zone district and is subject to Planning & Zoning Board (Type 2) Review.

Please see the following summary of comments regarding 636 Castle Ridge Ct Group Home.
The comments offered informally by staff during the Conceptual Review will assist you in
preparing the detailed components of the project application. Modifications and additions to
these comments may be made at the time of formal review of this project. If you have any
questions regarding these comments or the next steps in the review process, please contact
your Development Review Coordinator, Brandy Bethurem Harras via phone at 970-416-2744
or via email at bbethuremharras@fcgov.com.

Comment Summary

Development Review Coordinator
Contact: Brandy Bethurem Harras, 970-416-2744, bbethuremharras@fcgov.com

1. | will be your primary point of contact throughout the development review and permitting
process. If you have any questions, need additional meetings with the project reviewers, or
need assistance throughout the process, please let me know and | can assist you and your
team. Please include me in all email correspondence with other reviewers and keep me
informed of any phone conversations. Thank you!

Acknowledged

2. The proposed development project is subject to a Type 2 (Planning and Zoning Board)
review and public hearing. The applicant for this development request is required to hold a
neighborhood information meeting prior to formal submittal of the proposal. Neighborhood
meetings offer an informal way to get feedback from your surrounding neighbors and
discover any potential hiccups prior to the formal hearing. Please contact me, at
221-6750, to assist you in setting a date, time, and location. | and possibly other City staff,
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A neighborhood meeting was held on April 5th, 2021

3. | will provide you a roadmap specific to your development review project, helping to identify
each step of the process. For more detailed process information, see the Development
Review Guide at www.fcgov.com/drg . This online guide features a color coded flowchart
with comprehensive, easy to read information on each step in the process. This guide
includes links to just about every resource you need during development review.
Acknowledged.

4. | will provide a Project Submittal Checklist to assist in your submittal preparation. Please
use the checklist in conjunction with the Submittal Requirements located at:
http://www.fcgov.com/developmentreview/applications.php.
The checklist provided is specific to this Conceptual project; if there are any significant
changes to this project, please let me know so we can adjust the checklist accordingly. |
can send an updated copy of the Submittal Checklist to ensure you are submitting the correct materials.
Acknowledged.

5. As part of your submittal you will respond to the comments provided in this letter. This letter
is provided to you in Microsoft Word format. Please use this document to insert responses
to each comment for your submittal, using a different font color. When replying to the
comment letter please be detailed in your responses, as all comments should be
thoroughly addressed. Provide reference to specific project plans or explanations of why
comments have not been addressed, when applicable.

Acknowledged.

6. The request will be subject to the Development Review Fee Schedule:
https://www.fcgov.com/developmentreview/fees.php.
| will provide estimated fees, which are due at time of project submittal for formal review.
This is an estimate of the initial fees to begin the development review process based on
your Conceptual Review Application. As noted in the comments, there are additional fees
required by other departments, and additional fees at the time of building permit. The City
of Fort Collins fee schedule is subject to change - please confirm these estimates before
submitting. If you have any questions about fees, please reach out to me.
Acknowledged.

7. Submittals are accepted any day of the week, with Wednesday at noon being the cut-off for
routing the same week. Upon initial submittal, your project will be subject to a
completeness review. Staff has until noon that Friday to determine if the project contains all
required checklist items and is sufficient for a round of review. If complete, a formal Letter
of Acceptance will be emailed to you and the project would be officially routed with a
three-week round of review, followed by a formal meeting.

Acknowledged.

8. When you are ready to submit your formal plans, please make an appointment with me at
least 24 hours in advance. Applications and plans are submitted electronically with initial fees.
Pre-submittal meetings can be beneficial to ensure you have everything for a complete
submittal. Please reach out and | will assist in those arrangements.

Acknowledged.

Planning Services
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Contact: Kai Kleer, 970-416-4284, kkleer@fcgov.com

1.

Numerous community members have raised concerns about compliance with subdivision
covenants. Please know that these are separate, private matters that must be addressed
independent from the development review process.

Acknowledged, this conversation is on-going

This project is subject to a Type Il review process and will require a neighborhood
meeting prior to any formal submittal.

A neighborhood meeting was held on April 5th, 2021

Pursuant to 3.8.5(A), the maximum number of residents for a residential group home is 8.

A request for reasonable accommodation for 16 beds was approved in June of 2021

Pursuant to 3.2.2(K)(1)(f), two (2) parking spaces for every three (3) employees, and in

addition, one (1) parking space for each four (4) adult residents, unless residents are

prohibited from owning or operating personal automobiles.

Three employees are anticipated at one time. The residents will not have vehicles. See site plan for

parking space locations.

5.

10.

In the narrative, there was mention that additional windows would be provided for each
bedroom. Please consider the placement of the windows in a way that preserve privacy
for the occupants and neighbors. More details may be needed at time of a formal review.
See elevations

Regarding noise, is it anticipated that a commercial exhaust fan will be required for the
kitchen? If so, please detail where this would be located and a spec sheet that details
decibel rating of the unit. Municipal Code limits the noise level measured at the property
line is limited to 50-55 decibels depending on the time of day.

No commercial exhaust fans are required.

How will trash, recycling, and linens be handled on site? Please ensure any containers
related these services are fully screened from public view.
Residential sized bins will be used and stored out of view within the courtyard.

Please note that at time of building permit, no permanent certificate of occupancy will be

issued by the City for a group home until the person applying for the group home has submitted a valid
license, or other appropriate authorization, or copy thereof, from a governmental agency having jurisdiction.
Acknowledged.

This development proposal will be subject to all applicable standards of the Fort Collins

Land Use Code (LUC), including Article 3 General Development Standards. The entire
LUC is available for your review on the web at
http://www.colocode.com/ftcollins/landuse/begin.htm.

Acknowledged.

If this proposal is unable to satisfy any of the requirements set forth in the LUC, a Modification of Standard
Request will need to be submitted with your formal development proposal. Please see Section 2.8.2

of the LUC for more information on criteria to apply for a Modification of Standard.

Acknowledged. See modification submitted.

Department: Fire Authority
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Contact: Jim Lynxwiler, 970-416-2869, jlynxwiler@poudre-fire.org

1. OCCUPANCY GROUP CLASSIFICATION & CHANGE OF USE
Poudre Fire Authority and the City of Fort Collins have adopted the 2018 International
Fire Code (IFC). Should this property undergo a change of use, the building will require
upgrades consistent with current code requirements for the assigned occupancy group.
While the Building Dept. assigns the occupancy classification, it appears from the
conceptual material submitted that a Group R-4, Condition 2 occupancy is being
proposed with memory care and up to 16 persons. The following comments are based
upon that classification. Contact the building department for occupancy group details.
Acknowledged.

2. FIRE CONTAINMENT VS FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM
With a change of use, local amendment to the IFC requires buildings exceeding 5,000
square feet to be sprinklered or fire contained; however, if the occupancy classification
should be a Group R-4, Condition 2 a fire sprinkler system shall be installed.
Acknowledged. A fire sprinkler system will be installed in accordance with the IFC.

3. AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM - GROUP R-4
> An automatic sprinkler system shall be provided throughout buildings with a Group R-4, Condition 2 fire area.
Acknowledged. A fire sprinkler system will be installed in accordance with the IFC.
> Indicate the location of the fire service line on the Utility Plan.
See plans
> Indicate the location of the Fire Department Connection (FDC), street side on the Utility Plan.
See plans

4. FIRE ALARM & DETECTION SYSTEMS - GROUP R-4
Single or multiple-station smoke alarms shall be installed and maintained regardless of
occupant load as per IFC 907.2.10.2.
Acknowledged

5. FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS
Fire access is required to within 150 feet of all exterior portions of any building's ground
floor as measured by an approved route around the perimeter. As measured from
Castle Ridge Ct, the total perimeter distance is estimated at 410 feet. That measure
exceeds the maximum allowable distance of 300 feet by 110 feet. As the building is
required to be equipped with a fire sprinkler system as a Group I-2, the out-of-access
condition will be allowed so long as no other changes to the building's area or footprint are being proposed.
Acknowledged. No changes to the footprint are proposed.

6. WATER SUPPLY
A fire hydrant capable of providing 1500 gpm at 20 psi residual pressure is required
within 300 feet of any commercial building as measured along an approved path of
vehicle travel. An existing hydrant located at the SW corner of the property is
appropriately located, however it is the responsibility of the applicant to verify pressure and volume.
Acknowledged. Please provide instructions on how to acquire that information.

7. KEY BOXES REQUIRED
Poudre Fire Authority requires at least one key box ("Knox Box") to be mounted in an
approved, exterior location (or locations) on every new or existing building equipped
with a required fire sprinkler or fire alarm system. The box shall be positioned 3 to 7 feet
above finished floor and within 10 feet of the front door, or closest door to the fire alarm panel.
Acknowledged
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8. ADDRESS POSTING

New and existing buildings shall have approved address numbers, building numbers or
approved building identification placed in a position that is plainly legible, visible from
the street or road fronting the property, and posted with a minimum of eight-inch
numerals on a contrasting background.
The property complies.

9. COMMERCIAL KITCHEN HOODS
A Type | hood shall be installed at or above all commercial cooking appliances and
domestic cooking appliances used for commercial purposes that produce grease vapors.
There will not be any commercial exhaust hoods or fans needed.

Department: Building Code Review
Contact: Russell Hovland, 970-416-2341, rhovland@fcgov.com

1. A group home with 6 to 16 occupants is a change of occupancy to R-3 in the IBC
building code and requires a building permit to approve this occupancy.
A fire sprinkler system is required for this change.
Acknowledged. A sprinkler system is proposed.

2. A group home with 6 to 16 occupants who receive custodial care is a change of
occupancy to R-4 in the IBC and requires a building permit to approve this occupancy. A
fire sprinkler system is required for this change.

Acknowledged. A sprinkler system is proposed.

Department: Engineering Development Review
Contact: Spencer Smith, 970-221-6603, smsmith@fcgov.com

1. This project is responsible for dedicating any easements and/or rights-of-way that are
necessary or required by the City for this project. If required, the applicant will be
required to submit legal descriptions and exhibits to the City to review as part of this
project. The legal descriptions and exhibits will need to be prepared by a licensed
Colorado Land Surveyor. A completed Transportation Development Review Fee
application and associated fees ($250/easement) will need to accompany the submittal
of the legal descriptions and exhibits. Please coordinate with Engineering Development
Review staff regarding the easement dedication process. Additional information on the
dedication process can be found at: http://www.fcgov.com/engineering/devrev.php
Castle Ridge Court is a private street. We do not anticipate dedication of any easements and or rights-of-

way.
2. Larimer County Road Impact Fees and Transportation Expansion Fees are due at the

time of building permit. Please contact Kyle Lambrecht at (970)-221-6566 if you have any questions.
Acknowledged.
3. The City's Transportation Development Review Fee (TDRF) is due at the time of
submittal. For additional information on these fees, please see:
http://www.fcgov.com/engineering/dev-review.php
Acknowledged.

4. All public sidewalk, driveways and ramps, existing or proposed, adjacent or within the
site, need to meet ADA standards. If they currently do not, they will need to be
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Acknowledged.

Department: Traffic Operations
Contact: Steve Gilchrist, 970-224-6175, sgilchrist@fcgov.com

1. TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY: We will need the applicant to provide us with a letter or
memo detailing the anticipated traffic they can expect on a daily basis at this site.
Please include hours of operation, number of staff, deliveries, and expected daily quests.
This will allow us to determine if a more thorough evaluation, or Traffic Impact Study, will be needed.
See submitted memo

Department: Electric Engineering
Contact: Austin Kreager, 970-224-6152, akreager@fcgov.com

1. Due to the change in use for the property, Light and Power would no longer own, or
maintain your service conductor. It would become the responsibility of the property owner.
Acknowledged.

2. Do you anticipate any changes to the existing service capacity? If so, you will be
responsible for any system modifications as well as the additional capacity fee.
Understood.

3. You may contact Austin Kreager, project engineering if you have questions. (970)
224-6152. You may reference Light & Power’s Electric Service Standards at
http://www.fcgov.com/utilities/img/site_specific/uploads/ElectricServiceStandards_FINA
L_18November2016_Amendment.pdf
You may reference our policies, development charge processes, and use our fee
estimator at http://www.fcgov.com/utilities/business/builders-and-developers.
Acknowledged

Department: Erosion Control
Contact: Chandler Arellano, (970) 420-6963, carellano@fcgov.com

1. No Comment from Erosion Control. Based upon the submitted Planning Materials it has
been determined that this project; will disturb less than 10,000 sq. ft., is not proposed to
be in a sensitive area, has no steep slopes (greater than 3H:1V) within or adjacent to
the project, and is not part of a larger common development that will or is under
construction. Therefore, no Erosion Control Material submittal is needed. If this project
substantially changes in size or design where the above criteria now apply, erosion
control materials should be submitted. Though the project at this time requires no
erosion control material submittal, the project still must be swept and maintained to
prevent dirt, saw cuttings, concrete wash, trash debris, landscape materials and other
pollutants from the potential of leaving the site and entering the storm sewer at all times
during the project in accordance with City Code 26-498. If complaint driven or site
observation of the project seem not to prevent the pollutant discharge the City may
require the project to install erosion and sediment control measures. Nearby inlets that
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preventative practice and individual lots should be protected from material escaping
onto the sidewalk. If at building permit issuance any issues arise please email
erosion@fcgov.com to help facilitate getting these permits signed off.
Acknowledged.

Department: Stormwater Engineering
Contact: Matt Simpson, (970)416-2754, masimpson@fcgov.com

2.

No site improvements (site specific comment):

No improvements or increases in impervious area are indicated in the application, so
there are no Stormwater requirements. Please contact Water Utilities Engineering
(WaterUtilitiesEng@FCgov.com) if site improvements are anticipated.
Acknowledged.

Department: Water-Wastewater Engineering
Contact: Matt Simpson, (970)416-2754, masimpson@fcgov.com

1.

Other service district (site specific comment):

This project site is located within the Fort Collins Loveland Water District and the South Fort Collins Sanitation
District for water and sewer service. Please contact them at (970) 226-3104 for development requirements.
Acknowledged. Messages have been left.

Department: Environmental Planning
Contact: Scott Benton, , sbenton@fcgov.com

1.

INFORMATION ONLY: Our city cares about the quality of life it offers its residents now
and generations from now. The City of Fort Collins has many sustainability programs
and goals that may benefit this project. Of particular interest may be:

1) Zero Waste Plan and the Waste Reduction and Recycling Assistance Program
(WRAP) provides communication materials and on-site assessments to support
recycling program. Also provides rebates for new compost programs:
http://fcgov.com/recycling/wrap.php

2) Solar Rebate Program offers up to $50,000 in rebates to Fort Collins Utility
customers for the installation of solar PV: www.fcgov.com/solar, contact Rhonda Gatzke
at 970-416-2312 or rgatzke@fcgov.com

3) Integrated Design Assistance Program offers financial incentives and technical
support for new construction and major renovation projects. Must apply early in the
design phase: http://fcgov.com/idap, contact David Suckling at 970-416-4251 or dsuckling@fcgov.com
Acknowledged. The building is currently equipped with a solar array.

Department: Forestry
Contact: Christine Holtz, , choltz@fcgov.com

1.

Is there any tree impact anticipated? If so, please contact City Forestry
(choltz@fcgov.com) to obtain tree inventory and mitigation information. This meeting
should occur prior to a PDP submittal. Significant trees should be retained to the extent reasonably feasible.
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Department: Technical Services
Contact: Jeff County, 970-221-6588, jcounty@fcgov.com

1. As of January 1, 2015, all development plans are required to be on the NAVD88 vertical
datum. Please make your consultants aware of this, prior to any surveying and/or design
work. Please contact our office for up to date Benchmark Statement format and City
Vertical Control Network information.

Acknowledged.

2. |f submitting a replat is required for this property/project, addresses are not acceptable
in the Subdivision Plat title/name. Numbers in numeral form may not begin the
title/name. Please contact our office with any questions.

No Subdivision Plat is proposed.
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Clty

Community Development and
Neighborhood Services

281 North College Avenue

PO Box 580

Fort Collins, CO 80522
970.221.6689

970.224.6134 - fax
fcgov.com/developmentreview

August 17, 2021

Stephanie Hansen
Ripley Design, Inc

419 Canyon Ave.

Suite 200

Fort Collins, CO 80521

RE: Castle Ridge Group Home, PDP210012, Round Number 1

Please see the following summary of comments from City staff and outside reviewing agencies for your submittal

of Castle Ridge Group Home. If you have questions about any comments, you may contact the individual commenter
or direct your questions through your Development Review Coordinator, Brandy Bethurem Harras via phone

at 970-416-2744 or via email at bbethuremharras@fcgov.com.

Responses in Orange contact architect
Responses in Purple contact landscape architect

Responses in Blue contact owner
Comment Summary:

Department: Development Review Coordinator
Contact: Brandy Bethurem Harras, 970-416-2744, bbethuremharras@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

| will be your primary point of contact throughout the development review and

permitting process. If you have any questions, need additional meetings with the

project reviewers, or need assistance throughout the process, please let me

know and | can assist you and your team. Please include me in all email

correspondence with other reviewers and keep me informed of any phone conversations. Thank you!
Response: Will do

Comment Number: 2

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:
As part of your resubmittal you will respond to the comments provided in this
letter. This letter is provided to you in Microsoft Word format. Please use this
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Response: Noted!

document to insert responses to each comment for your submi’[tall-,rtljzsl}{%g2 éATTACHMENT 12

different font color. When replying to the comment letter please be detailed in

your responses, as all comments should be thoroughly addressed. Provide
reference to specific project plans or explanations of why comments have not

been addressed, when applicable, avoiding responses like noted or acknowledged.

Comment Number: 3

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

Please follow the Electronic Submittal Requirements and File Naming

Standards found at https://www.fcgov.com/developmentreview/files/electronic

submittal requirements and file naming standards_v1_8 1 19.pdf?1566857888.

File names should begin with the file type, followed by the project information,

and round number. Example: UTILITY PLANS_PROJECT NAME_PDP_Rd2.pdf

It may be appropriate to abbreviate some file types, such as Traffic Impact Study to TIS.

Response: Files names have been updated

Response: Understood

Response: Understood

Response: Understood

Comment Number: 4

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

Resubmittals are accepted any day of the week, with Wednesday at noon being
the cut-off for routing the same week. When you are ready to resubmit your
plans, please notify me advanced notice as possible.

Comment Number: 5

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

Temporary Service Changes - City of Fort Collins Development Review

In order to continue providing thorough reviews and giving every project the
attention it deserves, the City of Fort Collins is implementing temporary
changes in how we serve our development customers. As you may be aware,
we are experiencing staff shortages in a number of key departments, which has
begun to impact the timeliness of our reviews. We recognize that development
and construction play a critical role in our community’s vibrancy and economic
recovery, and we have been exploring options for mitigating impacts to our
customers. As a result, we will be making some temporary service changes.
Beginning Monday May 10th one additional week of review time will be added
to all 1st and 2nd round submittals (increase from 3 weeks to 4 weeks).

Comment Number: 6

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

LUC 2.211 Lapse, Rounds of Review: Applicants, within one hundred eighty

(180) days of receipt of written comments and notice to respond from the City

on any submittal (or subsequent revision to a submittal) of an application for

approval of a development plan, shall file such additional or revised submittal

documents as are necessary to address such comments from the City. If the

additional submittal information or revised submittal is not filed within said

period of time, the development application shall automatically lapse and become null and void.
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Response: Understood

ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 12
Comment Number: 7

07/15/2021: FOR HEARING:

This proposed project is processing as a Type 2 Development Plan. The

decision maker for Type 2 is the Planning and Zoning (P&Z) Commission. For

the hearing, we will formally notify surrounding property owners within 800 feet

(excluding public right-of-way and publicly owned open space). Staff would

need to be in agreement the project is ready for Hearing approximately 3-5 weeks prior to the hearing.
| have attached the P&Z schedule, which has key dates leading up to the hearing.

Comment Number: 8

07/15/2021: FOR HEARING:

All "For Hearing" comments need to be addressed and resolved prior to

moving forward with scheduling the Hearing. Staff would need to be in

agreement the project is ready for Hearing approximately 3 5 weeks prior to the hearing.

Department: Planning Services

Contact:

Topic:

Kai Kleer, 970-416-4284, kkleer@fcgov.com
General

Comment Number: 1

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:
The intent of the group home standards are largely to integrate the use into the
existing neighborhood and to ensure compatibility through the preservation of residential character.

Modifications to the front fagade should be limited to the maximum extent
feasible. Regarding the addition of the two doors to the street facing fagade,
please consider facing the door inward to the courtyard or eliminating the door.

Comment Number: 2

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Regarding privacy, there are several areas of significant concern. First being
the north elevation of the house where seven large side facing windows are
proposed to be added. It is required that the placement of the windows
maximize the privacy for neighboring properties. Staff recommends the use of a
high-transom windows that still allow for daylight into each respective room but
preserve the privacy of the neighbors.

Comment Number: 3

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Second, along the south property line, additional landscaping should be provided for the rear yard
and existing bay window that provide direct views into the neighboring property.

The following elements should be integrated into the overall screening scheme to the extent feasible:
+ dense stands of evergreen trees, canopy shade trees, ornamental trees,shrubs,
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vines, planters or other plantings

+  plant material in conjunction with a screen panel, arbor, garden wall

* berming or other grade changes where it will help screen
Response: Due to a water line and other utilities it isn’t possible to add plantings. Therefore, the fence has been extended to the
front corner of the home.

Comment Number: 4

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

It appears that a fence is proposed around the site, please provide

specification sheet of the proposed fencing. Details should include height,

material, color, manufacturer. At the neighborhood meeting it was

communicated that only certain types of fencing (wrought iron) were permitted

within the site. Has the applicant been in contact with the HOA to ensure what is

being proposed is consistent with the neighborhood requirement?
Response: The existing fence will remain as-is or be replaced with a matching fence 1'-0” taller. The fence will be extended to the
front, south corner of the home.

Comment Number: 5

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Regarding the garage doors, it was communicated at the neighborhood
meeting that the doors would remain in an effort to ensure architectural
compatibility with the neighborhood. It is now being demonstrated that the
garage doors will we reduced in width to accommodate a person door. What
opportunities exist to orient the door toward the courtyard or side lot line?

RDacnnnea: FvietinA Aar o Annre that fara tha ctraat are tn ramain ancthatically Pl n can 1indatad alavatinn nn SRheaat AQ
Ext’zsﬁu:?b\:( Existil 1J garage aoors that race tne street are 10 remain aesthetically. PI e see updated elevation on Sheet A9.

Comment Number: 6

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:
Please demonstrate the bike rack location on the site plan, it is not clear where
the four required spaces will be provided. Please also include a specification
sheet of the bike rack.
Response: Please see bike rack location in the courtyard. Please see specification sheet. Bike rack will be this bike rack or similar.

Comment Number: 7

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Please provide the specification sheet for newly proposed doors. Doors should

be residential in character and provide similar architectural detailing to what exists.
Response: No new street facing exterior doors are proposed. All new exterior doors will face courtyard.

Comment Number: 8

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

How trash, recycling, hazardous materials, and laundry be managed on site?

For any pick-up service, please indicate the location and size of containers and

where they will be stored.
Response: Trash and recycling will be in the courtyard as shown on the revised plans. Typical residential sized containers. Laundry
will be done on-site.

Comment Number: 9

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:
Regarding lighting, it appears many of the wall mounted fixtures are not fully
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lighting and locations of fixtures.
Response: Please see provided cut sheet.

Comment Number: 10

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Regarding the kitchen, will there be any additional need for a vent fan on the

outside of the building? Please consider the location in a way that minimizes

noise impacts to neighbors and demonstrate the location on the site plan.
Response: Kitchen cooking and venting capacity are to remain the same.

Comment Number: 11

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Please ensure all on-site landscaping is identified on the site/landscape plan.

The goal is to ensure that existing screening around the vehicle parking and

other elements around the site are maintained through the life of the project.
Response: Additional landscape is shown on the new tree mitigation sheet.

Comment Number: 12

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

How will the central courtyard be secured. It is not clear from the elevation plans
or site plan on how this area is secured and it appears that it will be open to the
Driveway. Please include specifications of this area.

Department: Engineering Development Review
Contact: Spencer Smith, 970-221-6603, smsmith@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

08/03/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:

This project is responsible for dedicating any easements and/or rights-of-way

that are necessary or required by the City for this project. If required, the

applicant will be required to submit legal descriptions and exhibits to the City to

review as part of this project. The legal descriptions and exhibits will need to be

prepared by a licensed Colorado Land Surveyor. A completed Transportation

Development Review Fee application and associated fees ($250/easement)

will need to accompany the submittal of the legal descriptions and exhibits.

Please coordinate with Engineering Development Review staff regarding the

easement dedication process. Additional information on the dedication

process can be found at: http://www.fcgov.com/engineering/devrev.php
Response: No dedications of easements or ROW is anticipated.

Comment Number: 2

08/03/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:
Larimer County Road Impact Fees and Transportation Expansion Fees are due
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at the time of building permit. ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 12

Please contact Kyle Lambrecht at (970)-221-6566 if you have any questions.

Comment Number: 3

08/03/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:

All public sidewalk, driveways and ramps, existing or proposed, adjacent or

within the site, need to meet ADA standards. If they currently do not, they will

need to be reconstructed so that they do meet current ADA standards as a part of this project.

Department: Traffic Operation
Contact: Steve Gilchrist, 970-224-6175, sgilchrist@fcgov.com

Topic:

General

Comment Number: 1

08/03/2021: FOR HEARING:

We have received and reviewed the Traffic Memo and narrative provided by the
applicant detailing the anticipated traffic to be generated by this facility. Based
on the estimated trip generation provided, this would not meet the threshold
outlined in the Larimer County Urban Area Street Standard to require a full
Traffic Impact Study.

We would however like to get more information, like an operational plan with
regard to the how the shift change will function with staff already utilizing the
existing spaces in the driveway. There is also a question about the legality of
limiting visitation to residents. This could potentially have an impact on peak
hour traffic, that may require further review.

Response: Our research has determined that it is legal to limit visitation. See provided operational plan.

Department: PFA
Contact: Marcus Glasgow, 970-416-2869, marcus.glasgow@poudre-fire.org

Topic:

General

Comment Number: 1

07/27/2021: FOR HEARING:

Fire access is required to within 150 feet of all exterior portions of any building,
interior courtyard or facility ground floor as measured by an approved route
around the perimeter. This measurement is taken from Castle Ridge Ct.
Perimeter access around the building is within an allowable distance with an
approved automatic fire-sprinkler system. It is unclear how access is provided
to the interior courtyard. If a gate is installed, it must be accessible by an
approved method. If the courtyard is closed off, an alternative method must be
requested for approval.

Response: There is a gate near the front of the house for access into the courtyard.

UPDATED:
The private street used for Fire Access is currently 28 feet in width. 20 feet of
access is required for 2 way traffic. The North side of Castle Ridge Ct. will be
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detail #1418 & #1419 for sign type, placement, spacing and add details to the plans.
Response: Please see submitted alternative means and methods letter.

Comment Number: 2

07/27/2021: FOR HEARING:

ALTERNATIVE MEANS & METHODS - Where project size and scope and/or
site constraints conflict with fire code compliance, the intent of the fire code may
be met via alternative means and methods, as approved by the fire marshal. As
per IFC 104.8 & 104.9, the fire marshal may allow this approach when
perimeter access and/or aerial apparatus access requirements cannot be met
on the site plan. A written plan to meet the intent of the code via alternative
means and methods will need to be submitted to the Fire Marshal for review
and approval prior to FDP approval.

Response: Please see submitted alternative means and methods letter.

Department: Stormwater Engineering
Contact: Matt Simpson, (970)416-2754, masimpson@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 2

08/02/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:
No improvements or increases in impervious area are indicated in the
application. If there are no site improvements that require grading or an
increase in impervious area, there are no Stormwater requirements. Please
contact Water Utilities Engineering (WaterUtilitiesEng@FCgov.com) if site
improvements are anticipated.

Response: See site plan for widening of driveway

Department: Water-Wastewater Engineering
Contact: Matt Simpson, (970)416-2754, masimpson@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

08/02/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:

This project site is located within the Fort Collins Loveland Water District and
the South Fort Collins Sanitation District for water and sewer service. Please
contact them at (970) 226-3104 for development requirements.

Department: Light And Power
Contact: Austin Kreager, 970-224-6152, akreager@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

07/22/2021: INFORMATION:
As stated in the conceptual review, this change in use will make this a
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wire will now be customer owned.
Service Contact
Barb Andrews, Utility Services, 970.221.6394, bandrews@fcgov.com

Comment Number: 2

07/22/2021: INFORMATION:

Is this project going to need an increase in capacity? If so, please provide a one

line diagram and a C-1 form to Light and Power Engineering. The C-1 form can be found at:
https://www.fcgov.com/utilities/img/site_specific/uploads/c-1_form.pdf?1597677310

Comment Number: 3

07/22/2021: INFORMATION:

You may contact Austin Kreager, project engineering if you have questions.

(970) 224-6152. You may reference Light & Power’s Electric Service Standards at
http://www.fcgov.com/utilities/img/site_specific/uploads/ElectricServiceStandar
ds_FINAL_18November2016_Amendment.pdf

You may reference our policies, development charge processes, and use our fee  estimator at
http://lwww.fcgov.com/utilities/business/builders-and-developers.

Department: Environmental Planning
Contact: Scott Benton, (970)416-4290, sbenton@fcgov.com

Topic: General
Comment Number: 1
07/26/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:
Mail Creek Ditch qualifies as a natural habitat or feature meriting protection
under LUC 3.4.1. Will the rear landscaping or exterior lighting be altered?

-If rear landscaping is altered please provide a landscape plan that details the
species (with scientific names) of the species to be used, quantities, seed
mixes/turf varieties, etc.

-If the rear exterior lighting is altered, please provide a photometric plan, fixture

cutsheets, etc. to ensure compliance with LUC 3.2.4 that prohibits light spillage

into natural habitats and features.
Response: No changes to the rear landscape or lighting are planned. The rear fence will be replaced with a taller fence in the same
location. The retaining wall will not be altered.

Department: Forestry
Contact: Christine Holtz, , choltz@fcgov.com
Topic: General

Comment Number: 1
08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:
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also include the tree inventory table from the tree inventory conducted in March

of 2021—this is available from choltz@fcgov.com if necessary. Although there

are no tree impacts anticipated, we still need a record of existing trees.
Response: Please see tree mitigation plan

Comment Number: 2

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Though there are no anticipated site improvements or landscaping anticipated,

in addition to the Site Plan notes, please also include the General Landscape

notes, and Tree Protection notes on the landscape plan. These are available

from the Development Review Coordinator or from choltz@fcgov.com
Response: Notes have been added to the plans

Department: Erosion Control
Contact: Basil Hamdan, 970-222-1801, bhamdan@fcgov.com

Topic: Erosion Control

Comment Number: 1

07/27/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:
Since no outside site improvements are proposed with this proposal, there are
no comments or requirements from Erosion and Sediment Control.

Response: A slight increase of concrete driveway is now proposed.

Department: Building Services
Contact: Katy Hand, , khand@fcgov.com
Topic: Building Insp Plan Review

Comment Number: 1

08/02/2021: BUILDING PERMIT:
This will be a complete change of occupancy from a single family house building
under the IRC to a group home under the IBC and appears to be classified as an R-4 occupancy.

Comment Number: 2

08/02/2021:  BUILDING PERMIT:

Accessibility upgrades are required throughout for a complete change of
occupancy per 305.4.2 (2018 IEBC). Exterior site impacts include: accessible
parking with passenger loading zone, accessible route, and entry.

Comment Number: 3

08/02/2021:  BUILDING PERMIT:

Change of occupancy with an increase in energy usage requires insulation

upgrades. For questions on this requirement, Contact Brad Smith Brsmith@fcgov.com

Comment Number: 4

08/02/2021: INFORMATION:
Please visit our website for a list of current adopted building codes and local
amendments for building permit submittal:
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https://www.fcgov.com/building/energycode

Comment Number: 5

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

If the 'fire area’ of the existing building exceeds 5,000 sf, then a fire suppression system is required.

Department: Technical Services
Contact: Jeff County, 970-221-6588, jcounty@fcgov.com
Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

08/03/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:
Unless required during PDP, a complete review of all plans will be done at FDP.

Response: Acknowledged.

Department: Outside Agencies

Contact: Sam Lowe, FCLWD/SFCSD, (970) 226-3104 Ext 113, SLowe@FCLWD.com,
Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

08/06/2021: FOR HEARING:
Please see attached.
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City of )
ort Collins
/“\'\_/\

Community Development and
Neighborhood Services
281 North College Avenue
PO Box 580
Fort Collins, CO 80522
970.221.6689
970.224.6134 - fax

Applicant response to comments-12-8-21 fcgov.com/developmentreview

November 30, 2021

Stephanie Hansen
Ripley Design, Inc

419 Canyon Ave.

Suite 200

Fort Collins, CO 80521

RE: Castle Ridge Group Home, PDP210012, Round Number 2

Please see the following summary of comments from City staff and outside reviewing
agencies for your submittal of Castle Ridge Group Home. If you have questions about any
comments, you may contact the individual commenter or direct your questions through your
Development Review Coordinator, Brandy Bethurem Harras via phone at 970-416-2744 or

via email at bbethuremharras@fcgov.com.

Comment Summary:

Department: Development Review Coordinator

Contact: Brandy Bethurem Harras, 970-416-2744, bbethuremharras@fcgov.com
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Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

| will be your primary point of contact throughout the development review and
permitting process. If you have any questions, need additional meetings with the
project reviewers, or need assistance throughout the process, please let me
know and | can assist you and your team. Please include me in all email

correspondence with other reviewers and keep me informed of any phone conversations. Thank you!
Comment Number: 2

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

As part of your resubmittal, you will respond to the comments provided in this
letter. This letter is provided to you in Microsoft Word format. Please use this
document to insert responses to each comment for your submittal, using a

different font color. When replying to the comment letter please be detailed in

your responses, as all comments should be thoroughly addressed. Provide
reference to specific project plans or explanations of why comments have not

been addressed, when applicable, avoiding responses like noted or acknowledged.
Comment Number: 3

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

Please follow the Electronic Submittal Requirements and File Naming

Standards found at https://www.fcgov.com/developmentreview/files/electronic
submittal requirements and file naming standards_v1_8 1 19.pdf?1566857888.

File names should begin with the file type, followed by the project information,

and round number. Example: UTILITY PLANS_PROJECT NAME_PDP_Rd2.pdf

It may be appropriate to abbreviate some file types, such as Traffic Impact Study to TIS.

*Please disregard any references to paper copies, flash drives, or CDs.
Comment Number: 4

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:
Resubmittals are accepted any day of the week, with Wednesday at noon being

the cut-off for routing the same week. When you are ready to resubmit your
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plans, please notify me advanced notice as possible.

Comment Number: 5

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

Temporary Service Changes - City of Fort Collins Development Review

In order to continue providing thorough reviews and giving every project the
attention it deserves, the City of Fort Collins is implementing temporary
changes in how we serve our development customers. As you may be aware,
we are experiencing staff shortages in a number of key departments, which has
begun to impact the timeliness of our reviews. We recognize that development
and construction play a critical role in our community’s vibrancy and economic
recovery, and we have been exploring options for mitigating impacts to our

customers. As a result, we will be making some temporary service changes.

Beginning Monday May 10th one additional week of review time will be added

to all 1st and 2nd round submittals (increase from 3 weeks to 4 weeks).
Comment Number: 6

07/15/2021: INFORMATION:

LUC 2.211 Lapse, Rounds of Review: Applicants, within one hundred eighty
(180) days of receipt of written comments and notice to respond from the City
on any submittal (or subsequent revision to a submittal) of an application for
approval of a development plan, shall file such additional or revised submittal
documents as are necessary to address such comments from the City. If the
additional submittal information or revised submittal is not filed within said

period of time, the development application shall automatically lapse and become null and void.
Comment Number: 7

07/15/2021: FOR HEARING:
This proposed project is processing as a Type 2 Development Plan. The
decision maker for Type 2 is the Planning and Zoning (P&Z) Commission. For

the hearing, we will formally notify surrounding property owners within 800 feet

Packet pg. 70



ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 13
(excluding public right-of-way and publicly owned open space). Staff would

need to be in agreement the project is ready for Hearing approximately 3-5
weeks prior to the hearing. | have attached the P&Z schedule, which has key

dates leading up to the hearing.

Comment Number: 8

07/15/2021: FOR HEARING:

All "For Hearing" comments need to be addressed and resolved prior to
moving forward with scheduling the Hearing. Staff would need to be in

agreement the project is ready for Hearing approximately 3 to 5 weeks prior to the hearing.

Department: Planning Services

Contact: KaiKleer, 970-416-4284, kkleer@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 2

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING - UPDATED:

Windows should be translucent on both sides. — Screen trellis have been provided to screen windows.
Windows will be transparent.

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Regarding privacy, there are several areas of significant concern. First being
the north elevation of the house where seven large side facing windows are
proposed to be added. It is required that the placement of the windows
maximize the privacy for neighboring properties. Staff recommends the use of a
high-transom windows that still allow for daylight into each respective room but
preserve the privacy of the neighbors.

We have added trellises with vining plants in front of the windows to help maximize the privacy of the neighboring
properties.
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Comment Number: 3

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING - UNRESOLVED: - Significant tree and plant material exists on the
southern neighbor’s property that currently provides screening. Additional plant material between the house and the
property line would be in conflict with the neighbor’s landscape (see photos below) A waterline also currently runs along
the southern property. The separation requirements from shrubs and trees to waterlines makes planting along a portion of
the house unfeasible. A screen trellis has been provided to screen the bay window from the neighbor.

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:
Second, along the south property line, additional landscaping should be
provided for the rear yard and existing bay window that provide direct views into
the neighboring property. The following elements should be integrated into the
overall screening scheme to the extent feasible:
+ dense stands of evergreen trees, canopy shade trees, ornamental trees,
shrubs, vines, planters or other plantings
*  plant material in conjunction with a screen panel, arbor, garden wall

* berming or other grade changes where it will help screen
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The addition of vined trellises in front of the bay window has been added to help obstruct the direct views and maximize
the privacy of the neighboring property.

Comment Number: 4

09/21/2021 FOR FINAL PLAN - UPDATED: - See site plan for fence location and details. Fencing requirements for the
backyard will be a 72-inch tall 3 rail wright iron style fence. This request will go through the architectural review
committee via a reasonable accommodation request for this project.

Please add specifications to site plan set.

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

It appears that a fence is proposed around the site, please provide

specification sheet of the proposed fencing. Details should include height,
material, color, manufacturer. At the neighborhood meeting it was
communicated that only certain types of fencing (wrought iron) were permitted
within the site. Has the applicant been in contact with the HOA to ensure what is

being proposed is consistent with the neighborhood requirement?

Comment Number: 6
09/21/2021 FOR FINAL PLAN - UPDATED:

Please add bike rack specs to site plan set.

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Please demonstrate the bike rack location on the site plan, it is not clear where
the four required spaces will be provided. Please also include a specification
sheet of the bike rack.

Response: Please see location of bike racks in courtyard on the Site Plan — New on Sheet A1. Please see added U Bike
Rack to Sheet A2

Comment Number: 8

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING - UNRESOLVED:

How will hazardous materials be handled on site? Container location, size, etc..?
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08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:
How trash, recycling, hazardous materials, and laundry be managed on site?
For any pick-up service, please indicate the location and size of containers and where they will be stored.

Please see added trash enclosure to the courtyard on the Site Plan — New on Sheet A1. Trash enclosure can only be
accessed by employees. Employees will move trash and recycling bins to the necessary location on trash pick up. There
will be no hazardous materials on site. Medical waste (pill bottles) will be in a locked container and removed by
professional company approximately once a quarter. All laundry will be managed on site.

Comment Number: 9
09/21/2021 FOR HEARING - UNRESOLVED:

Plan still does not show locations of light fixtures on the building.

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Regarding lighting, it appears many of the wall mounted fixtures are not fully
shielded and down directional. Please provide a cut sheet of the proposed
lighting and locations of fixtures.

Please see added location of all exterior wall mounted light fixtures that are to be replaced on the Site Plan — New on Sheet
A1. Please see added cut sheet of proposed light fixture on Sheet A2.

Comment Number: 10

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING - UPDATED:
Please add note to site plan indicating, "An industrial kitchen vent fan shall not

be permitted on the outside of the building."

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

Regarding the kitchen, will there be any additional need for a vent fan on the
outside of the building? Please consider the location in a way that minimizes
noise impacts to neighbors and demonstrate the location on the site plan.

There will be no need for additional venting.

Comment Number: 12
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09/21/2021 FOR FINAL PLAN - UPDATED:

Please add these specifications to the site plan.

08/02/2021: FOR HEARING:

How will the central courtyard be secured. It is not clear from the elevation plans
or site plan on how this area is secured and it appears that it will be open to the
driveway. Please include specifications of this area.

Central courtyard will be secured with a gate equipped with a closer, panic hardware and knox box hardware. Please see
location on the Site Plan - New and Courtyard Gate Details on Sheet A1 and A2. Gate opens to driveway in the direction of
egress travel for life safety.

Comment Number: 13

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING:

There is significant concern around the removal of existing arborvitae along the
driveway. These are seen to provide critical screening for the site and adjacent
property. 3.2.2(K) allows for a reduced stall dimension. One compact 8x15 stall
can be utilized and the other can be classified as "long-term" and be a
dimension of 8.5x18 and the last one "van accessible" space can be 16x18.

Stall dimensions have been adjusted and arborvitae are now to remain.

Comment Number: 14

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING:

Regarding the Operation Plan, staff would only consider the operation of the

facility under its full occupancy and not a staged approach. The operational plan should

really describe each individual element of traffic (e.g., deliveries, trash, employee 1, 2, 3, mail, etc...).

I've asked Traffic Engineering to provide you with an example that would be appropriate.

From the initial review of the Operational Plan staff will be recommending the following conditions:

"Visiting hours shall be limited from 9AM to 6PM, 7-days a week"

"Visitation shall be scheduled in a way that limits the impacts to on-street
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parking and staggers traffic in and out of the neighborhood."

"In an effort to mitigate overlap in the need for staff parking during shift changes,
the group home shall provide monetary incentives to encourage: 1) last mile
carpooling from Fossil Creek Park; 2) public transit 3) bicycle ridership"

"Supply, food, and medication delivery shall be limited to certain times of day

that do not overlap employee shift changes and should be limited to 9-6PM, 7-days a week"

We realize that these will require some tweaking based on how the Operation
Plan is updated, however, once finalized we will ask that the notes be added to the site plan.

Operational Plan for Miramont Memory Care

o Visiting hours shall be limited from 9AM to 6PM, 7 days a week and scheduled in a way that limits the
impacts to on street parking and staggers traffic in and out of the neighborhood. Until such a time as
COVID is no longer a public health concern we can enforce both scheduled visitation times and numbers of
visitors.

o To mitigate overlap in the need for staff parking during shift changes, the group home shall provide
monetary incentives to encourage: 1) last mile carpooling from Fossil Creek Park; 2) public transit 3)
bicycle ridership. Morning and night staff shift changes will not impact traffic and pedestrian concerns
with Werner Elementary School as these shift changes occur greater than 2 hours before or after school is
in session. The afternoon shift change will be completed at least 30 minutes prior to the last school bell
and will have minimal traffic and pedestrian impacts on Werner Elementary School.

o Medication delivery, consultants, and planned deliveries shall be limited from 9 AM to 6 PM, 7 days a week
and not overlap employee shift changes.

o Trash will be picked up with standard residential service on Mondays with the rest of Castle Ridge
community.

Department: Engineering Development Review

Contact: Spencer Smith, 970-221-6603, smsmith@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 4
09/21/2021: FOR HEARING:

Engineering is ready for hearing.

Department: Traffic Operation
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Contact: Steve Gilchrist, 970-224-6175, sqilchrist@fcqov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 2

09/21/2021: FOR HEARING: -

Thank you for providing the Operational Plan. We would like to get some
additional details with regard to how the facility will operate once it is at full
capacity, with Covid restrictions lifted in order to gauge the impacts of the peak
traffic times for this facility. More information about the staggering of shifts, i.e.

will you have six staff members on site during the shift change? Will deliveries,

doctors visits, be restricted to certain times outside of shift changes?

Werner Elementary starts at 8:50 AM and lets out at 3:28 PM. Morning shift starts at 6:45 AM (three
care givers) and does not conflict with traffic for school drop off or pedestrian students. The
evening shift (3 caregivers) will arrive at 2:45, a 15 minute (at most) check out from the morning staff
will occur and the morning staff should be off site by 3:00 PM. There should be minimal conflict

with any school pick up traffic and no conflict with pedestrian students.

The night shift (one care

giver) starts at 10:45 PM and there should be no conflicts with traffic or pedestrians. To mitigate
traffic and parking constraints between the morning and evening shift changes caregivers will be
monetarily incentivized for carpooling and/or using multimodal transit options.

Department: Stormwater Engineering

Contact: Matt Simpson, (970)416-2754, masimpson@fcgov.com

Topic: General
Comment Number: 2
09/21/2021: INFORMATION:

Thank you for the response.
08/02/2021: INFORMATION:

No improvements or increases in impervious area are indicated in the

application. If there are no site improvements that require grading or an

increase in impervious area, there are no Stormwater requirements. Please
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contact Water Utilities Engineering (WaterUtilitiesEng@F Cgov.com) if site improvements are anticipated.

Department: Outside Agencies
Contact: Sam Lowe, FCLWD/SFCSD, (970) 226-3104 Ext 113, SLowe@FCLWD.com,
Topic: General
Comment Number: 2

09/21/2021: FOR HEARING:

Please see attached.

Department: Light And Power
Contact: Austin Kreager, 970-224-6152, akreager@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

09/21/2021: INFORMATION - UPDATED:

We have been in contact with our legal team within utilities to try to determine
what the appropriate billing rate would be for this property after the change of
use. There has not been an official determination yet, but we will keep you
updated as we receive information.

07/22/2021: INFORMATION:

As stated in the conceptual review, this change in use will make this a
commercial service both in monthly billing, and also in practice that the service
wire will now be customer owned.

Comment Number: 2

07/22/2021: INFORMATION:

Is this project going to need an increase in capacity? If so, please provide a one

line diagram and a C-1 form to Light and Power Engineering. The C-1 form can be found at:

https://www.fcgov.com/utilities/img/site_specific/uploads/c-1_form.pdf?1597677310
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Comment Number: 3
07/22/2021: INFORMATION:
You may contact Austin Kreager, project engineering if you have questions.
(970) 224-6152.  You may reference Light & Power’s Electric Service Standards at
http://www.fcgov.com/utilities/img/site_specific/uploads/ElectricServiceStandar
ds_FINAL_18November2016_Amendment.pdf
You may reference our policies, development charge processes, and use our
fee estimator at http://www.fcgov.com/utilities/business/builders-and-developers.

Department: PFA

Contact: Marcus Glasgow, 970-416-2869, marcus.glasgow@poudre-fire.org

Topic: General

Comment Number: 1

07/27/2021: FOR HEARING:

Fire access is required to within 150 feet of all exterior portions of any building,
interior courtyard or facility ground floor as measured by an approved route
around the perimeter. This measurement is taken from Castle Ridge Ct.
Perimeter access around the building is within an allowable distance with an
approved automatic fire-sprinkler system. It is unclear how access is provided
to the interior courtyard. If a gate is installed, it must be accessible by an
approved method. If the courtyard is closed off, an alternative method must be

requested for approval.

The private street used for Fire Access is currently 28 feet in width. 20 feet of
access is required for 2 way traffic. The North side of Castle Ridge Ct. will be
required to be striped with signage as no parking, fire lane. Refer to LCUASS

detail #1418 & #1419 for sign type, placement, spacing and add details to the plans.

Central courtyard will be secured with a gate equipped with a closer, panic hardware and knox box hardware. Please see
location on the Site Plan - New and Courtyard Gate Details on Sheet A1 and A2. Gate opens to driveway in the direction of
egress travel for life safety.

Comment Number: 2
12
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9/17/2021: FOR HEARING - UPDATED:

The submitted alternative method of compliance does not meet the intent of the
code. A fire lane for two-way traffic is required to be minimum of 20 ft wide. As
the street would be looked at as a fire lane, the width is required the entire
distance in order for the fire apparatus to travel and turnaround. The fire lane
would need to be dedicated EAE and signed on the north side to allow for this.

The applicant has had further conversations and correspondence with PFA. The issue has been
resolved

07/27/2021: FOR HEARING:

ALTERNATIVE MEANS & METHODS - Where project size and scope and/or
site constraints conflict with fire code compliance, the intent of the fire code may
be met via alternative means and methods, as approved by the fire marshal. As
per IFC 104.8 & 104.9, the fire marshal may allow this approach when
perimeter access and/or aerial apparatus access requirements cannot be met
on the site plan. A written plan to meet the intent of the code via alternative
means and methods will need to be submitted to the Fire Marshal for review

and approval prior to FDP approval.

Department: Environmental Planning

Contact: Scott Benton, (970)416-4290, sbenton@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 2

09/21/2021:  INFORMATION:
Was a turf conversion undertaken at this property?

Turf has been removed from the front lawn. Lower-water use Texas bluegrass has been planted.
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Department: Forestry

Contact: Christine Holtz, , choltz@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 3

09/21/2021: FOR HEARING:

Please provide an “Existing Tree Removal Feasibility Letter” for City Forestry
staff to review. Proposals to remove significant existing trees must provide a
justification letter with specific details of the reasons for removal. For example,
tree X removed due t grading; grading proposed to enhance storm water flow in
this section of the development. This is required for all development projects
proposing significant tree removal regardless of the scale of the project. The
purpose of this letter is to provide a document of record with the project’s
approval and for the City to maintain a record of all proposed significant tree
removals and justifications. Existing significant trees within the project’s Limits
of Disturbance (LOD) and within natural area buffer zones shall be preserved to
the extent reasonably feasible. Streets, buildings, and lot layouts shall be
designed to minimize the disturbance to significant existing trees.

(Extent reasonably feasible shall mean that, under the circumstances,
reasonable efforts have been undertaken to comply with the regulation, that the
costs of compliance clearly outweigh the potential benefits to the public or would
unreasonably burden the proposed project, and reasonable steps have been
undertaken to minimize any potential harm or adverse impacts resulting from
noncompliance with the regulation.) Where it is not feasible to protect and retain
significant existing tree(s) or to transplant them to another on-site location, the
applicant shall replace such tree(s) according to City mitigation requirements.

The existing trees will now remain with a redesign of the driveway per planning’s recommendations
Comment Number: 4

09/21/2021:FOR HEARING:

Now that there are anticipated tree impacts, please include the following City of Fort Collins notes:
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Tree Protection Notes

These notes are available from the City Planner or by following the link below

and clicking on Standard Plan Set Notes: https://www.fcgov.com/developmentreview/applications.php
Comment Number: 5

09/21/2021: : FOR HEARING:

As 7 mitigation trees are required with the 5 tree removals, please ensure all

mitigation trees are the required size (see below). Please also indicate on the

landscape plan which trees are mitigation trees.

Required mitigation tree sizes:

Canopy Shade Tree: 2.0” caliper balled and burlapped

Evergreen tree: 8.0" height balled and burlapped

Ornamental tree: 2.0” caliper balled and burlapped

Comment Number: 5

09/21/2021: FOR HEARING:

According to Land Use Code 3.2.1.(D)(c), canopy shade trees shall constitute
at least (50%) of all tree plantings. Due do your spatial constraints | understand

that ornamental trees are best for this site. Please include a request for

variance in your existing tree removal feasibility letter.

Department: Building Services

Contact:

Acknowledged.

Katy Hand, , khand@fcgov.com

Topic: Building Insp Plan Review

Comment Number: 1
08/02/2021: BUILDING PERMIT:

This will be a complete change of occupancy from a single family house building

under the IRC to a group home under the IBC and appears to be classified as an R-4 occupancy.

Comment Number: 2
15
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 13
08/02/2021:  BUILDING PERMIT:

Accessibility upgrades are required throughout for a complete change of
occupancy per 305.4.2 (2018 IEBC). Exterior site impacts include: accessible

parking with passenger loading zone, accessible route, and entry.

Site is has one ADA space and an accessible route.

Comment Number: 3
08/02/2021: BUILDING PERMIT:

Change of occupancy with an increase in energy usage requires insulation

upgrades. For questions on this requirement, Contact Brad Smith Brsmith@fcgov.com

In conversation with building department on what these insulation upgrades may be.

Acknowledged.

Acknowledged.

Comment Number: 4

08/02/2021: INFORMATION:

Please visit our website for a list of current adopted building codes and local
amendments for building permit submittal:
https://www.fcgov.com/building/codes.php

https://lwww.fcgov.com/building/energycode

Comment Number: 6

09/20/2021:  BUILDING PERMIT:
Garage spaces converting to habitable space need to be insulated to current

code (walls + floor/foundation + roof).
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 13

Department: Technical Services

Contact: Jeff County, 970-221-6588, jcounty@fcqov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 1
09/20/2021: INFORMATION ONLY:

Unless required during PDP, a complete review of all plans will be done at FDP.
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 14
City of

Community Development and
Neighborhood Services

281 North College Avenue

PO Box 580

Fort Collins, CO 80522
970.221.6689

970.224.6134 - fax
fcgov.com/developmentreview

January 05, 2022

Russ Lee

Ripley Design, Inc

419 Canyon Ave.

Suite 200

Fort Cdllins, CO 80521

RE: Castle Ridge Group Home, PDP210012, Round Number 3

Please see the falowing summary of comments from City staff and outside reviewing
agencies for your submittal of Castle Ridge Group Home.  If you have questions about any
comments, you may contact the individual commenter or direct your questions through your
Development Review Coordinator, Brandy Bethurem Harras via phone at 970-416-2744 or
via email at bbethuremharras@fogov.com

Landscape Archi

Architecture

Civil

Comment Summary:

Department: Development Review Coordinator

Contact: Brandy Bethurem Harras, 970-416-2744, bbethuremharras@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Nunber: 1
07/15/2021:  INFORMATION:
| will be your primary point of contact throughout the development review and
permitting process. If you have any questions, need additional meetings with the
project reviewers, or need assistance throughout the process, please let me
know and | can assist you and your team Please indude me in all email
correspondence with other reviewers and keep me informed of any phone conversations. Thank you!

Comment Nunber: 2

07/152021:  INFORMATION:
As part of your resubmittal, you will respond to the comments provided in this
letter. This letter is provided to you in Microsoft Word format. Please use this
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document to insert responses to each comment for your sublTittallTESIMrg;Z aATTACHMENT 14
different font color. VWhen replying to the comment letter please be detailed in

your responses, as all comments should be thoroughly addressed. Provide

reference to spedific project plans or explanations of why comments have not

been addressed, when applicable, avoiding responses like noted or acknowledge

Comment Nunber: 3
01/05/0222:  INFORMATION:
Please fallow the Electronic Submittal Requirements and File Narming
Standards found at https://mwww.fogov.com/developmentreview/files/electronic
submittal requirements and file naming standards v1_8 1 19.pdf?1566857888.
File names should begin with the file type, fallowed by the project information,
and round nurmber. Example: UTILITY PLANS PROJECT NAME _PDP_Rd2.pdf
It may be appropriate to abbreviate some file types, such as Traffic Impact Study to TIS.
*Please disregard any references to paper copies, flash drives, or CDs.

Comment Nunber: 4
07/152021:  INFORMATION:
Resubmittals are accepted any day of the week, with \Wednesday at noon being
the cut-off for routing the same week. VWhen you are ready to resubmit your
plans, please natify me advanced notice as possible.

Comment Nunber: 5

07/15/2021:  INFORMATION:
Temporary Service Changes - City of Fort Callins Development Review

In order to continue providing thorough reviews and giving every project the
attention it deserves, the City of Fort Callins is implementing temporary
changes in how we serve our development customers. As you may be aware,
we are experiencing staff shortages in a number of key departments, which has
begun to impact the timeliness of our reviews. We recognize that development
and construction play a critical role in our community’s vibrancy and economic
recovery, and we have been exploring options for mitigating impacts to our
customers. As a result, we will be making some temporary service changes.

Beginning Monday May 10th one additional week of review time will be added
to all 1st and 2nd round subrmittals (increase from 3 weeks to 4 weeks).

Comment Nunber: 6

07/15/2021:  INFORMATION:

Please resubmit within 180 days, approximately 6 months, to avoid the
expiration of your project.

(LUC 2.211 Lapse, Rounds of Review).
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 14
Comment Nunber: 7

07/152021: FORHEARING:

This proposed project is processing as a Type 2 Development Plan. The
decision maker for Type 2 is the Planning and Zoning (P&Z) Commission.  For
the hearing, we will formally natify surrounding property owners within 800 feet
(exduding public right-of-way and publicly owned open space).  Staff would
need to be in agreement the project is ready for Hearing approximately 3-5
weeks prior to the hearing. | have attached the P&Z schedule, which has key
dates leading up to the hearing.

Comment Nunber: 8
07/15/2021: FORHEARING:
Al "For Hearing" comments need to be addressed and resolved prior to
moving forward with scheduling the Hearing.  Staff would need to be in
agreement the project is ready for Hearing approximately 3 to 5 weeks prior to the hearing.

Comment Nunber: 9
01/05/2022:  FOR FINAL PLAN:
Al plans should be saved as optimized/flattened PDFs to reduce file size and remove layers.
Per the Electronic Submittal Requirements AutoCAD SHX attributes need to be removed from the PDF’s.
AutoCAD tums drawing text into comments that appear in the PDF plan set,
and these must be removed prior to submittal as they can cause issues with the
PDF file. The default settingis "1" ("on") in AutoCAD.  To change the setting
and remove this feature, type "EPDFSHX" in the command line and enter "0".
Read this artide at Autodesk.com for more tips on this topic:
https://knowledge.autodesk.convsupport/autocad/troubleshocting/caas/sfdcarti
des/sfdcartides/Drawing-text-appears-as-Comments-in-a-PDF-created-by-AutoCAD. htrml

Comment Nunber: 10
01/05/2022: FOR FINAL PLAN:
The request will be subject to the Development Review Fee Schedule:
https://Ammw.fogov.com/developmentreview/fees.php. Final Development Plan
As noted in the comments, there are additional fees required by other
departments, and additional fees at the time of building permit. The City of Fort
Cdllins fee schedule is subject to change — please confirm fees before submitting.

Payments can be made by check or credit card.

If paying by check, meke payable to City of Fort Cdllins. This is acoepted at the
Development Review Center, 281 N College Ave, Fort Callins, CO 80524 by
mail or can be placed in the blue drop box located at the west side of the
building. Please mark it to my attention and reference the project it is
assodiated with.

If paying by credit card, | can process the payment over the phone with you.
Credit card payments indude a convenience fee of 2% + $0.25 added to ll
payments under $2,500.00, and 2.75% added to all payments over $2,500.00.
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 14

Comment Nunber: 11

01/05/2022:  INFORMATION:

LUC 2.211(D) Project Development Plan. Following the approval of a

project development plan and upon the expiration of any right of appeal, or upon
the final dedision of the City Council fallowing appedl, if applicable, the

applicant must submit a final plan for all or part of the project development plan
within three (3) years... If such approval is not timely obtained, the project
development plan (or any portion thereof which has not received final approval)
shall automatically lapse and become null and void.

Ripley: Acknowledged.

Department: Planning Services
Contact: Kai Kleer, 970-416-4284, kkleen@fcgov.com

Topic: General
Comment Nunrber: 2
01/03/2022: FOR HEARING - POINT OF CONVERSATION:
It is unlikely that the dimbing vines will be successful on the north side of the
home because the existing vegetation would create too much shading for the
plants to be successful. It's suggested that the proposal use some kind of fixed
or adjustable louvered window treatment on the exterior of the home. Ultimately,
if not resolved before hearing a condition will be recommended to the
commission for this to be adequately addressed.

Please see updated proposed screening lattice on Sheet A2. No vegetation will grow on lattice, but lattice has increased in
opacity to increase privacy.

An altemative, and unfavorable, option to the lattices would be similar to the following product -
https://pcshuttersusa.com/products/bahama-shutters/

This product would increase privacy, but at the cost of the health and well being of the facility’s residents due to the lack
of natural light, ventilation and views to nature.

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING
Windows should be translucent on both sides.

08/02/2021: FORHEARING:

Regarding privacy, there are several areas of significant concem. First being
the north elevation of the house where seven large side facing windows are
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proposed to be added. It is reqired that the placemert of the wirdams 2 AT TACHMENT 14
meximize the privacy for neighboring properties. Staff recommends the use of a
high-transom windows that still allow for daylight into each respective room but
preserve the privacy of the neighbors.
Comment Nunber: 3
01/03/2022 FOR HEARING - UNRESOLVED:
Additional screening aong the south property line was to block views into the
rear yard. There was a previously approved landscape plan that did a good job
in vegetating the area, however, it appears that al the plants have since died.
Let's chat in greater detail about this.
Ripley: We have added dense landscaping along the south property line to block views into the neighboring rear yard.

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING - UNRESOLVED:

08/02/2021: FORHEARING:

Second, along the south property line, additional landscaping should be
provided for the rear yard and existing bay window that provide direct views into
the neighboring property. The falowing elements should be integrated into the
overall screening scheme to the extent feasible:

+ dense stands of evergreen trees, canopy shade trees, omamental trees,
shrubs, vines, planters, or other plantings

+  plant material in conjunction with a screen panel, arbor, garden wall

*  berming or other grade changes where it will help screen

Comment Nunrber: 8

01/03/2022 INFORMATION ONLY:

A point of conversation for the trash, it appears that the location in the courtyard
has morphed into being located within an endosure. This is something that is
not required by code. The standard only requires that the bins contain equal
capadity between trash/recyding and that they be screened from public view.

This enclosure is to keep residents from tampering with the trash.

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING - UNRESOLVED:

How will hazardous meterials be handed on site? Container location, size, etc..?
Ripley: As this is only a memory care facility and not a medical facility, there will be no hazardous materials handled on
site.

08/02/2021: FORHEARING:

How trash, recydling, hazardous materials, and laundry be managed on site?

For any pick-up service, please indicate the location and size of containers and

where they will be stored.

Comment Nurrber: 10

092172021 FOR HEARING - UPDATED:

Please add note to site plan indicating, "An industrial kitchen vent fan shall not

be permitted on the outside of the building.”

Note has been added to the Site Plan — New on Sheet Afl.

08/02/2021: FORHEARING:
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Regarding the kitchen, will there be any aditional need for a vert i o the /O IMENT 14

outside of the building? Please consider the location in a way that minimizes

noise impacts to neighbors and demonstrate the location on the site plan.

Comment Nunber: 14

01/03/2022 FOR HEARING

The operational plan has not been updated in accordance with the previous comment.

09/21/2021 FOR HEARING

Regarding the Operation Plan, staff would only consider the operation of the
facility under its full occupancy and not a staged approach. The operational plan
should really describe each individual element of traffic (e.g., deliveries, trash,
employee 1, 2, 3, mall, etc...). I've asked Traffic Engineering to provide you with
an example that would be appropriate.

Fromthe initid review of the Operational Plan staff will be recommending the fallowing conditions:

"Visiting hours shall be limited from 9AM to 6PM, 7-days a week"

"Visitation shall be scheduled in a way thet limits the impacts to on-street

parking and staggers traffic in and out of the neighborhood.”

"In an effort to mitigate overlap in the need for staff parking during shift changes,

the group home shall provide monetary incentives to encourage: 1) last mile

carpodling from Faossil Creek Park; 2) public transit 3) bicyde ridership”

"Supply, food, and medication delivery shall be limited to certain times of day

that do not overlap employee shift changes and should be limited to 9-6PM, 7-days a week"

W\e redlize that these will require some tweaking based on how the Operation Plan
is updated, however, once finalized we will ask that the notes be added to the site plan.

Department: Engineering Development Review
Contact: Marc Virata, 970-221-6567, nwirata@fcgov.com
Topic: General
Comment Number: 5
01/04/2022: FORHEARING:
On the Utility Plans, please correct the depiction of Castle Ridge Court by
eliminating "Right Of Way Varies" as this implies a public street. "Right Of Way
Varies" should be changed to "Private Street”. | would suggest further adding
that Caste Ridge Court is "Tract B of Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D." and is a
"Utility, Drainage and Access Easement” which provides the darity for the work
to occur in the Castle Ridge Court as a private (and not public) street.
RE: Street label name changed to “CASTLE RIDGE COURT, PRIVATE STREET, TRACT B OF CASTLE
RIDGE AT MRAMONT P.UD."

Comment Nunber: 6

01/04/2022: FORHEARING:

Please correct the misspelling of Miramont on the site and utility plans, there is no "u" in Miramont.
RE: Corrected Miramont spelling at all applicable instances.

Comment Nunrber: 7

01/04/2022:  FOR FINAL PLAN:
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Please provide the utiity plan approval biock linked below at the bodfrright '/ =Nt 14

comer of the cover sheet for the tility plan set:
https://Amww.fogov.com/engineering/files/utilitysigblock. pdf?1611856399
RE: Utility Plan approval block added to Cover Sheet at bottom right of page.

Department: Light and Power
Contact: Austin Kreager, 970-224-6152, akreager@fcgov.com
Topic: General

Comment Nunber: 1
01/04/2022:  INFORMATION - UPDATED:
After consuiting with our legal team and our finance department, it has been
determined that this property will remain a residential service, and we will
continue maintaining and owning the service wire. Thank you for your patience.
07/22/2021:  INFORMATION:
As stated in the conceptual review, this change in use will make this a
commercial service both in monthly billing, and also in practice that the service
wire will now be customer owned.
Comment Nunrber: 2
07/22/2021: INFORMATION:
Is this project going to need an increase in capadity? If so, please provide a one
line diagramand a C-1 form to Light and Power Engineering. The C-1 form can be found at:
https:/Amww.fogov.com/utilities/img/site_spedific/uploads/c-1_form pdf?1597677310
Comment Nunrber: 3
07/22/2021:  INFORMATION:
You may contact Austin Kreager, project engineering if you have questions.
(970) 224-6152.  You may reference Light & Power’s Electric Service Standards at
http:/Amwww.fogov.comyutilities/img/site_spedific/uploads/ElectricServiceStandar
ds_FINAL 18November2016_Amendment. pdf
You may reference our palicies, development charge processes, and use our fee  estimator at
http:/Amww.fogov.comyutilities/business/builders-and-developers.

Department: Building Services
Contact: KatyHand, , khand@fcgov.com
Topic: Building Insp Plan Review
Comment Nunber: 1
08/02/2021: BUILDING PERMIT:
This will be a complete change of occupancy from a single-family house building
under the IRC to a group home under the IBC and appears to be dassified as an R-4 occupancy.
RE: Fire How Data Block changed to reference 2021 IBC. Occupancy group maintained at R4 (“Group
Homes”). Refer to updated Cover Sheet.
Comment Nunber: 2
08/02/2021:  BUILDING PERMIT:
Accessibility upgrades are required throughout for a complete change of
occupancy per 305.4.2 (2018 IEBC). Exterior site impacts indude accessible
parking with passenger loading zone, accessible route, and entry.
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 14

Acknowledged. Site already accessible
Comment Nunber: 3
08/02/2021:  BUILDING PERMIT:
Change of occupancy with an increase in energy usage requires insulation
upgrades. For questions on this requirement, Contact Brad Smith Brsmith@fcgov.com

Acknowledged. Already in discussion with Brad

Comment Nunber: 4

08/02/2021:  INFORMATION:

Please visit our website for a list of current adopted building codes and local
amendments for building permit submittal:
https:/Amwmw.fogov.comybuilding/codes.php
https:/Amwww.fogov.convbuilding/energycode

Comment Nunber: 6

0920/2021:  BUILDING PERMT:

Garage spaces converting to habitable space need to be insulated to current
code (walls + floor/foundation + roof).

Acknowledged. Already in discussion with Brad

Department: Technical Services
Contact: Jeff County, 970-221-6588, jcounty@fcgov.com
Topic: General
Comment Nunber: 1

01/03/2022:  INFORMATION ONLY:
Unless required during PDP, a conplete review of all plans will be done at FDP.

Department: Water Conservation
Contact: Eric Olson, 970-221-6704, eolson@fcgov.com
Topic: General

Comment Nunber: 1
12/27/2021:  Imigation plans are required no later than at the time of building
permit. The imgation plans must comply with the provisions outlined in Section
3.2.1(J) of the Land Use Code. Direct questions concerming irrigation
requirements to Eric Olson, at 221-6704 or edlson@fogov.com
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 15
City of

Community Development and
Neighborhood Services

281 North College Avenue

PO Box 580

Fort Collins, CO 80522
970.221.6689

970.224.6134 - fax
fcgov.com/developmentreview

February 04, 2022

Russ Lee

Ripley Design, Inc

419 Canyon Ave.

Suite 200

Fort Callins, CO 80521

RE: Castle Ridge Group Home, PDP210012, Round Number 4

Please see the following summary of comments from City staff and outside reviewing
agencies for your submittal of Castle Ridge Group Home.  If you have questions about any
comments, you may contact the individual commenter or direct your questions through your
Development Review Coordinator, Brandy Bethurem Harras via phone at 970-416-2744 or
via email at bbethuremharras@fcgov.com

Comment Summary:

Department: Development Review Coordinator

Contact: Brandy BethuremHarras, 970-416-2744, bbethuremharras@fcgov.com

Topic: General

Comment Number: 1
07/15/2021:  INFORMATION:
| will be your primary point of contact throughout the development review and
permitting process. If you have any questions, need additional meetings with the
project reviewers, or need assistance throughout the process, please let me

know and | can assist you and your team. Please include me in all email
correspondence with other reviewers and keep me informed of any phone conversations. Thank you!

Ripley: Acknowledged, thank you.

Comment Number: 2

01/31/2022: FOR FINAL PLAN:

As part of your FDP submittal you will respond to the comments provided in this
letter. This letter is provided to you in Microsoft Word format. Please use this
docurment to insert responses to each comment for your submittal, using a
different font color. VWhen replying to the comment letter please be detailed in
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Ripley: Acknowledged.

Ripley: Acknowledged.

Ripley: Acknowledged.

Ripley: Acknowledged.

your responses, as all comments should be thoroughly addressecliT E’rl\évlzdeATTAC FMERT 1

reference to specific project plans or explanations of why comments have not
been addressed, when applicable, avoiding responses like noted or acknowledged.

Comment Number: 3

01/31/2022: FOR FINAL PLAN:

Please follow the Electronic Submittal Requirements and File Naming

Standards found at https:/Amw.fcgov.com/developmentreviewffiles/electronic

submittal requirements and file naming standards v1_8 1 19.pdf?1566857888.

File names should begin with the file type, followed by the project information,

and round number. Example: UTILITY PLANS_PROJECT NAVE_PDP_Rd2.pdf

It may be appropriate to abbreviate some file types, such as Traffic Impact Study to TIS.
*Please disregard any references to paper copies, flash drives, or CDs.

Comment Number: 4

01/31/2022: FOR FINAL PLAN:

Submittals are accepted any day of the week, with VWednesday at noon being
the cut-off for routing the same week. VWWhen you are ready to resubmit your
plans, please notify me advanced notice as possible.

Comment Number: 5

01/31/2022: FOR FINAL PLAN:
Temporary Service Changes - City of Fort Callins Development Review

In order to continue providing thorough reviews and giving every project the
attention it deserves, the City of Fort Callins is implementing temporary
changes in how we serve our development customers. As you may be aware,
we are experiencing staff shortages in a number of key departments, which has
begun to impact the timeliness of our reviews. Ve recognize that development
and construction play a critical role in our community’s vibrancy and economic
recovery, and we have been exploring options for mitigating impacts to our
customers. As a result, we will be making some temporary service changes.

Beginning Monday May 10th one additional week of review time will be added
to all 1st and 2nd round submittals (increase from 3 weeks to 4 weeks).

Comment Number: 7

01/31/2022: FOR HEARING - UPDATED:

We are anticipating the project will be heard at the March 2022 Planning and
Zoning Commission.  Final applicant materials are due 02/14/2022, the work
session is scheduled for 03/04/2022, and the hearing is scheduled for 03/10/2022.
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Ripley: Acknowledged.

Ripley: Acknowledged.

Ripley: Acknowledged.

| will send additional informtion about the work session and heafing anoe e /< V=N 19

are doser to those dates.

07/152021: FORHEARING:

This proposed project is processing as a Type 2 Development Plan. The
decision maker for Type 2 is the Planning and Zoning (P&Z) Commission. For
the hearing, we will formally notify surrounding property owners within 800 feet
(exduding public right-of-way and publicly owned open space).  Staff would
need to be in agreement the project is ready for Hearing approximately 3-5
weeks prior to the hearing. | have attached the P&Z schedule, which has key
dates leading up to the hearing.

Comment Number: 8

07/152021: FORHEARING:

Al "For Hearing" comments need to be addressed and resolved prior to

moving forward with scheduling the Hearing.  Staff would need to be in

agreement the project is ready for Hearing approximately 3 to 5 weeks prior to the hearing.

Comment Number: 9

01/31/2022: FOR FINAL PLAN:

All plans should be saved as optimized/fflattened PDFs to reduce file size and
remove layers.

Per the Electronic Submittal Requirements AutoCAD SHX attributes need to be
removed from the PDF’s.

AutoCAD tums drawing text into comments that appear in the PDF plan set,
and these must be removed prior to submittal as they can cause issues with the
PDF file. The default setting is "1" ("on") in AutoCAD.  To change the setting
and remove this feature, type "EPDFSHX" in the command line and enter "0".
Read this artide at Autodesk.com for more tips on this topic:
https://knowledge.autodesk.com/support/autocad/troubleshooting/caas/sfdcarti
cles/sfdcartides/Drawing-text-appears-as-Comments-in-a-PDF-created-by-AutoCAD.html

Comment Number: 10

01/31/2022: FOR FINAL PLAN:

The request will be subject to the Development Review Fee Schedule:
https://mwmw.fcgov.condevelopmentreview/fees.php

As noted in the comments, there are additional fees required by other
departments, and additional fees at the time of building permit. The City of Fort
Cdllins fee schedule is subject to change — please confirm fees before submitting.

Payments can be made by check or credit card.

If paying by check, make payable to City of Fort Callins. This is accepted at the
Development Review Center, 281 N College Ave, Fort Collins, CO 80524 by
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il or can be placed i the blue drop box located at the west side ar e’ /1 1 ACHMENT 15
building. Please mark it to my attention and reference the project it is associated with.

If paying by credit card, | can process the payment over the phone with you.
Credit card payments indlude a convenience fee of 2% + $0.25 added to all
payments under $2,500.00, and 2.75% added to all payments over $2,500.00.

Ripley: Acknowledged.

Comment Number: 11

01/05/2022:  INFORMATION:

LUC 2.211(D) Project Development Plan and Plat. Following the approval of a
project development plan and upon the expiration of any right of appeal, or upon
the final decision of the City Council following appeal, if applicable, the

applicant must submit a final plan for all or part of the project development plan
within three (3) years... If such approval is not timely obtained, the project
development plan (or any portion thereof which has not received final approval)
shall automatically lapse and become null and void.

Ripley: Acknowledged.

Department: Planning Services
Contact: Kai Kleer, 9704164284, kkleer@fcgov.com
Topic: General
Comment Number: 14

01/31/2022: FOR HEARING - UPDATED:
Further discussion is needed to finalize the operational plan.

OHO3R022 FORHEARING - INRESOLVED:

The operational plan has not been updated in accordance with the previous comment.
09212021 FORHEARING.

Regarding the Operation Plan, staff would only consider the operation of the

facility under its full occupancy and not a staged approach. The operational plan
should really describe each individual element of traffic (e.g., deliveries, trash,
employee 1, 2, 3, mall, efc...). I've asked Traffic Engineering to provide you with

an example that would be appropriate.

Fromthe initial review of the Operational Plan staff will be recommending the following conditions:

"Visiting hours shall be limited from 9AM to 6PM, 7-days a week"

"Visitation shall be scheduled in a way that limits the impacts to on-street

parking and staggers traffic in and out of the neighborhoold.”

"In an effort to mitigate overlap in the need for staff parking during shift changes,

the group home shall provide monetary incentives to encourage: 1) last mile

carpooling from Fossil Creek Park; 2) public transit 3) bicycle ridership”

"Supply, food, and medication delivery shall be limited to certain times of day

that do not overlap employee shift changes and should be limited to 9-6PM, 7-days a week"
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W realize that these will require some tweaking based on mtg%ﬁTACHMENT 15
Plan is updated, however, once finalized we will ask that the notes be added to the site plan.

Ripley: An updated Operational Plan illustrating the facility under full occupancy has been provided.

Department: Traffic Operation
Contact: Steve Gilchrist, 970-224-6175, sqilchrist@fcgov.com
Topic: General

Comment Number: 2
02/01/2022: FOR HEARING - UPDATED:
Staff will want to see a more detailed operational/parking plan that attemmpts to
provide a typical daily schedule for various services, deliveries, etc. that will
create site traffic.  This should be the basis for an operational plan or standard
operating procedure, that will identify how site traffic will be scheduled/planned
and dictated to minimize traffic impacts and ensure that the number of on-site
parking spaces is sufficient to prevent overflow parking into the adjacent private drive.

09/21/2021: FORHEARING:

Thank you for providing the Operational Plan. Ve would like to get some
additional details with regard to how the facility will operate once it is at full
capacity, with Covid restrictions lifted in order to gauge the impacts of the peak
traffic times for this facility. More information about the staggering of shifts, i.e.
will you have six staff members on site during the shift change? Wl deliveries,
doctors visits, be restricted to certain times outside of shift changes?

Ripley: A more detailed Operational Plan illustrating the facility under full occupancy has been provided.

Department: PFA
Contact: Marcus Glasgow, 970-416-2869, marcus.glasgow@poudre-fire.org
Topic: General
Comment Number: 3

02/03/2022: FORPERMT:

To prevent obstruction of access to the fire hydrant, fire lane signage or red
curb-striping shall installed to prevent parking within 15' of hydrants along
access drives or roadways.

Ripley: A note has been added to the site plan stating, “FIRE LANE SIGNAGE OR RED CURB-STRIPING SHALL BE
INSTALLED TO PREVENT PARKING WITHIN 15" OF HYDRANTS ALONG ROADWAY,” to address this comment.
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From: Katie Salter

To: Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL]

Date: Monday, April 5, 2021 9:58:51 PM
Hi Alyssa,

This is Doug Salter. Katie Salter and I live at 613 Castleridge Court. We were both on the
neighborhood meeting zoom call for the development application in our neighborhood tonight.

First, thanks for preserving through a long call.

Second, I want to ensure that it is clear that we would like to follow all laws in the process -
federal, state, and city. I think it would help the neighbors to keep the process clear as to
what is in accordance with what law.

There were multiple comments made that I found concerning. I think it is incumbent on the
applicant to be not only forthright but also forthcoming as to what is an enforceable
commitment and what is not.

Points of concern:

1. The applicants stated in their application that they had talked to neighbors about the
development. Tonight they admitted that this was not really the case.

2. The applicants started by saying tonight that they wanted a home that had better ratios of
staff to resident than other facilities, but then later stated that they were following the
maximum ratio of 6:1 per state law.

3. There was a lot of dialog on parking and most of it unclear and concerning. The applicants
were quite loose on the service providers who will need to visit. Please ensure that this is well
analyzed.

4. The applicants said that they would use appointment only visitation. State law appears to be
in conflict with this assertion. The answer was COVID has allowed it. I think we all hope
that COVID is a transitory situation. It is not at all beyond reason to think that on holidays
50% of the residents will have at least one visitor. Clarity on how the appointment scheme
complies with state law is required. In addition, the applicants never stated the limit on
number of visitors they were planning.

5. They stated that they have read the covenants, but do have not indicated which ones they
will look for variances on. I fully understand that some federal, state, and city laws will trump
covenants, but I think they should be clear on which they are asking for a variance on and
under what basis.

6. I left the conversation completely unclear as to the recourse that neighbors would have
legally and practically for any limitations and riders put on the permit by the city. This needs

much further explanation to be viewed as an acceptable recourse to concerns.

7. The questions about fire codes on the streets was not answered. The city requires some size
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of cul de sac to allow a fire truck to turn around. From the earlier public review it appeared
that the street was not compliant. We have no answer to this yet.

8. The comments on what was permitted through the process under city and state law was
unclear. It seemed that Kai stated it was broad and the applicants said it was narrow. It was
completely not understandable.

Thanks again for your listening, moderating the discussion, and continued transparency in the
process.

Finally, I would like it definitively in the record that my wife and I do not support this
development proposal. We were never contacted about it prior to the first exploratory meeting
with the city. We expect the city to uphold all safety and fire regulations, and justify on the
record by responsible city employee for any exception.

Please include my email in addition to my wife’s on future communications.

Thanks,
Doug Salter
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From: Ruth Fleming

To: Brandy Bethurem Harras; Kai Kleer
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court
Date: Friday, July 09, 2021 3:21:01 PM

Mrs Ruth Fleming
970-222-3323
ruth.e.flemin mail.com

July 9th, 2021

Brandy Harras (Development Review Coordinator)

BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com

Kai Kleer (City Planner and Coordinator)
kkleer@fcgov.com

Dear Brandy and Kai
RE: PEACOCK ASSISTED LIVING (636 Castle Ridge Ct)

| have direct experience with people living with dementia - my brother-in-law was diagnosed
with frontotemporal dementia.

| have learned that residents of such homes are not a problem nor a danger to the
community when they are cared for by experienced people. They need to feel reassured
by having consistent treatment by people they can trust. Living in a smaller home with a
homey feel (rather than a large institution) is a definite advantage for the treatment of
dementia. They are reassured by their fellow housemates and don’t feel estranged
because there are too many people to get to know/recognize.

| have been inside this home and feel it would be ideal for use as an assisted living facility
because it would need very little alteration (and therefore not much upheaval for
neighbors). The hallways are wide (suitable for wheelchairs) and the open center is ideal
for patient recreation. The situation is excellent (being among other family dwellings) which
also benefits patients as there is less noise from surrounding dwellings.

| feel that permission should be given to Peacock Assisted Living to go ahead with their
plans to convert 636 Castle Ridge Court into a 16-bed facility.

Yours sincerely
Ruth Fleming

Email: ruth.e.fleming@gmail.com
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Cell: 970-222-3323
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From: Andrea Rogers

To: Development Review Comments
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court
Date: Friday, September 3, 2021 12:48:30 PM

To whom it may concern,

My name is Andrea Rogers and I am an owner in Miramont subdivision. It has come to my
attention that 636 Castle Ridge Court is seeking "reasonable accommodation" for Peacock
Assisted Living LLC.

As a resident owner in the neighborhood I am opposed to this business operating in our small
neighborhood. Our neighborhood is not set-up for commercial businesses. In addition, this
would cause additional traffic to our neighborhood puting children and families in danger. In
addition, this will cause a tremendous amount of noise to our neighborhood. With 16
residents and the likelihood of nightly Emergency and Fire visits this would greatly impact the
sleep of surrounding nei ghbors Accordmg to Sleep Guldehnes by the Sleep Foundation
isolation) they say this about the
1mportance of sleep in today's times, "Sleep is critical to physical health and effective
functioning of the immune system. It's also a key promoter of emotional wellness

and mental health, helping to beat back stress, depression, and anxiety."

Lastly, this operation will jeopardize the property value of the entire community making this
property an "Institution" not a "Residence". I see this request by Peacock Assisted Living LLC
as an individual trying to "skirt" the system. We cannot allow this to happen. Fort Collins
has long been a community of safe and well cared for residential neighborhoods. This
property will no longer be operating as a single residence and will jeopardize the safety,
wellbeing and financial livelihood of the entire community and should not be allowed to
further it's plans in expanding it's resident capacity to operate on a commercial basis.

For these reasons amongst other concerns not mentioned for the sake of valuing your time, I

hope that the Planning and Zoning Commission will not approve the request of Peacock
Assisted Living. Thank you for your careful examination in this matter.

Sincerely,

Andrea V. Rogers

720-299-5133
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From: srsunde@aol.com

To: Alyssa Stephens; Development Review Comments
Cc: troyt@pds-co.com; sashagwoodard25@gmail.com
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court

Date: Saturday, February 27, 2021 8:24:53 AM
Alyssa,

Thank you for your recent site visit to our neighborhood to see first hand the issues before us concerning
636 Castle Ridge Court.

More than one of us in our development has filed formal ethics complaints against the selling realtor for
intentionally marketing this property to be sold for use in flagrant violation of our HOA Codes and
Covenants and also in violation of current city traffic, parking, safety, and zoning regulations of Fort
Collins.

| have just received a reply from the Colorado Realtors Association that a citation was issued against both
Janelle McGill and Jennifer Kelly of Keller Williams Realty for their ethics violations. There will be more to
come as formal ethics hearings against these realtors are being scheduled.

| have enclosed that communication below for you.

Your actions to protect our city and neighborhoods are most appreciated. Please do not allow this
opportunist to circumvent our zoning regulations in this beautiful city.

Steve Sunderman, MD
970-215-3162

Copy:
Development Review Board,
Miramont HOA Directors

From: Ryan Summers <rsummers@coloradorealtors.com>
To: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>

Cc: Lauren Feigin <Ifeigin@coloradorealtors.com>

Sent: Tue, Feb 23, 2021 10:11 am

Subject: CASE #010521E - Your Ethics Complaint

February 23, 2021

COMPLAINANT: RESPONDENTS:
Steve Sunderman Janelle McGill
607 Castle Ridge Ct. Jennifer Kelly, REALTOR Principal
Ft. Collins, CO 80525 Keller Williams Realty

3720 S College Ave
Ft. Collins, CO 80525

Reference: Case #010521E
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Dear Steve,

An email was sent to you previously notifying you that the Grievance Committee of the
Colorado Association of REALTORS® (CAR) reviewed your ethics complaint and issued a
$300 citation to Janelle McGill and Jennifer Kelly. As Respondents, they had the option to
either: 1) Pay the citation and the case would be closed, or 2) Request an ethics hearing.
The Respondents have chosen to request an ethics hearing. CAR will proceed with the
ethics hearing process in accordance with the procedures of the Code of Ethics and
Arbitration Manual of the National Association of REALTORS®.

The Colorado Association of REALTORS® Grievance Committee convened on January 28,
2021 to evaluate the filing of Ethics Complaint Case #010521E - Sunderman vs. McGill &
Kelly, and the Articles of the Code of Ethics that were cited in the complaint: Articles 1, 2,
11 & 12. The Grievance Committee determined that the allegations made, if taken as true,
may support a violation of Article 12 of the Code of Ethics, and this case has been
forwarded to the Professional Standards Committee for a hearing. However, the Grievance
Committee deleted Articles 1, 2, & 11 from the complaint because they determined the
allegations in the complaint do not demonstrate a violation of those Articles.

As the Complainant, if you do not agree with the Grievance Committee’s decision to delete
Articles, you may appeal the dismissal of Articles 1, 2, & 11 to the Board of Directors
within 20 days of receipt of this notice using the attached Appeal Form. If no appeal is filed,
the complaint, as amended, shall be forwarded to the Professional Standards Committee
for a hearing. If an appeal is filed, then no hearing will be held until the appeal is heard.

The Respondents have been informed of the complaint filed against them and they will be
sent a copy of the complaint. The Respondents will be given 15 days to file a response
with the Association. When we receive the response, you will be sent a copy.

After the reply is received, a date shall be set for an ethics hearing. Each party will then be
sent a list of potential hearing panel members from CAR’s Professional Standards
Committee. You will have the opportunity to challenge anyone on the list before the panel
is selected. All parties shall have the opportunity to present their case at the ethics hearing
to an appointed hearing panel of REALTOR® members.

CAR has received at least one additional ethics complaint against Janelle McGill which is
based on similar allegations surrounding 636 Castle Ridge Court in Fort Collins, Colorado.
Complaints arising out of the same set of circumstances are to be consolidated and heard
in a single hearing. Therefore, both complaints will be heard at the ethics hearing.

In any ethics hearing or other hearing convened to consider the alleged violations of
membership duties, the ultimate burden of proving that the Code of Ethics or other
membership duty has been violated is at all times on the Complainant(s).

“Clear, strong, and convincing” shall be the standard of proof by which alleged violations of
all membership duties, including violations of the Code of Ethics, are determined. Clear,
strong, and convincing shall be defined as that measure or degree of proof which will
produce a firm belief or conviction as to the allegations sought to be established.
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If you have any questions pertaining to these procedures, please call me at 303-785-7125.

Sincerely,

Ryan Summers
Legal & Risk Coordinator

w Knowledge Huppens Here

coldrado assaciation

o
REALTORS
309 Inverness Way South, Englewood. CO 80112

D] 303.785.7115

rsummers@coloradorealtors.com
facebook | twitter | linkedin | youtube

This email message, together with any attachments, is intended only for the use of
the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It may contain information that is
confidential and prohibited from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this message or any
attachment is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify
the original sender at (800)944-6550 and destroy this email, along with any
attachments. Thank you.
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From: Pete Dauster

To: Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court

Date: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 7:07:30 PM
Attachments: Plat.pdf

Notice No. 2.pdf

Good evening Alyssa. | represent the Miramont Planned Community Association. The board has requested
that | reach out to the City of Fort Collins to make sure that the City and its representatives fully understand
that Castle Ridge Court is a private road that is maintained solely by the residents that live on Castle Ridge
Court. This is based on the following:

Attached is the recorded plat for Castle Ridge at Miramont PUD. The last paragraph on the first page of the
plat provides: All maintenance of the above described streets shall be performed by the undersigned (and
his/her successors in interest) until such time as the City expressly assumes, in writing, the duty of such
maintenance.

Also attached is the Second Amendment to the Miramont PUD Declaration, which specifically provides in
Article I, Section 2, as follows: On the plat of CASTLE RIDGE AT MIRAMONT P.U.D. the roads and streets named
Castle Ridge Court and Castle Ridge Place, also shown on the plat as Tract B, are reserved as private roads and
streets and will be conveyed to the Association. Article |, Section adds a provision to the original Declaration
that provides the lots on the Castle Ridge at Miramont Plat shall pay an additional assessment for the
maintenance, repair and upkeep of Castle Ridge Court and Castle Ridge Place until the City takes them over.

The City has not taken over Castle Ridge Court so its maintenance remains the responsibility of the residents.
The residents want to make sure that the City understands this fact in considering the requests of the owners
of 636 Castle Ridge Court moving forward.

Please feel free to give me a call to discuss this matter further. Pete.

Peter J. Dauster
Johnson Muffly & Dauster
PC

323 South College Avenue, Suite 1
Fort Collins, Colorado 80524

Office (970) 482-4846

Facsimile (970) 482-3038

E-Mail: pdauster@nocolawgroup.com

| will be out of the country from December 10 through December 17, returning to the office on December 20.
During this time | will not be checking or returning emails.

COVID-19 UPDATE

Johnson Muffly & Dauster PC remains open to assist our clients. All of our attorneys and staff are fully vaccinated.
For in-person meetings we will continue to observe COVID protocols including social distancing and mask wearing.
Please plan to wear a mask while in our office in compliance with Larimer County guidelines. We are also happy to
conduct client meetings by Zoom or phone for convenience and safety.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is confidential and may be privileged. If you have received this message in error, please (1) do not open any attachments,
(2) reply to the sender that you have received this message in error, and (3) delete this message. Thank you.

MODIFICATION DISCLAIMER: Any modifications you make to any documents enclosed with this correspondence may change their legal significance, including their

interpretation and enforceability. We are not responsible for any modifications made to these documents, which have not been approved by our office. We encourage
you to consult with us regarding any proposed changes to the attached documents.
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From: Linda Schamaun

To: Kai Kleer

Cc: peacockassistedliving@gmail.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Ct Group Home, CDR200096
Date: Friday, May 07, 2021 3:52:06 PM

Attachments: 2021-04-05.development-review.pdf

Dear folks,

My name is Linda Campbell and I've known Vera and Michael for many years. When Vera told me
they were selling their beautiful home, I knew it would take very special buyers to be able to
appreciate the magnitude of what they were able to accomplish in that space.

Vera has shared with me the intention of love and service you folks hope to offer to a very
underserved community - memory care. She also shared some of the neighborhood "push back" you
folks are now experiencing, and I am specifically writing to encourage you!

My mother died with Alzheimer's in 2017. Had we, as a family only had a facility such as you're
proposing, for her. One of 4 siblings who all tried to take her in ourselves, I can personally attest to
the heartrending sorrow we each experienced watching our mom slip away from us. We did the best
we could, but we all felt she would have done so much better in comforting, home-like surroundings
- the like that you intend to provide.

I encourage you to pursue this venture with all your hearts. It is a profession, I know - but also a gift
of compassion to families in such need. And who knows - maybe one of your present day detractors
may find even themselves, one day in such need, and be so grateful you pursued this God-given
passion of service.

Hang in there, stay the course. There is a crown waiting for those who persevere!

Linda Campbell

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Brian Raisley

To: Julie Pignataro; Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Ct public comment
Date: Thursday, September 2, 2021 11:36:45 AM
Representatives,

Thank you for providing the opportunity to provide input and perspective. I live directly
behind the property in question and have for just over 10 years. Some of the characteristics of
the neighborhood that makes it attractive are its walking culture to and from Werner
Elementary, the walking path along the canal and bike lanes on High Castle that are heavily
traveled. For these reasons, as well as large speed bumps, streets like this are not typically
used as access routes for other parts of town. This makes seeing and expecting emergency
vehicles a rarity in the area.

If this facility is approved, it is a reasonable expectation that emergency vehicle use on this
road will increase on a regular basis. These types of facilities also create increased travel from
larger delivery vehicles in order to support medical supply needs, therapy personnel and
transport vans for residents needing to move about non-emergent. A typical response for any
type of medical emergency is at least 1 ambulance, 1 fire apparatus and often 1 or 2 police
vehicles. The police response may not be intuitive, patients with memory care needs often
have episodes of violent responses to staff, self or other in house residents. This is why a
police response would be indicated.

This would create an access challenge on a regular basis for what would be considered a
routine response to this facility. I am unsure how many parking spaces would be provided off
the street. 16 residents receiving visitors and care staff parking would place cars on both sides
of the street in both directions with the exception of the fire lane in front of the property.
Loading patients into an ambulance on a narrow street increases safety concerns for
emergency responders as well as the patient.

Due to the fact that there is only one way in and out of this neighborhood, turning large
vehicles around also becomes a challenge. This may create a situation due to cars being parked
on both sides remote from the property for emergency response vehicles to back all the way
out to High Castle. This would also increase safety concerns for responders and motorists
alike in the area. The entrance to the neighborhood is at the crest of a hill decreasing visibility
for oncoming motorists to see a large apparatus backing out completely blocking the road. The
fire apparatus that would be responding to this location would range from 33' long and weigh
40,000 Ibs to 46' long and weigh 84,000 1bs.. Keeping in mind this would be for the most basic
medical services needs. A fire response to this type of facility would be a minimum of : 3
engines (each 33'L and 40K 1b), 2 Support trucks (each 46'L and 82K Ib), 1 full size SUV and
1 ambulance. This would be at a minimum, a working fire confirmed would cause this to be
upgraded to 2 additional engines (each 33'L and 40K 1b) and at least 1 additional ambulance.
This would again likely require additional resources based on 16 residents varying in mobility.
As you can see, having a facility in an established neighborhood designed like this one comes
with significant challenges and safety concerns for all involved.

Thank you again for providing the opportunity to give perspective and input on this important
matter.

Brian Raisley
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From: Thomas Graff

To: Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Ct.
Date: Saturday, July 24, 2021 2:16:40 PM

Alyssa, I have just reviewed the plan that went forward to the decision maker. I am shocked that two known errors
were included.

This project will require varying degrees of renovation throughout the interior of
the house. There are no plans, however, for exterior additions. The only planned
modification of the exterior house would be the addition of windows for client
rooms.

There are two emergency exit doors being added to the front of the building. This will dramatically change the
single family residential appearance.

Informal community outreach has been had with surrounding property owners
regarding the conversion of this property to a RAL home. No objections were
raised in these talks to the general development principle being outlined in this
proposal.

I was present for discussions with the agent named on the application, Janelle, and never heard anything other than
objections to the plan. I'm sure you are aware of the amount of concern and objection from the neighbors. I would
hope that if the city were to approve this based on false information that there is a reason to expect it to be
overturned by council or the courts.

Can you please tell me how I can clarify if the decision was based on this information, and if so, how I should
proceed to appeal the decision.

Thanks,

Tom Graff
next door neighbor
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From: Janie Arndt

To: Kai Kleer; Brandy Bethurem Harras; Development Review Comments; City Leaders
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Review

Date: Monday, April 12, 2021 10:56:14 AM

Thank you for the opportunity to virtually attend the neighborhood meeting regarding the
property at 636 Castle Ridge Ct. It was very well run by Alyssa Stephens (I don’t have her
email to include her here). I have lived in my present Miramont home for 22 years. 1 don’t
live close enough to the property for its use to have a direct affect on me. I tried to listen to the
meeting as if | was the next door neighbor.

I am a retired Registered Nurse and my mother in law had dementia and lived in a memory
care facility before her death (Morning Star, Fort Collins). These experiences contribute to my
knowledge base on this subject. I like the idea of small group homes to care for the cognitively
impaired of any age. I have a little familiarity with the home on Turnberry.

I DO NOT support the Castle Ridge home being allowed to have 16 residents. I probably
could support a smaller group home of up to 8 residents with concessions agreed upon by the
neighboring homeowners for yard screening and if parking is adequate. My reasons:

o Developers state 3 caregivers can give care and provide meals, cleaning, and laundry for
16 residents. This is unrealistic. They have provided no examples of group homes of 16
doing this.

o Future visitors will not tolerate needing appointments to visit their loved ones. During
the Covid pandemic concessions have been made but I maintain family will want to be
able to drop in on their resident to help ensure the level of care is acceptable.

e Residents will qualify for various therapies and these practitioners will need parking
spaces.

o Residents will have spiritual needs that will also need to be met which will necessitate
visits from clergy and laypersons.

e Volunteers are common in group homes to help with recreational needs (music, crafts,
nail care) and this would also require parking.

Without these types of services I can’t imagine anyone choosing this home. These activities
and more are commonplace in larger memory care facilities.

Another concern of mine for the neighbors is smoking of the staff—will smoking be allowed
on the property to prevent the staff from crossing the street and smoking? I know that sounds
fairly entitled but it’s real. People don’t like it and cigarette butts end up on the ground.

In conclusion I think it is wrong to introduce this density in this neighborhood. This home will
require more parking spaces than can be accommodated. The streets in Miramont are narrower
than the city usually allows and I believe this was originally allowed because of the RL zoning
and the unlikelihood of any high traffic volumes.

Thank you for your attention.
Mary Jane Arndt (Janie)

1027 Pinnacle Pl
Fort Collins, CO 80525
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From: Laurie Johnson

To: Kai Kleer; Marc Virata; Steve Gilchrist

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Group Home - Outside issues with Jan. 22 applicant comments
Date: Sunday, January 30, 2022 5:18:08 PM

Attachments: colorado code assistant living Jan22.pdf
colorado _code hospice Jan22.pdf
Jan "22 Group Hm comments to Dev Rev.docx

Hi attached are items which Kurt and | have reviewed and would appreciate your review and
comments back. Also, there are various items which need cleared up on site, utility, and landscaping

plans.

We look forward to your comments/concerns back to us.

Kurt and Laurie Johnson
612 Castle Ridge Court owners
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From: Barbara Schwerin

To: Kai Kleer

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Court Group Home in Miramont
Date: Friday, January 07, 2022 12:19:06 PM

Kai,

I'll be sending pictures in separate emails.
Barbara Schwerin

601 Castle Ridge Court
970.420.0111

Click to Download
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From: Barbara Schwerin

To: Kai Kleer

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Court Group Home in Miramont
Date: Friday, January 07, 2022 12:15:48 PM

Hello Kai,

I am a resident on Castle Ridge Court. I am concerned about vehicle access on our street. I will be sending you
several pictures in separate emails of trucks/cars on Castle Ridge Court with limited access to our homes.

In one video there is a small sanitation truck with very limited space with vehicles parked on both sides of the street.
Larger trash trucks, FedEx and UPS trucks will have limited space to 'thread the needle'.

I am very concerned about the safety of Castle Ridge Court residents. How will EMS/Fire trucks access our homes
in an emergency?

Thank you,
Barbara Schwerin

601 Castle Ridge Court
970.420.0111
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From: Barbara Schwerin

To: Kai Kleer

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Court Group Home in Miramont
Date: Friday, January 07, 2022 12:21:57 PM

Car has very little space on cul de sac

Barbara Schwerin
601 Castle Ridge Court
970.420.0111

Preview attachment IMG_1919.jpgIMG_1919.jpgl MB
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From: KEN PATRICK

To: Kai Kleer; Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Ct. traffic

Date: Wednesday, December 01, 2021 10:19:19 AM

Hello Kai and Alyssa,

I live in the home right next door to the proposed business on Castle Ridge Ct. |
noted in prior documents that there was a request from the proposed business
owners to send information to the P&Z about estimated traffic/visits to the business
for services to the residents/patients including things such as physical therapy,
occupational therapy, etc. (to also include, in my opinion, and not limited to speech
therapy, wound care, pharmacy, medical waste, oxygen, food deliveries, counseling,
etc.). Have you received any response from the proposed business owners that the
neighbors can review? Will you be forwarding any and all responses to the neighbors
that you receive from the proposed business owners so we can access and review
prior to P&Z?

Please accept this a formal request to notify myself and other neighbors of any
documents received from the proposed business owners with attachment of response
and/or link to documents. Alyssa, | know you previously sent a link where all
documents can be found but | am requesting notification on any updated documents.
Thank you in advance for your time.

Tracey Stefanon
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From: Barbara Schwerin

To: Kai Kleer

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home in Miramont
Date: Friday, January 07, 2022 12:24:46 PM
Attachments: Castle Ridge Group Home in Miramont.eml.msg
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Delivery Truck on Castle Ridge Court

Barbara Schwerin
601 Castle RidgeCourt
970.420.0111
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From: James Dubler

To: Brandy Bethurem Harras

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home
Date: Monday, July 19, 2021 10:50:36 AM
Attachments: Castle Ridge Group Home.docx
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Letter of support attached.
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From: KEN PATRICK

To: City Leaders; Kai Kleer; Alyssa Stephens; Kurt Johnson; Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki; Troy Tafoya; Jesus
Martin; Steve Chacho; Doug Salter

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge proposed project

Date: Thursday, January 06, 2022 8:48:08 PM

Hello all,

This email is in response to the recent documents submitted for the Castle Ridge
Group Home proposal. My family and | live in the home next door to this proposed
project.

In review of the updated documents, they do not appear to include PFA comments
regarding the proposed fire lane. The comment is that this has been "resolved".
Please provide further information on how this is "resolved" as | do not see any
documents with updated information. The last documentation from PFA noted that
nearly the entire street on our side would need to be marked and zoned as a fire
lane. If there has been an update or change in PFA response then we would
appreciate access to the PFA response to review.

Additional comments on documents reviewed:

Comment 3: This is in regard to privacy measures on our side of the home.
Applicants noted they would place a 72" trellis screen" in front of the bay window.

RESPONSE: There are actually two large bay windows and two room windows that
directly face our property in the front. It is unclear if the trellis screen would be over
both bay windows and no comment on screening of other windows. | request you
receive clarification. We would appreciate the applicants provide other solutions in
addition to trellis as well as a better conceptualization of what this would actually look
like from our vantage point. The trellis does not appear to be consistent with the
esthetics of the neighborhood. In addition, applicant notes "significant tree and plant
material exists in southern neighbor's property that currently provides screening".
This statement is incorrect. The tree and plant material does not provide screening of
bay windows noted above nor does it provide screening along a significant portion
along the property line in the backyard. The applicants state that "waterlines make
planting along a portion of the house unfeasible". This does not include the privacy in
the backyard area. The prior owners had plantings and a large tree in the area
directly across the fence area in the applicants backyard. The tree and bushes have
been removed prior to purchase of the home. It appears that the applicants should
be able to provide tree and plant material on their side of the fence for screening.

Finally, the proposed wrought iron fence appears to be slated and therefore would not
provide much in the way of screening or privacy nor, as far as | understand it, is it
within HOA regulations.

Please see attached photos for details.
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Comment 8: This is in regards to trash. Applicant states laundry would be managed
on site and medical waste as "pill bottles".

RESPONSE: It would seem unusual that there would not be more medical waste or
biohazardous waste for a proposed memory care facility potentially serving 16
residents. Please request clarification from applicants.

Comment 14: This is in regards to traffic. The applicants do not appear to have
responded entirely to the question regarding traffic. The request was to "really
describe each individual element of traffic, i.e. deliveries, trash, employee, mail,
etc.)".

RESPONSE: The amount of traffic and employees needed to run a facility such as
this with a possible 16 residents appears to be grossly underrepresented or
underestimated by the applicants. The number of staff noted is the state minimum for
ratio of caregiver to resident. The applicants also discuss only 3 staff members per
shift during the day. Again, this is the minimum required by the state for caregivers.
The caregiver to staff ratio is designed for the caring of the residents and not facility
tasks. Caregivers at similar facilities are not likely to also provide all food prep and
cooking, food delivery, dishes, bed changes, laundry, housecleaning, yard
maintenance, facility maintenance, etc.

Additional services performed at similar facilities who care for memory care residents
include items such as pharmacy delivery, medication administration by certified
personnel, oxygen and other durable medical equipment delivery and maintenance,
occupational therapy, physical therapy, exercise class, activities or performances,
etc. There is no comment or estimate to the amount of traffic and parking anticipated
from such services. One of the applicants stated that she is a therapist by training
and worked in several facilities who cared for similar residents. Do the applicants
assume that none of their residents will need such services or activities? The
residents will need continued medical care, dental care, eye/vision care, hearing care,
etc. Will providers be coming on site or will the residents be transported to these
appointments? What about religious services or visits? What about resident outings
or use of services in the community?

According to the Colorado Compendium of Residential Care and Assisted Living
Regulations and Policy: 2015 Edition, “Facilities must provide protective oversight
and a physically safe and sanitary environment; personal services (i.e.,
assistance with activities of daily living, instrumental activities of daily living,
individualized social supervision, and transportation); and social and recreational
services, both within the facility and in the local community, based on residents’
interests”.

The applicants state they will limit visitation, however, per Colorado Code of
Regulations for Assisted Living (CCR 1011-1 Chapter 7,

http://havenseniorliving.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/State-Rules-for-Assisted-
Living-facilities.pdf) — section 13.1, A4 under residents rights indicate a “right to have

visitors at any time”. The applicants have noted that they will take residents who are
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on hospice care. Hospice patient visitation cannot be restricted. With the potential
for 16 residents, some at the end of life, there is likely to be higher traffic levels and
parking needs for visitation.

Traffic and parking for the additional services, visitation and for the complete
operation of the facility need to be taken into consideration. The solution of
carpooling, public transit (closest bus stop is nearly a mile away) and bike ridership
does not appear to be a realistic solution for not only staff and visitors but for other
traffic such as deliveries that may need closer parking. This neighborhood has only
one entrance and exit point with a 3 court area with limited on street parking given
driveways.

REQUEST: We request that the applicants provide a full and detailed traffic and
parking description and that the planning and zoning department make assessment
on accuracy when in comparison to similar facilities. Such an increase in traffic and
parking in this neighborhood would substantially alter the nature, character and
possibly the safety of the neighborhood. With such increase in business and
visitation traffic and parking within the residential neighborhood there is a high
likelihood that there would be parking on both sides of the narrow street thus likely
impeding emergency response vehicles maneuvering. At current residential levels
this is not an issue.

Finally, as previously submitted, we are opposed to the determination of reasonable
accommodation for 16 residents in a residential area due to significantly increased
impact from a traffic, parking and safety as well as substantially changing the nature
and character of the neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Again, please see attachments for
pictures of areas needing screening.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need further information.
Kindest regards,
Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

642 Castle Ridge Ct.
Traceyken@comcast.net
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From: KEN PATRICK

To: City Leaders; Kai Kleer; Alyssa Stephens; Kurt Johnson; Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki; Troy Tafoya; Jesus
Martin; Steve Chacho; Doug Salter

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge proposed project

Date: Thursday, January 6, 2022 8:48:07 PM

Hello all,

This email is in response to the recent documents submitted for the Castle Ridge
Group Home proposal. My family and | live in the home next door to this proposed
project.

In review of the updated documents, they do not appear to include PFA comments
regarding the proposed fire lane. The comment is that this has been "resolved".
Please provide further information on how this is "resolved" as | do not see any
documents with updated information. The last documentation from PFA noted that
nearly the entire street on our side would need to be marked and zoned as a fire
lane. If there has been an update or change in PFA response then we would
appreciate access to the PFA response to review.

Additional comments on documents reviewed:

Comment 3: This is in regard to privacy measures on our side of the home.
Applicants noted they would place a 72" trellis screen" in front of the bay window.

RESPONSE: There are actually two large bay windows and two room windows that
directly face our property in the front. It is unclear if the trellis screen would be over
both bay windows and no comment on screening of other windows. | request you
receive clarification. We would appreciate the applicants provide other solutions in
addition to trellis as well as a better conceptualization of what this would actually look
like from our vantage point. The trellis does not appear to be consistent with the
esthetics of the neighborhood. In addition, applicant notes "significant tree and plant
material exists in southern neighbor's property that currently provides screening".
This statement is incorrect. The tree and plant material does not provide screening of
bay windows noted above nor does it provide screening along a significant portion
along the property line in the backyard. The applicants state that "waterlines make
planting along a portion of the house unfeasible". This does not include the privacy in
the backyard area. The prior owners had plantings and a large tree in the area
directly across the fence area in the applicants backyard. The tree and bushes have
been removed prior to purchase of the home. It appears that the applicants should
be able to provide tree and plant material on their side of the fence for screening.

Finally, the proposed wrought iron fence appears to be slated and therefore would not
provide much in the way of screening or privacy nor, as far as | understand it, is it
within HOA regulations.

Please see attached photos for details.
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Comment 8: This is in regards to trash. Applicant states laundry would be managed
on site and medical waste as "pill bottles".

RESPONSE: It would seem unusual that there would not be more medical waste or
biohazardous waste for a proposed memory care facility potentially serving 16
residents. Please request clarification from applicants.

Comment 14: This is in regards to traffic. The applicants do not appear to have
responded entirely to the question regarding traffic. The request was to "really
describe each individual element of traffic, i.e. deliveries, trash, employee, mail,
etc.)".

RESPONSE: The amount of traffic and employees needed to run a facility such as
this with a possible 16 residents appears to be grossly underrepresented or
underestimated by the applicants. The number of staff noted is the state minimum for
ratio of caregiver to resident. The applicants also discuss only 3 staff members per
shift during the day. Again, this is the minimum required by the state for caregivers.
The caregiver to staff ratio is designed for the caring of the residents and not facility
tasks. Caregivers at similar facilities are not likely to also provide all food prep and
cooking, food delivery, dishes, bed changes, laundry, housecleaning, yard
maintenance, facility maintenance, etc.

Additional services performed at similar facilities who care for memory care residents
include items such as pharmacy delivery, medication administration by certified
personnel, oxygen and other durable medical equipment delivery and maintenance,
occupational therapy, physical therapy, exercise class, activities or performances,
etc. There is no comment or estimate to the amount of traffic and parking anticipated
from such services. One of the applicants stated that she is a therapist by training
and worked in several facilities who cared for similar residents. Do the applicants
assume that none of their residents will need such services or activities? The
residents will need continued medical care, dental care, eye/vision care, hearing care,
etc. Will providers be coming on site or will the residents be transported to these
appointments? What about religious services or visits? What about resident outings
or use of services in the community?

According to the Colorado Compendium of Residential Care and Assisted Living
Regulations and Policy: 2015 Edition, “Facilities must provide protective oversight
and a physically safe and sanitary environment; personal services (i.e.,
assistance with activities of daily living, instrumental activities of daily living,
individualized social supervision, and transportation); and social and recreational
services, both within the facility and in the local community, based on residents’
interests”.

The applicants state they will limit visitation, however, per Colorado Code of
Regulations for Assisted Living (CCR 1011-1 Chapter 7,

http://havenseniorliving.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/State-Rules-for-Assisted-
Living-facilities.pdf) — section 13.1, A4 under residents rights indicate a “right to have

visitors at any time”. The applicants have noted that they will take residents who are
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on hospice care. Hospice patient visitation cannot be restricted. With the potential
for 16 residents, some at the end of life, there is likely to be higher traffic levels and
parking needs for visitation.

Traffic and parking for the additional services, visitation and for the complete
operation of the facility need to be taken into consideration. The solution of
carpooling, public transit (closest bus stop is nearly a mile away) and bike ridership
does not appear to be a realistic solution for not only staff and visitors but for other
traffic such as deliveries that may need closer parking. This neighborhood has only
one entrance and exit point with a 3 court area with limited on street parking given
driveways.

REQUEST: We request that the applicants provide a full and detailed traffic and
parking description and that the planning and zoning department make assessment
on accuracy when in comparison to similar facilities. Such an increase in traffic and
parking in this neighborhood would substantially alter the nature, character and
possibly the safety of the neighborhood. With such increase in business and
visitation traffic and parking within the residential neighborhood there is a high
likelihood that there would be parking on both sides of the narrow street thus likely
impeding emergency response vehicles maneuvering. At current residential levels
this is not an issue.

Finally, as previously submitted, we are opposed to the determination of reasonable
accommodation for 16 residents in a residential area due to significantly increased
impact from a traffic, parking and safety as well as substantially changing the nature
and character of the neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Again, please see attachments for
pictures of areas needing screening.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need further information.
Kindest regards,
Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

642 Castle Ridge Ct.
Traceyken@comcast.net

Packet pg. 123



ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

From: Laurie Johnson

To: Kai Kleer

Cc: "Kurt Johnson"

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments from Johnsons, Kurt and Laurie on the December 8, 2021, 636 Group Home proposal
Date: Friday, January 14, 2022 1:41:35 PM

Attachments: Group home ROUND 3 Jan 2021.docx

Hello Kai

Here are Kurt and my comments on the latest group home applicant responses to the city on 12-8-
21.

This is from us, not me as an ACC lead. There is so much more we could add, but it has been said
before. We look forward to your responses. Kurt does have the PFA letter; he had to do a FOIA.
Once we respond to the fire marshal, we shall copy you too. We want all our comments on public
record. Can you have this uploaded into the appropriate files?

| have attached quite a few pictures which show the property with no blooming bushes. It shows
some we just took with snow which really allows you to see where there is no shielding/screening.

The rear ones were taken across the Mail Creek Ditch.

They did add cameras in the front but they did not put them where they said they were going to be.
We are very skeptical that they will follow rules or do what they said they would do.

As stated, look forward to your responses. Note, we have not seen the water district persons
comments. Can those be uploaded too?

Take care,

Kurt and Laurie Johnson
612 Castle Ridge Court
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From: JAMES H BARNETT

To: Development Review Comments

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Castle Ridge Group Home Proposal / Parcel # 9601408002
Date: Monday, April 5, 2021 6:03:30 PM

Sirs:

I wish to express my opposition to the group home proposal on Castle Ridge Court in Fort Collins.

My mother currently resides in an eight resident group home in Fort Collins. While we like the care she receives
there, I often wonder how the neighbors feel about this business venture in their neighborhood.

There are two employees on duty during the day and (I believe) only one employee there at night. This home sits on
a corner lot on a major east/west street in Fort Collins.

So, there is parking along the front of the home and probably at least six cars can park in designated parking spaces
along the west side of the home. Now, compare that to Castle Ridge Court. Castle Ridge is not a major
thoroughfare! Other than the driveway and maybe a couple of spaces in front, there is NO parking! With cars
parked on each side of the street, only one car can get through!

On Easter Sunday, at my mother’s home, all but one lady, (seven residents) had visitors and they were all there in
the morning! I realize every day isn’t a holiday; but, on any given day, in addition to the regular visitors, there are
hospice employees who come in twice a week to check and bathe the ladies (3) on Hospice, physical therapists, one
lady has speech pathology regularly, some families have hired healthcare agencies to check on their loved ones, the
Hospice chaplain comes every so often, as does Assoc. in Family Medicine to check on their patients, the
hairdresser just received permission to come in again every two weeks, and, upon a death or emergency, a fire truck
and ambulance will arrive. I admit even I have been amazed at all the different people, representing many different
entities coming and going!

Since I now have first hand knowledge of such a facility, it is beyond my imagination how a little narrow street
could possibly accommodate a group home of any size, let alone a facility for 16 residents! It would really ruin the
peace and quiet those homeowners now enjoy when they chose to live there.

The saying, “it takes a village” is so relevant in a care facility for our valued senior citizens. Please consider
thoughtfully my comments when you make your decision.

Respectfully submitted,
Peggy Barnett

821 Southridge Greens Blvd
Fort Collins, CO. 80525

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ilhaake35@aol.com

To: Brandy Bethurem Harras

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Diaz Memory Care community
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 8:44:18 AM
Brandy Harras,

I am writing in regards to the development of the new memory care community in Fort Collins
with the Diaz family. I have personally worked with Xioma and find her an outstanding
physical therapist. She is very conscientious about her clients and I foresee that she would also

be the same with this memory care community.
I highly recommend the Diaz's to run a smaller community where staffing is based more on a

personal basis than a larger community.
I hope that you will consider them in the development and encourage the small business to

care for a senior population in Fort Collins.

Sincerely,
LouAnne McBride PTA

Sent from the all new AOL app for Android
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From: Mike Leuzze

To: Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Follow-up questions from neighborhood meeting
Date: Monday, April 5, 2021 7:47:23 PM

Hi Alyssa,

Thanks for organizing and moderating the neighborhood meeting today for 636 Castle Ridge Ct.

| have some questions for you more related to the overall process than the specifics of resolving this
dispute.

What was the expected purpose of the meeting today? It appears to me the process was to enable the
Applicants and the Residents to share concerns with each other, however, | don't really see any of the
discussions today either swaying the Applicants from their plans (unless they are convinced their plans
won't go through, or will be limited such that they aren't financially viable) nor the residents significantly
swayed from their concerns and their desire not to have this happen from any discussions that took place
today.

| suspect most or all residents expected this discussion to include the people who would be responsible
for either making the decision or mitigating the decision (such as limiting to 8 residents instead of 16),
instead we just apparently spoke to each other. Our thinking was that we'd be able to let the decision
makers aware of the concerns, not the Applicants.

And being a resident and being generally opposed to this group home, it feels all we actually did today
was to equip the Applicants with the details of all the objections, to enable them to analyze these and
think up of reasons and rationales to convince this city it should go through.

Is there a future part of the process where the residents speak to the decision makers directly with their
concerns?

Thanks, Mike
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To: Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fw: Email regarding Castle Ridge Roads.pdf
Date: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 6:19:29 PM

Attachments: 10-19-2016 Existing Pavement Evaluation (EEC).pdf
Castle Ridge Street Acceptance Report.pdf
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Alyssa, attached are the two relevant reports concerning the road.

Kurt

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Laurie Johnson <lbjmom@comcast.net>

To: "kejlbj@yahoo.com" <kejlbj@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 6, 2021, 08:53:47 AM MST
Subject: Fwd: Email regarding Castle Ridge Roads.pdf

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Robert Mosbey <rmosbey@fcgov.com>
Date: March 5, 2021 at 2:14:04 PM MST

To: Laurie Johnson <lbjmom@comcast.net>
Cc: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>
Subject: RE: Email regarding Castle Ridge Roads.pdf

Hi Laurie,

Attached are the reports and a couple of invoices for repairs that were provided to me when

we were evaluating acceptance of the roadways.

Let me know if you have any further questions.

Thanks and enjoy the weekend!

Rob

ROB MOSBEY, MNAS
Asset Manager — Engineering

City of Fort Collins
970-416-4259 office
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From: Laurie Johnson <|bjmom@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, March 4, 2021 10:34 AM

To: Robert Mosbey <rmosbey@fcgov.com>

Cc: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Email regarding Castle Ridge Roads.pdf

Hi
This is Laurie Johnson, Of Castle Ridge Court.
Here is the email | was given by Faith who is property mgr for Miramont PUD.

It cites boring results, other items which must have been measured in person. We are
looking for the detailed engineering report analyses.

Does this help locate those detailed reports? They should be in your file during that date
timeframe.

Thanks we the residents need those please. There is a proposed P&Z change so that is
why we the residents need the detailed engineering reports.

Regards
Laurie Johnson
Castle ridge resident

Sent from my iPad
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From: Don Huss

To: Kai Kleer

Cc: Development Review Comments

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group home at 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Ft Collins 80525
Date: Monday, April 5, 2021 1:10:07 PM

This is a residential neighborhood and is zoned as such.

There is no business zoning within several thousand yards

Of the proposed business. There is no place for ample parking
In the neighborhood. The business would require 8 to 12 spaces
And there is no room for that many spaces.

Traffic is a major problem as we have a grade school a block

From the proposed business at 636 Castle Ridge Ct. We have

Children being dropped off and picked up less than a block from

This proposed business. We have a lot of traffic up and down
Highcastle as it is, with houses and apartments to our south.

People use Highcastle as a short-cut to shopping on Harmony Road.
The next thing they will want to do is put a stop light at Castle Ridge Ct
And Highcastle.

Last, other than devaluing our neighborhood, it would be dangerous

For residents of this home because of all of the activity in the area.

We live on Highcastle and love our neighborhood. Because of the added
Employees and visitors to group home, this will add a huge burden on
The neighborhood.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Debbie Graff
To: KEN PATRICK
Cc: Alyssa Stephens; Kurt Johnson; cbsisson@gmail.com; srsunde@aol.com; schacho@aol.com; Karen Kotecki;

tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; |bjmom@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com; Jen Ryan;
kchacho@aol.com; JESSIEMARTIN 2000@yahoo.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] No objections!!!!! What???

Date: Saturday, July 24, 2021 2:26:56 PM

Also. In the comments:

As an RAL home this project would fall under the licensing prevue of the Colorado
Department of Public Health and Environment. In addition to local building codes this project
would have to comply with the 2018 Facility Guidelines Institute Guidelines for Design and
Construction of Residential Health, Care, and Support Facilities.

Informal community outreach has been had with surrounding property owners regarding the
conversion of this property to a RAL home. No objections were raised in these talks to the
general development principle being outlined in this proposal.

Thank you for you time and expertise in reviewing the project.

Debbie's iPhone

On Jul 7, 2021, at 9:19 PM, KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net> wrote:

Thank you for the update Alyssa. | would like further clarification on the
implications of Mr. Sizemore's approval of the request as stated in the
attachment and what the next steps including timing are with regards to
further meetings and hearing.

Thank you.

Tracey Stefanon

On 07/07/2021 2:47 PM Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>
wrote:

Hi all,

I’m reaching out to provide an update on the Reasonable
Accommodation process for 636 Castle Ridge Ct. The attached letter
includes the findings by CDNS Director Paul Sizemore. Apologies
that this wasn’t shared sooner—I was out of office last week.

As of this morning, an application has been received for the project,
and is being checked for completeness. All the comments previously
received on this project will be attached to this application, and
shared with decision-makers if the project goes to a hearing.
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I’d be happy to set up a time to chat about what the process looks like
from here if folks are interested.

Please do share this with your neighbors—I know this isn’t everyone
who has emailed me regarding this project in the past.

Best,

Alyssa Stephens ua
Neighborhood Development Liaison
City of Fort Collins Neighborhood Services

Submit a public comment| Track Development Proposals
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From: nancypell@aol.com

To: Julie Pignataro; Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposal at 636 Castle Ridge Ct.
Date: Tuesday, September 7, 2021 6:18:02 PM

Dear Ms. Pignataro and Ms. Stephens,

We have read the documents regarding the proposal to convert the residential home at 636 Castle Ridge
Ct. into a 16 resident Assisted Living business. We are much opposed to the proposal. We understand
that the group doing this has claimed that they should be allowed to do this under the Fair Housing
Amendment. That may be the case for 8 residents, but why are they being granted "accommodation” for
16 residents. Our city ordinance allows 8 residents. The Fair Housing Act does not require any
community to give special "accommodation” that goes against set city ordinances. We are concerned
this was offered without the community's input and wonder how that could have happened.

Having a 16 Resident Assisted Living business in the neighborhood will be a major safety issue. The
increased traffic and parking from residents, service providers and visitors is concerning as we have a
school close by and a lot of small children living in the area.

The modifications necessary to accommodate 16 residents will change the entire community. What was
once a beautiful residential community will now look like an industrial development. The city ordinances
require so much land front and back to make residents look attractive. Again why are you giving special
"accommodation” to this proposal? We are much opposed.

Thank you!

Nancy and Mark Pellman
815 Napa Valley Drive
Fort Collins, CO 80525
#970-690-0524-Nancy
#970-691-0524-MArk
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From: SHERRY GARDNER

To: Julie Pignataro; Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Castle Ridge Group Home
Date: Sunday, September 12, 2021 9:44:06 PM

Ms. Pignataro and Ms. Stephens

Like those who attended the Sept 7, 2021, City Council meeting, we too are frustrated
at the lack of follow up information regarding the proposed group home to be located
at 636 Castle Ridge Ct.

To date, it seems like City staff are merely accumulating information and not sharing
what happens with the information. Moreover, our neighborhood members would like
to know how this process works so that we can proactively express our concerns
about the proposal.

This group home would have a significant impact on the neighborhood. Safety would
be compromised, the facility will look and feel like an industrial institution following the
proposed modifications, and the number of proposed residents is completely outside
of the current number allowed in Fort Collins.

We appreciate your adding these comments to those submitted by others as this
process has drawn on or forwarding them as appropriate.

Thank you

Hank and Sherry Gardner
5331 Highcastle Ct
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From: Lisa Whittington

To: Development Review Comments

Cc: eric.shenk@gmail.com; peacockassistedliving@gmail.com; Brandy Bethurem Harras;
stephanie@ripleydesigninc.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re the Castle Ridge Group Home — PDP210012

Date: Sunday, September 5, 2021 3:45:08 PM

DATE:

September 5, 2021

TO:

Fort Collins Development Review, @Development Review Comments
devreviewcomments@fcgov.com

cc to:

Brandy Harras, City of Fort Collins Development Review Coordinator
BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com

cc to:

Eric Shenk, ceric.shenk(@gmail.com

Xioma Diaz, peacockassistedliving(@gmail.com

cc to:

Stephanie Hansen, stephanie@ripleydesigninc.com

FROM:

Lisa Whittington, lisawhittington2 mail.com

RE:

Castle Ridge Group Home — PDP210012

Dear Fort Collins Development Review, and to whom it may concern:

I am writing this letter in support of the Castle Ridge Group Home project and wish to express my
personal opinions based on my experiences touring the home and also on my experiences helping a
family member live with disabilities. I'd also like to note that I have a degree in Urban Studies &
Planning from UCSD.

ndergraduat ree and my r
My degree's thesis focused specifically on how communities can better provide accommodations for
people living with age-related infirmities and intellectual disabilities. My understanding of the Castle
Ridge Group Home is that it appears to be in line with my undergraduate research, which showed
that people requiring help exist on a spectrum of needs and they do best when they are involved with
the design and functioning of their own home environments such that that those environments meet
their specific needs as they understand them within the framework of legal and institutional safety
and health regulations of the community.

a. Specifically, my research revealed that people who need to live in congregate settings for support
overwhelmingly prefer to live in their own rooms without roommates, and further, they prefer to
have control over their own lighting and environmental controls, including doors to the rooms over
which they have some measure of control and input. My understanding of the Castle Ridge Group
Home is that the home will provide accommodations for 1 person per room, which is ideally suited
for meeting the specific needs of that 1 person’s specific level of limitations, with accompanying
necessary monitoring by staff for safety and health purposes. A room of one’s own for each person
living with a limitation or disability provides a safe haven, which research shows supports thriving
and growing to the best of that person’s ability.

b. The layout also means that residents’ private doors open only to the inside of the house and not
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the outside, which adds an extra layer of security and protection for all stakeholders. My research
showed that residents of group homes overwhelmingly preferred that their doors lead to the inside of
the house.

c. The Castle Ridge Group Home’s layout is further conducive to supporting multiple levels of needs
within a framework of safety for residents’ specific limitations as well as minimizing disturbance to
the neighborhood surroundings. For instance, I feel the home offers a secluded, private, completely
enclosed courtyard that allows the safe social interaction that residents need to enjoy fresh air and
sunshine securely with close monitoring by the on-site staff, who as I understand it will be present in
abundant staff-patient ratios.

2. My personal experience.
I speak of these issues from a perspective of personal experience. I strongly feel this home meets a

need and not a want in the community. My mother lived with a spinal cord disorder most of her adult
life, and my father was her primary caretaker. After he died, she wanted to live as independently as
possible and therefore turned down offers to live with me and my sister, so we spent months looking
for a group-home situation that would allow her to live out her days in safety and independence as
she wished. But such a home did not exist in our community. My mother ended up deciding to live
in an impersonal, corporate-owned retirement-apartment community that did not fully meet her
needs because that was all that was available to her at the time. The Castle Ridge Home, on the other
hand, would clearly have been able to meet her needs had it been available to us.

I wish the Castle Ridge Home had been an option for my family. We would have jumped on it and I
believe my mother would have thrived in it and lived out her days peacefully in its comfort and
safety, and I feel it would have been of great benefit not only to her but also to our entire family and
our surrounding community.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted,
Lisa Whittington
lisawhittington28@gmail.com
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From: nancypell

To: Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Proposal at 636 Castle Ridge Ct.
Date: Thursday, September 9, 2021 10:41:01 AM

Thank you for your response. We still dont understand why "Reasonable accommodation" was
given to this project when what they are doing is anything but reasonable for our
neighborhood. Having read the Federal Housing Act and the American with Disabilities Act
we still feel that the project goes beyond their requirements by allowing 16 units, not 8. 8 units
meet the standards of those acts and our city ordinances. Makes us feel like something was
done that should be scrutinized more closely. Hopefully, you will not rush into making this
happen before it can be researched fully.

As for us, we still do not support the project and will not support the city council members and
other city employees who dont realize the negative impact this will have on our neighborhood
community.

Nancy and Mark Pellman
815 Napa Valley Drive
Fort Collins, CO 80525

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device

-------- Original message --------

From: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>
Date: 9/9/21 10:20 AM (GMT-07:00)

To: nancypell@aol.com

Subject: RE: Proposal at 636 Castle Ridge Ct.

Hi Nancy,

Thank you so much for reaching out and sharing your concerns about the potential group
home on Castle Ridge Ct. As you may have heard, the property recently went through a
“Reasonable Accommodation” process. This is a process designed to protect the housing
rights of what the federal government calls “protected classes”, including folks with a
disability.

The Reasonable Accommodation process is a bit different than other development review
processes as far as neighbor feedback goes. It is very narrowly focused on whether the
property should be exempted from certain zoning regulations (in this case, the maximum
number allowed in a group home) in order to allow equal housing access to a protected class
(eg, disabled people). The process is based in the Federal Fair Housing Act and Americans
with Disabilities Act, and local governments are limited in how they can regulate these types
of facilities.
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There’s also a strong privacy component that is meant to protect the personal information and
rights of those with disabilities. As a result, there aren’t any public hearings or public notice
for a Reasonable Accommodation determination, and it doesn’t consider many of things like
parking or architecture that are a huge part of the development review process. You can find
the City’s codes related to Reasonable Accommodations are located here:

https:/library.municode.com/co/fort collins/codes/land use?
nodeld=ART2AD_ DIV2.19REACPR.

The RA was approved for 16 people, but there was a condition of approval that they go
through the development review process and meet all the standards for group homes in the RL
zone. While the Land Use Code (LUC) was written with “complete” neighborhoods in mind
—where people can find a mix of different types of housing to meet their needs, as well as
access services nearby, the LUC does recognize that some types of uses (including group
homes) are a bit more “intensive” or impactful than others, which is why there are generally
additional reviews and requirements in place for group homes (including neighborhood
meetings, parking requirements, review by the Planning and Zoning Commission, etc.).

Issues like increased traffic and parking are being considered as part of the development
review process, so | would encourage you to review the application materials (posted here
about one week after they are received) and provide feedback on these elements. The
development review process provides a greater opportunity for public input, testimony, and
appeal of a project, as well as more specific discussion of the impacts of a group home on the
surrounding neighborhood (parking, traffic, etc.).

The project is currently undergoing staff review to ensure it meets the standards in the Land
Use Code. Once the project goes through staff review, it would go to the Planning and Zoning
Commission for a decision. That would mean a public hearing with opportunity for testimony
from you and your neighbors. If you got a letter in the mail for the neighborhood meeting,
you’ll also get one prior to any hearing. The Commission makes a decision at the hearing.
There’s then a fourteen day appeal period where applicants or neighbors can appeal a decision
to City Council.

I know this is a lot of information—please let me know if you’d like to chat on the phone
about what to expect in the development review process, and how you can provide comments
on traffic, parking, etc.

Best,
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Alyssa Stephens wa
Neighborhood Development Liaison

City of Fort Collins Neighborhood Services

Submit a public comment| Track Development Proposals

From: nancypell@aol.com <nancypell@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 7, 2021 6:18 PM

To: Julie Pignataro <jpignataro@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposal at 636 Castle Ridge Ct.

Dear Ms. Pignataro and Ms. Stephens,

We have read the documents regarding the proposal to convert the residential home at 636 Castle Ridge
Ct. into a 16 resident Assisted Living business. We are much opposed to the proposal. We understand
that the group doing this has claimed that they should be allowed to do this under the Fair Housing
Amendment. That may be the case for 8 residents, but why are they being granted "accommodation" for
16 residents. Our city ordinance allows 8 residents. The Fair Housing Act does not require any
community to give special "accommodation" that goes against set city ordinances. We are concerned
this was offered without the community's input and wonder how that could have happened.

Having a 16 Resident Assisted Living business in the neighborhood will be a major safety issue. The
increased traffic and parking from residents, service providers and visitors is concerning as we have a
school close by and a lot of small children living in the area.

The modifications necessary to accommodate 16 residents will change the entire community. What was
once a beautiful residential community will now look like an industrial development. The city ordinances
require so much land front and back to make residents look attractive. Again why are you giving special
"accommodation” to this proposal? We are much opposed.
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Nancy and Mark Pellman
815 Napa Valley Drive
Fort Collins, CO 80525
#970-690-0524-Nancy

#970-691-0524-MArk
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From: KEN PATRICK
To: jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; Development Review Comments; Alyssa Stephens; Kai Kleer
Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; srsunde@aol.com; schacho@aol.com; Karen Kotecki; kchacho@aol.com;

debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com;
Ibjmom@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com; Jen Ryan

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal
Date: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:45:03 PM
Hello Kai,

We are a family of four living in the home on the corner, direct neighbor to the house
proposed for this project. We would also like to thank you for holding the
neighborhood meeting and we agree with other said sentiments that we are even
more opposed to the project proposed. The applicants made what appears to be, at
least in part, a fraudulent application to the city stating they had talked with the
neighbors and that the appearance of the house from the street would not change. |
agree with previous comments from other neighbors that their responses were ad hoc
and inconsistent. | have no confidence that what the applicants are presenting to the
city is exactly what the project entails.

Initially, they stated that the appearance of the front of the house would not change
then | ater in the meeting it was revealed that they would remove the front
landscaping and replace with parking. There is not enough room for a turn around or
drive thru in the front of the house without taking out all of the landscaping and further
impacting the proposed spaces in the driveway. This would totally change the
appearance of the house and not consistent with the neighborhood. In addition, the
question regarding how they were going to deal with the exposure to our backyard
(which is a much larger line) was not addressed nor did it appear that the applicants
had even taken this into consideration.

| feel they are misrepresenting the type of residents that would be at the facility
therefore misrepresenting the project and the amount of traffic and emergency calls.
They stated in the meeting that the residents would not have significant medical
issues and even stated taking insulin as an example to decline a resident. Then later
stated that they would take residents on hospice. It is unclear to me how a person
could be on hospice and have no significant medical conditions.

| feel they are misrepresenting the amount of traffic that would be coming in and out
of the facility with regards to not only staff, but also visitors, delivery trucks, other
ancillary medical providers and medical equipment, etc. The average number of
visits (from all sources) should be based on data and not on a best guess or the
applicants prior experience in working in larger facilities as it would be quite unusual
that an employed physical therapist not living at the facility would be privy to all the
comings and goings at the facility at all hours of the day and night. | would request in
the traffic study there be accurate data on the average number of EMS calls/response
to similar facilities. As stated in the meeting, EMS (ambulance) response is often
accompanied by a fire truck in respiratory related calls and many other medical calls
that require lift and/or assistance. | have a study from Poudre Fire Authority noting
that 2/3 of the response calls they attend on an annual basis are medical calls. With
regards to visitation, it appears unrealistic to have a long term policy for visitation of
the residents on an appointment only basis. | would request that the city consider an
independent assessment of the traffic.

| hope that you will take all of the concerns and considerations sent to you when
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looking at this project.

Thank you in advance for your time.
Kindest regards,

Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick
642 Castle Ridge Ct.

On 04/07/2021 1:25 PM jessiemartin 2000@yahoo.com wrote:

Hello Kai,

My name is Jesus Martin, I live across the street from 636 Castle Ridge. Thank
you for holding the neighborhood meeting regarding this project.

I couldn’t agree more with the emails below.

I was not moved by the introductory speech by Ms. Diaz, as the applicants
deserve no trust what so ever after it was demonstrated that they blatantly lied in
their preliminary application to the city.

I have a 6 year old and a 3 year old, and we hope to make our home and our street
a safe and pleasant environment for them to grow up in. My daughter keeps
asking me when is the new family going to move to the house across the street. |
know this has no bearing on the decision criteria, and neither do the motives
explained by Ms. Diaz in her presentation.

Ms. Diaz and Mr. Shenk’s presentation only demonstrated a lack of understanding
of what a project like this requires and the carelessness of the impact to the
surrounding neighbors and community. Should a project like this move forward it
will forever condemn this property to a commercial activity. We all know that
businesses can fail, specially if managed by unexperienced owners. I don’t
question the capacity of the applicants, however should this business fail, the
property would be left in a state that will not be suitable for a family to move in,
leaving a property with 8-10 small rooms, a number of shared bathrooms and no
garage. In an area with hefty prices for homes, there will be no family interested
in such a property.

Furthermore, Castle Ridge Court is a private street that was never intended to
support commercial activity. The applicants have not provided a traffic study and
apparently do not even have one to base their assumptions on.
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Parking is an obvious show stopper for this project. Not only the applicants do not
know the actual use they will have, but their sloppy proposals violate the
covenants, completely alter the look of the property, and effectively turn the home
into a motel-like design.

You will also understand the problem that emergency vehicles will have when
there is a need for speedy intervention. The dimensions of Castle Ridge Ct do not
allow a large emergency vehicle to pass through with cars parked on the street,
and to add more difficulty, the access from Highcastle Dr to Castle Ridge is
further restricted by the divider island.

To end my comments, I would like to state that there is no reasonable
accommodation here which can be made, the project would have an adverse
impact on the public good and establish a terrible precedent. I reiterate my
opposition to the project, and would like to emphasize the absolute general feeling
of the surrounding community to also oppose this project.

Thank you.

Jesus Martin Roman

(970) 999-2332

From: Karen Kotecki <kotecki mauch@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:38 PM

To: srsunde@aol.com; devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com;
astephens@fcgov.com

Cec: cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com;
jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; debbiegraff(@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net;
traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: Re: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

Kai,
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I agree that the meeting provided an opportunity for
the neighborhood to understand the latest thinking of
the applicant.

My opposition increased during the meeting because
of the applicant's ad hoc and inconsistent responses to
critically important issues - and, the "on the fly"
design changes. (eg. concrete parking area at front of

property)

As you know, the Fort Collins Land Use and
Municipal Code contains several references that any
development should be "harmonious w.r.t. residential
character, design, aesthetic, views, material of the
neighborhood".

I assume those rules and regulations have been put in
place to codify that intent.

So much of what I heard is inconsistent and not
harmonious with our, or any, neighborhood.

In my opinion, the applicant is asking for the
neighborhood and the city for "unreasonable
accomodations".
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I strongly urge the city departments involved to not set
the precedent of allowing a group home greater than 8
people. In my opinion, to do so would be in direct
violation of established code and intent.

Respectfully,

Lawrence Mauch

625 Castle Ridge Ct.

Sent from Nine

From: srsunde@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:53 AM

To: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com
Cec: srsunde@aol.com; cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com;
kchacho@aol.com; jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; debbiegraff(@gmail.com;
tomjgraff(@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com;
Ibjmom@comcast.net; kotecki mauch@msn.com; traceyken@comcast.net;
ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

To Mr Kai Kleer and to the Development Review Committee for
Fort Collins

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the neighborhood Zoom
meeting 4/5/2021 to discuss the proposal for 636 Castle Ridge
Court. This was highly attended by well over 70 persons due to
tremendously high opposition to this terribly flawed proposal. It
would totally devastate our community if it should be allowed to go
through. There was not nearly enough time for all of us with
severe concerns about this proposal to get our feelings across at
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that Zoom meeting.

Even so, it was very clear that Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz are
trying to convince the city to give them special treatment so they
can set up a business to profit off of what would be a tremendous
loss of value from all of the surrounding neighbors.

Zoning Rules, Codes, and Covenants, are in place in Fort Collins
for a purpose. They are there to preserve the safety, the beauty,
and the value of our communities. Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz
appear to feel a sense of entitlement in which those rules should
apply to everyone else but them.

The City Development Team of Fort Collins does not have any
duty to a pair of selfish opportunists who are trying to circumvent
longstanding zoning requirements and residential covenants in an
attempt to enrich themselves at the expense of surrounding
neighbors. This team, though, does have an absolute duty to our
current homeowners and residents of our community to enforce
the zoning rules and covenants exactly as written.

636 Castle Ridge Court does not even come close to meeting the
most basic requirements of our current zoning rules and
covenants if this property were to be used in the manner
proposed by the potential buyers. I've outlined just a few below:

The street is too narrow

The driveway is too narrow

There is grossly inadequate parking
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The road is a private road

There would be fire code violations:

for access,

for turn around space,

for required sprinkler systems,
for inadequate building evacuation options

for a basement which is a fire trap

You cannot allow special consideration to
someone seeking to circumvent longstanding
Zoning Rules and Covenants if that would take
away from the beauty, from the safety, and from
the property values of surrounding households.
This proposal would totally devastate our planned
residential neighborhood if it would be allowed to
go through. Both the City of Fort Collins and the
Miramont HOA have an absolute duty to reject
this entire flawed and selfish proposal and to
uphold the zoning requirements and the
Development Covenants exactly as written.
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Respectfully submitted,

Steve Sunderman, MD

970-215-3162
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From: jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com
To: Development Review Comments; Alyssa Stephens; Kai Kleer
Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; srsunde@aol.com; schacho@aol.com; "Karen Kotecki"; kchacho@aol.com;

debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com;
Ibjimom@comcast.net; traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal
Date: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:25:56 PM
Hello Kai,

My name is Jesus Martin, | live across the street from 636 Castle Ridge. Thank you for holding the
neighborhood meeting regarding this project.

| couldn’t agree more with the emails below.

| was not moved by the introductory speech by Ms. Diaz, as the applicants deserve no trust what so
ever after it was demonstrated that they blatantly lied in their preliminary application to the city.

| have a 6 year old and a 3 year old, and we hope to make our home and our street a safe and
pleasant environment for them to grow up in. My daughter keeps asking me when is the new family
going to move to the house across the street. | know this has no bearing on the decision criteria, and
neither do the motives explained by Ms. Diaz in her presentation.

Ms. Diaz and Mr. Shenk’s presentation only demonstrated a lack of understanding of what a project
like this requires and the carelessness of the impact to the surrounding neighbors and community.
Should a project like this move forward it will forever condemn this property to a commercial
activity. We all know that businesses can fail, specially if managed by unexperienced owners. | don’t
question the capacity of the applicants, however should this business fail, the property would be left
in a state that will not be suitable for a family to move in, leaving a property with 8-10 small rooms, a
number of shared bathrooms and no garage. In an area with hefty prices for homes, there will be no
family interested in such a property.

Furthermore, Castle Ridge Court is a private street that was never intended to support commercial
activity. The applicants have not provided a traffic study and apparently do not even have one to
base their assumptions on.

Parking is an obvious show stopper for this project. Not only the applicants do not know the actual
use they will have, but their sloppy proposals violate the covenants, completely alter the look of the
property, and effectively turn the home into a motel-like design.

You will also understand the problem that emergency vehicles will have when there is a need for
speedy intervention. The dimensions of Castle Ridge Ct do not allow a large emergency vehicle to
pass through with cars parked on the street, and to add more difficulty, the access from Highcastle
Dr to Castle Ridge is further restricted by the divider island.

To end my comments, | would like to state that there is no reasonable accommodation here which
can be made, the project would have an adverse impact on the public good and establish a terrible
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precedent. | reiterate my opposition to the project, and would like to emphasize the absolute
general feeling of the surrounding community to also oppose this project.

Thank you.

Jesus Martin Roman
(970) 999-2332

From: Karen Kotecki <kotecki_mauch@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:38 PM

To: srsunde@aol.com; devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com
Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com; jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com;
debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com;
Ibjmom@comcast.net; traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: Re: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

Kai,

| agree that the meeting provided an opportunity for the
neighborhood to understand the latest thinking of the
applicant.

My opposition increased during the meeting because of the
applicant's ad hoc and inconsistent responses to critically
important issues - and, the "on the fly" design changes. (eg.
concrete parking area at front of property)

As you know, the Fort Collins Land Use and Municipal Code
contains several references that any development should be
"harmonious w.r.t. residential character, design, aesthetic,
views, material of the neighborhood".

| assume those rules and regulations have been put in place to
codify that intent.
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So much of what | heard is inconsistent and not harmonious
with our, or any, neighborhood.

In my opinion, the applicant is asking for the neighborhood
and the city for "unreasonable accomodations".

| strongly urge the city departments involved to not set the
precedent of allowing a group home greater than 8 people. In
my opinion, to do so would be in direct violation of established
code and intent.

Respectfully,

Lawrence Mauch
625 Castle Ridge Ct.

Sent from Nine

From: srsunde@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:53 AM

To: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com

Cc: srsunde@aol.com; cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com;
jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; kotecki_mauch@msn.com;

traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com
Subject: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

To Mr Kai Kleer and to the Development Review Committee for Fort Collins

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the neighborhood Zoom meeting
4/5/2021 to discuss the proposal for 636 Castle Ridge Court. This was
highly attended by well over 70 persons due to tremendously high
opposition to this terribly flawed proposal. It would totally devastate our
community if it should be allowed to go through. There was not nearly
enough time for all of us with severe concerns about this proposal to get our
feelings across at that Zoom meeting.
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Even so, it was very clear that Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz are trying to
convince the city to give them special treatment so they can set up a
business to profit off of what would be a tremendous loss of value from all of
the surrounding neighbors.

Zoning Rules, Codes, and Covenants, are in place in Fort Collins for a
purpose. They are there to preserve the safety, the beauty, and the value of
our communities. Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz appear to feel a sense of
entitlement in which those rules should apply to everyone else but them.

The City Development Team of Fort Collins does not have any duty to a pair
of selfish opportunists who are trying to circumvent longstanding zoning
requirements and residential covenants in an attempt to enrich themselves
at the expense of surrounding neighbors. This team, though, does have an
absolute duty to our current homeowners and residents of our community to
enforce the zoning rules and covenants exactly as written.

636 Castle Ridge Court does not even come close to meeting the most
basic requirements of our current zoning rules and covenants if this property
were to be used in the manner proposed by the potential buyers. I've
outlined just a few below:

The street is too narrow

The driveway is too narrow

There is grossly inadequate parking

The road is a private road

There would be fire code violations:
for access,

for turn around space,

for required sprinkler systems,
for inadequate building evacuation options

for a basement which is a fire trap
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You cannot allow special consideration to someone
seeking to circumvent longstanding Zoning Rules and
Covenants if that would take away from the beauty, from
the safety, and from the property values of surrounding
households. This proposal would totally devastate our
planned residential neighborhood if it would be allowed
to go through. Both the City of Fort Collins and the
Miramont HOA have an absolute duty to reject this entire
flawed and selfish proposal and to uphold the zoning
requirements and the Development Covenants exactly
as written.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Sunderman, MD
970-215-3162
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From: Anthony Doing

To: Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal
Date: Thursday, April 8, 2021 7:33:44 PM

Greetings, | am hoping this email can also make it to the decision making team.

| am just re-iterating that the proposed group home is on a private street that does not receive snow
plow service. We requested service but were told the road was too narrow.

Any snow storm over 8-12 inches will be a real problem for a normal car. We have 2 SUV’s but still
had to hand shovel the road 50 feet to get out 3 days after the last storm. The landscaping company
we had hired to shovel our drive way did not make it until Thursday (5 days after storm) bc they
could not get through the neighborhood.

It makes no sense to put 16 at risk people on a street that does not get plowed. They have done so
little home work (although they had a “traffic engineer”) they did not know that the street was
narrow (you can’t turn around) or private. To take care of 16 people there will be: food, medicine,
laundry, physical therapy, occupational therapy, doctors visits. That’s a lot of traffic to assume they
would be ok on unplowed roads.

Also that is a lot of traffic across the street from 3 year old and a 6 year children. Also a lot of traffic
in a school zone for an elementary school with foot traffic from the neighborhood.

Lastly for the above reasons street parking is limited. Is the plan to put a parking lot in the front
yard? Is there other neighborhoods where that’s ok. Are there examples of group homes on private

streets in Colorado? This street and neighborhood is not a reasonable choice for a place of business.

Thank you
Anthony Doing

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: kchacho@aol.com

To: "KEN PATRICK"; jessiemartin 2000@yahoo.com; Development Review Comments; Alyssa Stephens; Kai Kleer

Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; srsunde@aol.com; schacho@aol.com; "Karen Kotecki"; debbiegraff@gmail.com;
tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com;
"Jen Ryan"

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

Date: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:03:36 PM

Hello Kai,

My family is in agreement with all of the comments and concerns stated by the other

homeowners during the zoom meeting on April 5 and in the emails below. The
meeting was very informative and revealed how Ms. Diaz and Mr. Shenk are
completely inexperienced, unprepared and not forthcoming with their development
proposal or their intentions. | am more opposed now than even before the meeting.

They didn’t have answers or statistics to support the most basic of issues and
concerns for this project. They stated that the exterior of the home would blend in
with the neighborhood and then proceeded to describe a home with a parking lot for a
front yard, high/solid fences lining the perimeter and windows similar to a motel. They
didn’t seem to consider the school zone nor have a basis of what the HOA covenants
allow and don'’t allow. They began their presentation with a deep concern for the
elderly population who need better care in smaller surroundings, but their business
plan is no different than larger facilities who have similar staff ratios and better
resources. They plan to re-design this home to accommodate 16 resident rooms,
adjoining bathrooms, add security and fire systems and then they had the nerve to
state that it could easily convert back to a single-family home if the business
disbanded.

Their accountability was extremely weak. They did not make me feel confident in
their long-term intentions or in the success of their business. They have the ability to
walk away and leave the neighborhood with a blighted residence or one which could
serve other types of residents in the future who drive, own pets, require more
caregivers or need more accommodations.

Allowing a 16-bed group home at 636 Castle Ridge Court will set a precedence in
Fort Collins that will be very difficult to reverse. If allowed, this will open the flood
gates to other opportunistic, inexperienced and short-term entrepreneurs who don’t
care about the fallout of a flawed business plan or who it affects (including the group
home residents themselves).

| hope that you and your team will sincerely consider the devastating, long-term
effects of allowing a 16-bed group home in any neighborhood in Fort Collins.

Respectfully,
Kathy Chacho

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net>
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Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:45 PM

To: jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com;
kkleer@fcgov.com

Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; srsunde@aol.com; schacho@aol.com; Karen Kotecki
<kotecki_mauch@msn.com>; kchacho@aol.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com; Jen Ryan
<ryantj2@hotmail.com>

Subject: RE: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

Hello Kai,

We are a family of four living in the home on the corner, direct neighbor to the house
proposed for this project. We would also like to thank you for holding the
neighborhood meeting and we agree with other said sentiments that we are even
more opposed to the project proposed. The applicants made what appears to be, at
least in part, a fraudulent application to the city stating they had talked with the
neighbors and that the appearance of the house from the street would not change. |
agree with previous comments from other neighbors that their responses were ad hoc
and inconsistent. | have no confidence that what the applicants are presenting to the
city is exactly what the project entails.

Initially, they stated that the appearance of the front of the house would not change
then | ater in the meeting it was revealed that they would remove the front
landscaping and replace with parking. There is not enough room for a turn around or
drive thru in the front of the house without taking out all of the landscaping and further
impacting the proposed spaces in the driveway. This would totally change the
appearance of the house and not consistent with the neighborhood. In addition, the
question regarding how they were going to deal with the exposure to our backyard
(which is a much larger line) was not addressed nor did it appear that the applicants
had even taken this into consideration.

| feel they are misrepresenting the type of residents that would be at the facility
therefore misrepresenting the project and the amount of traffic and emergency calls.
They stated in the meeting that the residents would not have significant medical
issues and even stated taking insulin as an example to decline a resident. Then later
stated that they would take residents on hospice. It is unclear to me how a person
could be on hospice and have no significant medical conditions.

| feel they are misrepresenting the amount of traffic that would be coming in and out
of the facility with regards to not only staff, but also visitors, delivery trucks, other
ancillary medical providers and medical equipment, etc. The average number of
visits (from all sources) should be based on data and not on a best guess or the
applicants prior experience in working in larger facilities as it would be quite unusual
that an employed physical therapist not living at the facility would be privy to all the
comings and goings at the facility at all hours of the day and night. | would request in
the traffic study there be accurate data on the average number of EMS calls/response
to similar facilities. As stated in the meeting, EMS (ambulance) response is often
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accompanied by a fire truck in respiratory related calls and many other medical calls
that require lift and/or assistance. | have a study from Poudre Fire Authority noting
that 2/3 of the response calls they attend on an annual basis are medical calls. With
regards to visitation, it appears unrealistic to have a long term policy for visitation of
the residents on an appointment only basis. | would request that the city consider an
independent assessment of the traffic.

| hope that you will take all of the concerns and considerations sent to you when
looking at this project.

Thank you in advance for your time.

Kindest regards,
Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick
642 Castle Ridge Ct.

On 04/07/2021 1:25 PM jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com wrote:

Hello Kai,

My name is Jesus Martin, | live across the street from 636 Castle Ridge. Thank you for
holding the neighborhood meeting regarding this project.

| couldn’t agree more with the emails below.

| was not moved by the introductory speech by Ms. Diaz, as the applicants deserve no
trust what so ever after it was demonstrated that they blatantly lied in their preliminary
application to the city.

| have a 6 year old and a 3 year old, and we hope to make our home and our street a
safe and pleasant environment for them to grow up in. My daughter keeps asking me
when is the new family going to move to the house across the street. | know this has no
bearing on the decision criteria, and neither do the motives explained by Ms. Diaz in
her presentation.

Ms. Diaz and Mr. Shenk’s presentation only demonstrated a lack of understanding of
what a project like this requires and the carelessness of the impact to the surrounding
neighbors and community. Should a project like this move forward it will forever
condemn this property to a commercial activity. We all know that businesses can fail,
specially if managed by unexperienced owners. | don’t question the capacity of the
applicants, however should this business fail, the property would be left in a state that
will not be suitable for a family to move in, leaving a property with 8-10 small rooms, a
number of shared bathrooms and no garage. In an area with hefty prices for homes,
there will be no family interested in such a property.
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Furthermore, Castle Ridge Court is a private street that was never intended to support
commercial activity. The applicants have not provided a traffic study and apparently do
not even have one to base their assumptions on.

Parking is an obvious show stopper for this project. Not only the applicants do not
know the actual use they will have, but their sloppy proposals violate the covenants,
completely alter the look of the property, and effectively turn the home into a motel-
like design.

You will also understand the problem that emergency vehicles will have when there is a
need for speedy intervention. The dimensions of Castle Ridge Ct do not allow a large
emergency vehicle to pass through with cars parked on the street, and to add more
difficulty, the access from Highcastle Dr to Castle Ridge is further restricted by the
divider island.

To end my comments, | would like to state that there is no reasonable accommodation
here which can be made, the project would have an adverse impact on the public good
and establish a terrible precedent. | reiterate my opposition to the project, and would
like to emphasize the absolute general feeling of the surrounding community to also
oppose this project.

Thank you.

Jesus Martin Roman
(970) 999-2332

From: Karen Kotecki <kotecki_mauch@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:38 PM

To: srsunde@aol.com; devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com;
astephens@fcgov.com

Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com;
jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net;

traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com
Subject: Re: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

Kai,

| agree that the meeting provided an opportunity for
the neighborhood to understand the latest thinking of
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the applicant.

My opposition increased during the meeting because
of the applicant's ad hoc and inconsistent responses
to critically important issues - and, the "on the fly"
design changes. (eg. concrete parking area at front of

property)

As you know, the Fort Collins Land Use and Municipal
Code contains several references that any
development should be "harmonious w.r.t. residential
character, design, aesthetic, views, material of the
neighborhood".

| assume those rules and regulations have been put in
place to codify that intent.

So much of what | heard is inconsistent and not
harmonious with our, or any, neighborhood.

In my opinion, the applicant is asking for the
neighborhood and the city for "unreasonable
accomodations".

| strongly urge the city departments involved to not
set the precedent of allowing a group home greater
than 8 people. In my opinion, to do so would be in
direct violation of established code and intent.

Respectfully,
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Lawrence Mauch
625 Castle Ridge Ct.

Sent from Nine

From: srsunde@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:53 AM

To: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com
Cc: srsunde@aol.com; cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com;
jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net;
kotecki_mauch@msn.com; traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

To Mr Kai Kleer and to the Development Review Committee for
Fort Collins

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the neighborhood Zoom
meeting 4/5/2021 to discuss the proposal for 636 Castle Ridge
Court. This was highly attended by well over 70 persons due to
tremendously high opposition to this terribly flawed proposal. It
would totally devastate our community if it should be allowed to go
through. There was not nearly enough time for all of us with
severe concerns about this proposal to get our feelings across at
that Zoom meeting.

Even so, it was very clear that Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz are
trying to convince the city to give them special treatment so they
can set up a business to profit off of what would be a tremendous
loss of value from all of the surrounding neighbors.

Zoning Rules, Codes, and Covenants, are in place in Fort Collins
for a purpose. They are there to preserve the safety, the beauty,
and the value of our communities. Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz
appear to feel a sense of entitlement in which those rules should
apply to everyone else but them.

The City Development Team of Fort Collins does not have any
duty to a pair of selfish opportunists who are trying to circumvent
longstanding zoning requirements and residential covenants in an
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attempt to enrich themselves at the expense of surrounding
neighbors. This team, though, does have an absolute duty to our
current homeowners and residents of our community to enforce
the zoning rules and covenants exactly as written.

636 Castle Ridge Court does not even come close to meeting the
most basic requirements of our current zoning rules and
covenants if this property were to be used in the manner
proposed by the potential buyers. I've outlined just a few below:

The street is too narrow

The driveway is too narrow

There is grossly inadequate parking

The road is a private road

There would be fire code violations:
for access,

for turn around space,

for required sprinkler systems,
for inadequate building evacuation options

for a basement which is a fire trap

You cannot allow special consideration to
someone seeking to circumvent longstanding
Zoning Rules and Covenants if that would take
away from the beauty, from the safety, and from
the property values of surrounding households.
This proposal would totally devastate our planned
residential neighborhood if it would be allowed to
go through. Both the City of Fort Collins and the
Miramont HOA have an absolute duty to reject
this entire flawed and selfish proposal and to
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uphold the zoning requirements and the
Development Covenants exactly as written.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Sunderman, MD
970-215-3162
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From: Karen Kotecki
To: srsunde@aol.com; Development Review Comments; Kai Kleer; Alyssa Stephens
Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com; jessiemartin 2000@yahoo.com;

debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com;
Ibjimom@comcast.net; traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal
Date: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:38:07 PM
Kai,

| agree that the meeting provided an opportunity for the neighborhood to
understand the latest thinking of the applicant.

My opposition increased during the meeting because of the applicant's ad hoc and
inconsistent responses to critically important issues - and, the "on the fly" design
changes. (eg. concrete parking area at front of property)

As you know, the Fort Collins Land Use and Municipal Code contains several
references that any development should be "harmonious w.r.t. residential
character, design, aesthetic, views, material of the neighborhood".

| assume those rules and regulations have been put in place to codify that intent.

So much of what | heard is inconsistent and not harmonious with our, or any,
neighborhood.

In my opinion, the applicant is asking for the neighborhood and the city for
"unreasonable accomodations".

| strongly urge the city departments involved to not set the precedent of allowing a
group home greater than 8 people. In my opinion, to do so would be in direct
violation of established code and intent.

Respectfully,

Lawrence Mauch
625 Castle Ridge Ct.

Sent from Nine

From: srsunde@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:53 AM
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To: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com

Cc: srsunde@aol.com; cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com;
jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; kotecki_mauch@msn.com;
traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

To Mr Kai Kleer and to the Development Review Committee for Fort Collins

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the neighborhood Zoom meeting
4/5/2021 to discuss the proposal for 636 Castle Ridge Court. This was
highly attended by well over 70 persons due to tremendously high
opposition to this terribly flawed proposal. It would totally devastate our
community if it should be allowed to go through. There was not nearly
enough time for all of us with severe concerns about this proposal to get our
feelings across at that Zoom meeting.

Even so, it was very clear that Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz are trying to
convince the city to give them special treatment so they can set up a
business to profit off of what would be a tremendous loss of value from all of
the surrounding neighbors.

Zoning Rules, Codes, and Covenants, are in place in Fort Collins for a
purpose. They are there to preserve the safety, the beauty, and the value of
our communities. Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz appear to feel a sense of
entitlement in which those rules should apply to everyone else but them.

The City Development Team of Fort Collins does not have any duty to a pair
of selfish opportunists who are trying to circumvent longstanding zoning
requirements and residential covenants in an attempt to enrich themselves
at the expense of surrounding neighbors. This team, though, does have an
absolute duty to our current homeowners and residents of our community to
enforce the zoning rules and covenants exactly as written.

636 Castle Ridge Court does not even come close to meeting the most
basic requirements of our current zoning rules and covenants if this property
were to be used in the manner proposed by the potential buyers. I've
outlined just a few below:

The street is too narrow
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The driveway is too narrow
There is grossly inadequate parking
The road is a private road
There would be fire code violations:
for access,
for turn around space,
for required sprinkler systems,
for inadequate building evacuation options
for a basement which is a fire trap
You cannot allow special consideration to someone seeking to circumvent
longstanding Zoning Rules and Covenants if that would take away from the
beauty, from the safety, and from the property values of surrounding
households. This proposal would totally devastate our planned residential
neighborhood if it would be allowed to go through. Both the City of Fort
Collins and the Miramont HOA have an absolute duty to reject this entire
flawed and selfish proposal and to uphold the zoning requirements and the
Development Covenants exactly as written.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Sunderman, MD
970-215-3162
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From: jessiemartin 2000@yahoo.com
To: Development Review Comments; Alyssa Stephens; Kai Kleer
Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; srsunde@aol.com; schacho@aol.com; "Karen Kotecki"; kchacho@aol.com;

debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com;
Ibjimom@comcast.net; traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal
Date: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:25:56 PM
Hello Kai,

My name is Jesus Martin, | live across the street from 636 Castle Ridge. Thank you for holding the
neighborhood meeting regarding this project.

| couldn’t agree more with the emails below.

| was not moved by the introductory speech by Ms. Diaz, as the applicants deserve no trust what so
ever after it was demonstrated that they blatantly lied in their preliminary application to the city.

| have a 6 year old and a 3 year old, and we hope to make our home and our street a safe and
pleasant environment for them to grow up in. My daughter keeps asking me when is the new family
going to move to the house across the street. | know this has no bearing on the decision criteria, and
neither do the motives explained by Ms. Diaz in her presentation.

Ms. Diaz and Mr. Shenk’s presentation only demonstrated a lack of understanding of what a project
like this requires and the carelessness of the impact to the surrounding neighbors and community.
Should a project like this move forward it will forever condemn this property to a commercial
activity. We all know that businesses can fail, specially if managed by unexperienced owners. | don’t
question the capacity of the applicants, however should this business fail, the property would be left
in a state that will not be suitable for a family to move in, leaving a property with 8-10 small rooms, a
number of shared bathrooms and no garage. In an area with hefty prices for homes, there will be no
family interested in such a property.

Furthermore, Castle Ridge Court is a private street that was never intended to support commercial
activity. The applicants have not provided a traffic study and apparently do not even have one to
base their assumptions on.

Parking is an obvious show stopper for this project. Not only the applicants do not know the actual
use they will have, but their sloppy proposals violate the covenants, completely alter the look of the
property, and effectively turn the home into a motel-like design.

You will also understand the problem that emergency vehicles will have when there is a need for
speedy intervention. The dimensions of Castle Ridge Ct do not allow a large emergency vehicle to
pass through with cars parked on the street, and to add more difficulty, the access from Highcastle
Dr to Castle Ridge is further restricted by the divider island.

To end my comments, | would like to state that there is no reasonable accommodation here which
can be made, the project would have an adverse impact on the public good and establish a terrible
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precedent. | reiterate my opposition to the project, and would like to emphasize the absolute
general feeling of the surrounding community to also oppose this project.

Thank you.

Jesus Martin Roman
(970) 999-2332

From: Karen Kotecki <kotecki_mauch@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:38 PM

To: srsunde@aol.com; devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com
Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com; jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com;
debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com;
Ibjmom@comcast.net; traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: Re: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

Kai,

| agree that the meeting provided an opportunity for the
neighborhood to understand the latest thinking of the
applicant.

My opposition increased during the meeting because of the
applicant's ad hoc and inconsistent responses to critically
important issues - and, the "on the fly" design changes. (eg.
concrete parking area at front of property)

As you know, the Fort Collins Land Use and Municipal Code
contains several references that any development should be
"harmonious w.r.t. residential character, design, aesthetic,
views, material of the neighborhood".

| assume those rules and regulations have been put in place to
codify that intent.
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So much of what | heard is inconsistent and not harmonious
with our, or any, neighborhood.

In my opinion, the applicant is asking for the neighborhood
and the city for "unreasonable accomodations".

| strongly urge the city departments involved to not set the
precedent of allowing a group home greater than 8 people. In
my opinion, to do so would be in direct violation of established
code and intent.

Respectfully,

Lawrence Mauch
625 Castle Ridge Ct.

Sent from Nine

From: srsunde@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:53 AM

To: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com

Cc: srsunde@aol.com; cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com;
jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; kotecki_mauch@msn.com;

traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com
Subject: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

To Mr Kai Kleer and to the Development Review Committee for Fort Collins

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the neighborhood Zoom meeting
4/5/2021 to discuss the proposal for 636 Castle Ridge Court. This was
highly attended by well over 70 persons due to tremendously high
opposition to this terribly flawed proposal. It would totally devastate our
community if it should be allowed to go through. There was not nearly
enough time for all of us with severe concerns about this proposal to get our
feelings across at that Zoom meeting.
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Even so, it was very clear that Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz are trying to
convince the city to give them special treatment so they can set up a
business to profit off of what would be a tremendous loss of value from all of
the surrounding neighbors.

Zoning Rules, Codes, and Covenants, are in place in Fort Collins for a
purpose. They are there to preserve the safety, the beauty, and the value of
our communities. Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz appear to feel a sense of
entitlement in which those rules should apply to everyone else but them.

The City Development Team of Fort Collins does not have any duty to a pair
of selfish opportunists who are trying to circumvent longstanding zoning
requirements and residential covenants in an attempt to enrich themselves
at the expense of surrounding neighbors. This team, though, does have an
absolute duty to our current homeowners and residents of our community to
enforce the zoning rules and covenants exactly as written.

636 Castle Ridge Court does not even come close to meeting the most
basic requirements of our current zoning rules and covenants if this property
were to be used in the manner proposed by the potential buyers. I've
outlined just a few below:

The street is too narrow

The driveway is too narrow

There is grossly inadequate parking

The road is a private road

There would be fire code violations:
for access,

for turn around space,

for required sprinkler systems,
for inadequate building evacuation options

for a basement which is a fire trap
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You cannot allow special consideration to someone
seeking to circumvent longstanding Zoning Rules and
Covenants if that would take away from the beauty, from
the safety, and from the property values of surrounding
households. This proposal would totally devastate our
planned residential neighborhood if it would be allowed
to go through. Both the City of Fort Collins and the
Miramont HOA have an absolute duty to reject this entire
flawed and selfish proposal and to uphold the zoning
requirements and the Development Covenants exactly
as written.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Sunderman, MD
970-215-3162
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From: Karen Kotecki
To: srsunde@aol.com; Development Review Comments; Kai Kleer; Alyssa Stephens
Cc: cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com; jessiemartin 2000@yahoo.com;

debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com;
Ibjimom@comcast.net; traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal
Date: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:38:07 PM
Kai,

| agree that the meeting provided an opportunity for the neighborhood to
understand the latest thinking of the applicant.

My opposition increased during the meeting because of the applicant's ad hoc and
inconsistent responses to critically important issues - and, the "on the fly" design
changes. (eg. concrete parking area at front of property)

As you know, the Fort Collins Land Use and Municipal Code contains several
references that any development should be "harmonious w.r.t. residential
character, design, aesthetic, views, material of the neighborhood".

| assume those rules and regulations have been put in place to codify that intent.

So much of what | heard is inconsistent and not harmonious with our, or any,
neighborhood.

In my opinion, the applicant is asking for the neighborhood and the city for
"unreasonable accomodations".

| strongly urge the city departments involved to not set the precedent of allowing a
group home greater than 8 people. In my opinion, to do so would be in direct
violation of established code and intent.

Respectfully,

Lawrence Mauch
625 Castle Ridge Ct.

Sent from Nine

From: srsunde@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:53 AM
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To: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com; kkleer@fcgov.com; astephens@fcgov.com

Cc: srsunde@aol.com; cbsisson@gmail.com; schacho@aol.com; kchacho@aol.com;
jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
sarahmdoing@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; kotecki_mauch@msn.com;
traceyken@comcast.net; ednjoj@gmail.com

Subject: 636 Castle Ridge Court Development Proposal

To Mr Kai Kleer and to the Development Review Committee for Fort Collins

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the neighborhood Zoom meeting
4/5/2021 to discuss the proposal for 636 Castle Ridge Court. This was
highly attended by well over 70 persons due to tremendously high
opposition to this terribly flawed proposal. It would totally devastate our
community if it should be allowed to go through. There was not nearly
enough time for all of us with severe concerns about this proposal to get our
feelings across at that Zoom meeting.

Even so, it was very clear that Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz are trying to
convince the city to give them special treatment so they can set up a
business to profit off of what would be a tremendous loss of value from all of
the surrounding neighbors.

Zoning Rules, Codes, and Covenants, are in place in Fort Collins for a
purpose. They are there to preserve the safety, the beauty, and the value of
our communities. Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz appear to feel a sense of
entitlement in which those rules should apply to everyone else but them.

The City Development Team of Fort Collins does not have any duty to a pair
of selfish opportunists who are trying to circumvent longstanding zoning
requirements and residential covenants in an attempt to enrich themselves
at the expense of surrounding neighbors. This team, though, does have an
absolute duty to our current homeowners and residents of our community to
enforce the zoning rules and covenants exactly as written.

636 Castle Ridge Court does not even come close to meeting the most
basic requirements of our current zoning rules and covenants if this property
were to be used in the manner proposed by the potential buyers. I've
outlined just a few below:

The street is too narrow
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The driveway is too narrow
There is grossly inadequate parking
The road is a private road
There would be fire code violations:
for access,
for turn around space,
for required sprinkler systems,
for inadequate building evacuation options
for a basement which is a fire trap
You cannot allow special consideration to someone seeking to circumvent
longstanding Zoning Rules and Covenants if that would take away from the
beauty, from the safety, and from the property values of surrounding
households. This proposal would totally devastate our planned residential
neighborhood if it would be allowed to go through. Both the City of Fort
Collins and the Miramont HOA have an absolute duty to reject this entire
flawed and selfish proposal and to uphold the zoning requirements and the
Development Covenants exactly as written.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Sunderman, MD
970-215-3162
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From: cbsisson@gmail.com

To: Alyssa Stephens

Cc: srsunde@aol.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Applicant Neighborhood Development Meeting Sign Posted
Date: Friday, April 2, 2021 12:52:54 PM

Questions:

There are several issues that must be addressed.

1. City Codes are not met.

2. Fort Collins has a U + 2 is violated.

Financial Burden of putting a group home on 600 Castle Ridge Court on City of Fort Collins and
Miramont HOA.

Consumer Fraud in Marketing the home by the seller and the realtor.

Bait and switch potential of the buyer and seller with respect to FHA statues.
Failure of buyer to follow City of Fort Collins due process proceedings from day one.
Ethical issues of buyer seller and realtor.

City statues permit eight beds not sixteen.

No parking requirements for a healthcare facility are not even close to being met.
10. Decline in property values, loss of tax revenue.

o

O o N o ok

Is the city going to enforce its own statues?

The street is a private street.

The street of 600 Castle Ridge does not meet city codes.

There is no snow removal.

It was not built nor cannot handle the weight of fire trucks and emergency vehicles on a routine
basis.

The cul de sacis NOT 200 feet in diameter.

Will the buyer pay for these upgrades?

The city should not.

The HOA should not.

There is clear legal precedence that a group home should NOT be permitted if it puts undo financial
burden on the city or on the HOA.

Please address.

The city statutes only allow for eight beds the buyer wants sixteen. This is not a reasonable
accommodation and the city should prohibit it.

It is ridiculous based on the square footage of building and the size of the lot and the lack of parking
that is no where near city and state codes.

Please address.

The HOA statues clearly prohibit a group home.
The owner of home and relator knew this and marketed home as a group home site.
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This is consumer fraud.
The buyer and the DA would be well within there rights to sue the seller, the realtor, and the realty
company for consumer fraud.

The buyer claims this will be a memory care facility.

However, since they are liars how does the city plan to insure this.

Alternative uses such as a sober home does not meet FHA disability statues nor do halfway houses
for convicted criminals and they can do whatever they want if they get city approval.

Please address.

The buyer NEVER spoke to a sole in the neighborhood before submitting a request to the city.
This is a violation of the due process in the city requirement.

Since they have not followed the cities rules from day one why the city should not believe a thing
these people say.

They have proven themselves to be liars and deny any consideration to move forward.

Please address.

| have reason to believe the seller and the realtor are investors in the group home and is conspiring
with the buyer.

This is an unethical conflict of interest.

They must be required to disclose the business plan and the investors.

If the business fails, the next thing will be having a halfway house living across the street from a
grade school.

Will the buyer be willing to compensate the street for the decline in the neighborhood property
values?

Will the city lower our property taxes as a result?

Please address.

Thank you,

Brad Sisson

From: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>

Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 11:41 AM

To: schacho@aol.com; Kurt Johnson <kejlbj@yahoo.com>; Laurie Johnson <lbjmom@comcast.net>
Cc: troyt@pds-co.com; ctafoya@pds-co.com; traceyken@comecast.net; ryantj2@hotmail.com;
kchacho@aol.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; pam@pamsundermandesign.com;

ANGIE.LEEO5 @gmail.com; btschwerin@gmail.com; ednjoj@gmail.com;
kathleenmcnamaraphd@gmail.com; kotecki_mauch@msn.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com;
Kathleenmaryl27@gmail.com; danclawson9@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
JESSIEMARTIN_2000@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; clawson42@comcast.net;
cbsisson@gmail.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; Wiselyinvest@aol.com; sleuzze@vmware.com;
srsunde@aol.com

Subject: RE: 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Applicant Neighborhood Development Meeting Sign Posted
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Good morning!
I’'m reaching out to provide the meeting information for Monday night at 6:00 PM:

On your phone: Dial +1 301 715 8592 and enter Meeting ID: 992 6195 0723

Online: Visit https://fcgov.zoom.us/j/99261950723
In the Zoom app: Enter Meeting ID: 992 6195 0723

As | believe | mentioned previously, the meeting will include time for Q&A. If you would like to
submit questions in advance, you are welcome to email those to me and I'll make sure we get
through as many of them as we can during our meeting on Monday.

Please do let me know if you have any other questions for me about what to expect on Monday!
Thanks,

Alyssa Stephens wa

Neighborhood Development Liaison
City of Fort Collins Neighborhood Services
Submit a public comment| Track Development Proposals

From: schacho@aol.com <schacho@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 8:23 AM
To: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>

Cc: troyt@pds-co.com; ctafoya@pds-co.com; traceyken@comcast.net; ryantj2 @hotmail.com;
kchacho@aol.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com; pam@pamsundermandesign.com;
ANGIE.LEEQ5@gmail.com; btschwerin@gmail.com; ednjoj@gmail.com;
kathleenmcnamaraphd@gmail.com; kotecki_mauch@msn.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com;
Kathleenmaryl27@gmail.com; danclawson9@gmail.com; tomjgraff@gmail.com;
JESSIEMARTIN_2000@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; clawson42 @comcast.net;
cbsisson@gmail.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; Wiselyinvest@aol.com; sleuzze@vmware.com;
srsunde@aol.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Applicant Neighborhood Development Meeting Sign
Posted

Alyssa, we see a neighborhood development meeting sign posted on the front lawn of 636 Castle Ridge
Ct. Please reply to all with the date and time when scheduled.
Thanks, Steve Chacho

From: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>
To: schacho@aol.com <schacho@aol.com>; Laurie Johnson <lbjmom@comcast.net>; Kurt Johnson

<kejlbj@yahoo.com>; jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com <jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tue, Mar 9, 2021 11:31 am

Subject: Castle Ridge Ct. Neighborhood Meeting
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Hi all,

Just wanted to reach out and let you know that the Castle Ridge Ct. applicant did email the City
requesting a neighborhood meeting. We don’t have a date set yet, but | wanted to make sure you knew
that it would be coming, likely in early April. Generally those meetings are on a Monday, Wednesday, or
Thursday from 6:00-7:30 PM. I'll send another email to you once it's scheduled, and perhaps then we
can set up a Zoom call to talk about the process and prepare any documents or information before the
meeting. Please do share this with your neighbors, and feel free to reach out with questions in the
meantime.

Best,
Alyssa Stephens via

Neighborhood Development Liaison
City of Fort Collins Neighborhood Services

Submit a public comment| Track Development Proposals
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From: Barbara Schwerin

To: Kai Kleer

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Castle Ridge Court Group Home in Miramont
Date: Friday, January 07, 2022 9:17:38 PM

Thank you Kai. I appreciate it.

Barbara Schwerin

On Jan 7, 2022, at 3:12 PM, Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> wrote:

Hello Barbara,

Thanks for your comments and pictures. I'm going to loop in Marcus Glasgow with
Poudre Fire Authority to help answer your question. Marcus, would you mind speaking
to minimum access widths and service expectations for this neighborhood?

Sincerely,

KAI KLEER, AICP
City Planner
City of Fort Collins

From: Barbara Schwerin <btschwerin@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, January 07, 2022 12:15 PM

To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Court Group Home in Miramont

Hello Kai,

| am a resident on Castle Ridge Court. | am concerned about vehicle access on
our street. | will be sending you several pictures in separate emails of trucks/cars
on Castle Ridge Court with limited access to our homes.

In one video there is a small sanitation truck with very limited space with vehicles
parked on both sides of the street. Larger trash trucks, FedEx and UPS trucks will

have limited space to 'thread the needle’.

| am very concerned about the safety of Castle Ridge Court residents. How will
EMS/Fire trucks access our homes in an emergency?

Thank you,
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Barbara Schwerin
601 Castle Ridge Court
970.420.0111
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From: Troy Tafoya

To: Steve Gilchrist

Cc: Brandy Bethurem Harras; Alyssa Stephens; Kai Kleer
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Castle Ridge Group Home, PDP210012
Date: Friday, August 20, 2021 1:25:23 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Thank you Steve, that clarified a lot of things and | apologize it really is not in your bucket; we clearly
do not meet, or come near that threshold, in this case. Have a great weekend, and thank you for the
quick response, the City employee’s during this whole process, have been top notch. Thank you
again.

Troy Tafoya | President

Professional Document Solutions | Xerox
“We do the right thing...always.”

4114 Timberline Road | Fort Collins, CO 80525
0: 970.204.6927 |

www.pds-co.com

= pds

PROFESSIONAL DOCUMENT SOLUTIONS

Sign up for our Newsletter "PDS Tips".

From: Steve Gilchrist <sgilchrist@fcgov.com>

Sent: Friday, August 20, 2021 11:09 AM

To: Troy Tafoya <troyt@pds-co.com>

Cc: Brandy Bethurem Harras <BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens
<astephens@fcgov.com>; Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>

Subject: RE: Castle Ridge Group Home, PDP210012

Mr. Tafoya,

Thank you for reaching out with your concerns. | understand the issues that you have expressed and
would like to clarify the general purpose of a Traffic Impact Study and the standards that we follow
in making these determinations. These standards are outlined in Chapter 4 of the Larimer County
Urban Area Street Standards (LCUASS.) The purpose of a traffic impact Study (or TIS) is to evaluate
the impacts to the transportation system from a proposed development. This includes the
evaluation of intersection capacity for vehicles as well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This
evaluation is considered only in the context of whether or not the transportation system can
accommodate the total traffic based on those Level of Service standards.

In most cases, the threshold for when a traffic study is required is when the proposed development
will generate at least 200 daily trips and/or 20 trips in the peak hour. (As an example, this roughly
equates to a proposal for 20 new homes.) The type and scale of study is dependent on the size of
the proposal and this criteria is detailed in (LCUASS) and identifies Level of Service (LOS) standards
that a development must meet. These standards outline the procedure to evaluate vehicle delay at
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intersections and report those using letter grades A — F (including E). The City of Fort Collins
standards within LCUASS focus on the intersection level of service and not the street level of service.

When determining the amount of traffic that will be generated by a development, the Trip
Generation Manual from the Institute of Transportations Engineers is typically used. This data within
the Trip Generation Manual is the result of traffic studies completed on actual sites for different land
uses, such as Assisted Living Facilities. The results provide an average daily, and peak hour volume of
all traffic entering and existing the site, including deliveries, trash, employees, guests, etc. This data
is then used to compile a Traffic Impact Study under the supervision of, and sealed by, a Licensed
Professional Engineer in the state of Colorado with experience in traffic engineering and
transportation planning. It is the responsibility of the applicant to provide the assessment of traffic
impacts for a development, while the City serves only in a review capacity.

For this development, we requested a letter with information in regard to the anticipated traffic
generated by this site with details about the expected numbers of employees, deliveries, and
guests, etc., even though we did not expect this site to meet the threshold for a full Traffic Impact
Study. That information that was provided by their Traffic Engineer and is what we based our
determination on, that a Full Traffic Impact Study would not be required. We have asked for further
clarification on the limitations on visitations that they have described, and hope to get a better
explanation from the applicant.

With regard to parking issues you have detailed, these requirements are not covered within a Traffic
Impact Study, but are determined through the Land Use Code by the Planning Department. The
amount and placement of available parking for a development is based on the different land uses.
The availability of on street parking and fire lanes are based on the Engineering and Poudre Fire
Authority standards for each street as they were built. In the case of Castle Ridge, this street was
built to a standard that allowed on street parking on both sides of the street, even though this
creates a narrow shared spaced for cars to transverse if vehicles are parked on both sides of the
street from this development or any other area of this neighborhood. As we continue to coordinate
the review of this project internally, we will coordinate with Engineering, PFA and our Planning
Department to make sure all their standards are met as well.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to reach out.

Steve

STEVEN GILCHRIST
Technical Project Manager
City of Fort Collins

Traffic Operations

626 Linden Street
970-224-6175 office

sqilchrist@fcgov.com
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From: Brandy Bethurem Harras <BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 2:06 PM

To: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>

Cc: Steve Gilchrist <sgilchrist@fcgov.com>

Subject: FW: Castle Ridge Group Home, PDP210012

Thanks Alyssa

Brandy Bethurem Harras

Development Review Coordinator

City of Fort Collins Planning & Development Services
281 N. College Ave.

Fort Collins, CO 80524

970.416.2744

BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com

From: Troy Tafoya <troyt@pds-co.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 1:57 PM

To: Steve Gilchrist <sgilchrist@fcgov.com>

Cc: Brandy Bethurem Harras <BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home, PDP210012

Steve, | want to state | am not against a group home, just one of this size, and want to voice
the neighborhoods biggest concern about this group home, it is traffic and safety for elderly and
children (there are 2 toddlers across the street )and all parking for visitors to other nearby homes
will be taken by staff and visitors for this proposed group home. Neighbors will be trapped in their
homes due to one way traffic, and may not have a place for friends and family to park when
visiting. | believe there does to be a traffic study, due to the size of this house 16 beds combined
with a narrow private street (the 18 homeowners pay for the upkeep) since the city would not take it
over because it did not meet code (it originally was going to be a gated community). The largest
group home in the state in a planned urban development (PUD) is 8 beds (8 beds is also current city
code), which this is twice that size, nobody has an idea of the impact of this size group home in a
PUD because there is not one. The garages are going to be bedrooms, so the only parking is in the
driveway, which if planned could accommodate one shift, during shift changes, the rest will be on
the street. | do not see this as a huge problem, what will be a problem is during birthdays, holidays,
and emergency vehicles, with 16 residents there could easily be 30 cars at peak times. Cars parked
on both sides of road, renders it to one way traffic, which in my mind is a traffic safety hazard.

Marcus Glasgow(PFD) in his report stated “the North side of Castle Ridge Ct. will be required to be
striped with signage as no parking, fire lane” since that is the only way for two way traffic”. So all
cars are parked on the other side of the road impacting other homes? | know the proposers of the
group home also say they can limit visitation, but that is only true now, due to COVID 19 protocols,
that limit the spread to these very vulnerable elderly. Group homes under normal everyday traffic
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will include, doctors, therapists, hospice, daily deliveries, emergency vehicles, and of course visitors
to loved ones. | see my father at Brookdale every other day. | guess, | am hoping you would
reconsider and look at the road, and traffic concerns with this many people, and consider a traffic
study. Thank you for your time, | know you will do what is best for the city, and | have no experience
with traffic, just wanted to make you aware of the narrow street and very limited parking situation,
compared to the 4406 seneca group home in Fort Collins that has street parking on both sides, bike
lanes on both sides, and easy two way traffic. The Seneca home is 8 beds.

Troy Tafoya | President

Professional Document Solutions | Xerox
“We do the right thing...always.”

4114 Timberline Road | Fort Collins, CO 80525
0: 970.204.6927 |

www.pds-co.com

spds

PROFESSIONAL DOCUMENT SOLUTIONS

Sian up for our Newsletter "PDS Tips".
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KEN PATRICK

Kai Kleer

Alyssa Stephens; Kurt Johnson; Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki; Troy Tafoya; Jesus Martin; Steve Chacho;
Doug Salter

[EXTERNAL] RE: Castle Ridge proposed project

Wednesday, January 12, 2022 9:47:17 AM

Good morning Kai,

| want to thank you for your timely and thoughtful response to our concerns. | have to
say with regards to the multiple submissions of concerns regarding this project, that
this is the first time a clear and detailed response has been received and | cannot
thank you enough. This has been such a stressful process for the neighbors and it is
nice to feel heard. If you can forward, or make us aware of any updated documents,
we would certainly appreciate it.

Have a nice day.

Tracey

On 01/12/2022 9:25 AM Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> wrote:

Hello Tracey and Ken,

Thank you for the time you spent reviewing the Castle Ridge Group Home
resubmittal and waiting on a response from me. Please see my responses
to your comments below in green. City staff has a follow-up meeting with
the applicant today in order to go over similar concerns.

Please feel free to reach out to me directly by calling 970-416-4284.

Sincerely,

Kai Kleer

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 06, 2022 8:48 PM

Packet pg. 184



ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

To: City Leaders <Cityl.eaders@fcgov.com>; Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>;
Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com™>; Kurt Johnson <kjlbj@yahoo.com>;
Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki <kotecki mauch@msn.com>; Troy Tafoya
<troyt@pds-co.com>; Jesus Martin <JESSIEMARTIN_ 2000@yahoo.com>;
Steve Chacho <schacho@aol.com>; Doug Salter <doug.salter@woodward.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge proposed project

Hello all,

This email is in response to the recent documents submitted for the Castle
Ridge Group Home proposal. My family and | live in the home next door to
this proposed project.

In review of the updated documents, they do not appear to include PFA
comments regarding the proposed fire lane. The comment is that this has
been "resolved". Please provide further information on how this is
"resolved" as | do not see any documents with updated information. The
last documentation from PFA noted that nearly the entire street on our
side would need to be marked and zoned as a fire lane. If there has been
an update or change in PFA response then we would appreciate access to
the PFA response to review.

The status of the comment was changed to “resolved” to reflect the decision of the
Chief Fire Marshal to withdraw the comment requiring the fire lane. Kurt Johnson
has made a request to PFA for a release of the record, however, I’'m unsure of
where that request is within PFA’s process. The best person to contact about it
would be Sarah Carter, Assistant Fire Marshal — she can be contacted at 970-290-

6764 or sarah.carter@poudre-fire.org.

Additional comments on documents reviewed:

Comment 3: This is in regard to privacy measures on our side of the
home. Applicants noted they would place a 72" trellis screen" in front of
the bay window.

RESPONSE: There are actually two large bay windows and two room
windows that directly face our property in the front. It is unclear if the
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trellis screen would be over both bay windows and no comment on
screening of other windows. | request you receive clarification. We would
appreciate the applicants provide other solutions in addition to trellis as
well as a better conceptualization of what this would actually look like from
our vantage point. The trellis does not appear to be consistent with the
esthetics of the neighborhood. In addition, applicant notes "significant tree
and plant material exists in southern neighbor's property that currently
provides screening". This statement is incorrect. The tree and plant
material does not provide screening of bay windows noted above nor does
it provide screening along a significant portion along the property line in
the backyard. The applicants state that "waterlines make planting along a
portion of the house unfeasible". This does not include the privacy in the
backyard area. The prior owners had plantings and a large tree in the
area directly across the fence area in the applicants backyard. The tree
and bushes have been removed prior to purchase of the home. It appears
that the applicants should be able to provide tree and plant material on
their side of the fence for screening.

Great feedback on this topic. City staff has consistently made comments regarding
this that have gone unaddressed. We have a follow up meeting with the applicant
to let them know that we will be recommending a condition to require additional
landscape and screening elements on this and other sides of the property. My hope
is that they respond with an update to their plan so that we do not have to craft a
condition to address this. I’ll mention you comments regarding the bay windows,
trellis, lack of evergreen material, and back-yard landscaping. City staff
comments largely align with what you’ve mentioned in your response.

Finally, the proposed wrought iron fence appears to be slated and
therefore would not provide much in the way of screening or privacy nor,
as far as | understand it, is it within HOA regulations.

Please see attached photos for details.

Staff is recommending the use of additional landscaping to provide screening
because of the fence type.

Comment 8: This is in regards to trash. Applicant states laundry would be
managed on site and medical waste as "pill bottles".
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RESPONSE: It would seem unusual that there would not be more
medical waste or biohazardous waste for a proposed memory care facility
potentially serving 16 residents. Please request clarification from
applicants.

Acknowledged. Staff has been pressing to get a full response on this.

Comment 14: This is in regards to traffic. The applicants do not appear to
have responded entirely to the question regarding traffic. The request was
to "really describe each individual element of traffic, i.e. deliveries, trash,
employee, mail, etc.)".

RESPONSE: The amount of traffic and employees needed to run a facility
such as this with a possible 16 residents appears to be grossly
underrepresented or underestimated by the applicants. The number of
staff noted is the state minimum for ratio of caregiver to resident. The
applicants also discuss only 3 staff members per shift during the day.
Again, this is the minimum required by the state for caregivers. The
caregiver to staff ratio is designed for the caring of the residents and not
facility tasks. Caregivers at similar facilities are not likely to also provide
all food prep and cooking, food delivery, dishes, bed changes, laundry,
housecleaning, yard maintenance, facility maintenance, etc.

Additional services performed at similar facilities who care for memory
care residents include items such as pharmacy delivery, medication
administration by certified personnel, oxygen and other durable medical
equipment delivery and maintenance, occupational therapy, physical
therapy, exercise class, activities or performances, etc. There is no
comment or estimate to the amount of traffic and parking anticipated from
such services. One of the applicants stated that she is a therapist by
training and worked in several facilities who cared for similar residents.
Do the applicants assume that none of their residents will need such
services or activities? The residents will need continued medical care,
dental care, eye/vision care, hearing care, etc. Will providers be coming
on site or will the residents be transported to these appointments? What
about religious services or visits? What about resident outings or use of
services in the community?
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According to the Colorado Compendium of Residential Care and
Assisted Living Regulations and Policy: 2015 Edition, “Facilities must
provide protective oversight and a physically safe and sanitary
environment; personal services (i.e., assistance with activities of daily
living, instrumental activities of daily living, individualized social
supervision, and transportation); and social and recreational services,
both within the facility and in the local community, based on residents’
interests”.

The applicants state they will limit visitation, however, per Colorado Code
of Regulations for Assisted Living (CCR 1011-1 Chapter 7,
http://havenseniorliving.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/State-Rules-for-
Assisted-Living-facilities.pdf) — section 13.1, A4 under residents rights
indicate a “right to have visitors at any time”. The applicants have noted
that they will take residents who are on hospice care. Hospice patient
visitation cannot be restricted. With the potential for 16 residents, some at
the end of life, there is likely to be higher traffic levels and parking needs
for visitation.

Traffic and parking for the additional services, visitation and for the
complete operation of the facility need to be taken into consideration. The
solution of carpooling, public transit (closest bus stop is nearly a mile
away) and bike ridership does not appear to be a realistic solution for not
only staff and visitors but for other traffic such as deliveries that may need
closer parking. This neighborhood has only one entrance and exit point
with a 3 court area with limited on street parking given driveways.

REQUEST: We request that the applicants provide a full and detailed
traffic and parking description and that the planning and zoning
department make assessment on accuracy when in comparison to similar
facilities. Such an increase in traffic and parking in this neighborhood
would substantially alter the nature, character and possibly the safety of
the neighborhood. With such increase in business and visitation traffic
and parking within the residential neighborhood there is a high likelihood
that there would be parking on both sides of the narrow street thus likely
impeding emergency response vehicles maneuvering. At current
residential levels this is not an issue.

Great comment, City planning and traffic staff fully agree. The response to our
request for additional information has been largely insufficient. We have a follow-
up meeting with the applicant to see why this has gone unaddressed. Stay tuned.
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Finally, as previously submitted, we are opposed to the determination of
reasonable accommodation for 16 residents in a residential area due to
significantly increased impact from a traffic, parking and safety as well as
substantially changing the nature and character of the neighborhood.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Again, please see
attachments for pictures of areas needing screening.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need further information.

Kindest regards,

Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

642 Castle Ridge Ct.

Tr ken mcast.net
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From: KEN PATRICK

To: Kai Kleer

Cc: Alyssa Stephens; Kurt Johnson; Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki; Troy Tafoya; Jesus Martin; Steve Chacho;
Doug Salter

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Castle Ridge proposed project

Date: Monday, January 24, 2022 5:13:40 PM

Hello Kai,

Hope all is well with you. | am checking in to see if the applicants have submitted any
response to questions both you and | posed noted in the letter | submitted to you and
city leaders regarding traffic, parking, screening, etc.

In addition, has there been any explanation by the applicants of what they mean by
"therapeutic" in their request for reasonable accommodation for the increased number
of residents? | feel this is a significant issue as the word may be misconstrued or
misinterpreted to imply that there is a medical or other care benefit that the residents
receive by having 16 residents at the facility. As stated in my letter, the applicants are
only meeting state minimum ratio for residents to staff with the staffing model. In the
review process to the P&Z it should be clearly stated what the applicant is implying or
stating with the use of the term "therapeutic" and what the benefit is to the residents.

| would be happy to send additional pictures if needed.
Thank you for your time.

Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

On 01/12/2022 9:25 AM Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> wrote:

Hello Tracey and Ken,

Thank you for the time you spent reviewing the Castle Ridge Group Home
resubmittal and waiting on a response from me. Please see my responses
to your comments below in green. City staff has a follow-up meeting with
the applicant today in order to go over similar concerns.

Please feel free to reach out to me directly by calling 970-416-4284.

Sincerely,
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Kai Kleer

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken mcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, January 06, 2022 8:48 PM

To: City Leaders <Cityl.eaders@fcgov.com>; Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>;
Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>; Kurt Johnson <kjlbj@yahoo.com>;
Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki <kotecki mauch@msn.com>; Troy Tafoya
<troyt@pds-co.com>; Jesus Martin <JESSIEMARTIN_2 h m>;
Steve Chacho <schacho@aol.com>; Doug Salter <doug.salter@woodward.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge proposed project

Hello all,

This email is in response to the recent documents submitted for the Castle
Ridge Group Home proposal. My family and | live in the home next door to
this proposed project.

In review of the updated documents, they do not appear to include PFA
comments regarding the proposed fire lane. The comment is that this has
been "resolved". Please provide further information on how this is
"resolved" as | do not see any documents with updated information. The
last documentation from PFA noted that nearly the entire street on our
side would need to be marked and zoned as a fire lane. If there has been
an update or change in PFA response then we would appreciate access to
the PFA response to review.

The status of the comment was changed to “resolved” to reflect the decision of the
Chief Fire Marshal to withdraw the comment requiring the fire lane. Kurt Johnson
has made a request to PFA for a release of the record, however, I’'m unsure of
where that request is within PFA’s process. The best person to contact about it
would be Sarah Carter, Assistant Fire Marshal — she can be contacted at 970-290-

6764 or sarah.carter@poudre-fire.org.

Additional comments on documents reviewed:
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Comment 3: This is in regard to privacy measures on our side of the
home. Applicants noted they would place a 72" trellis screen" in front of
the bay window.

RESPONSE: There are actually two large bay windows and two room
windows that directly face our property in the front. It is unclear if the
trellis screen would be over both bay windows and no comment on
screening of other windows. | request you receive clarification. We would
appreciate the applicants provide other solutions in addition to trellis as
well as a better conceptualization of what this would actually look like from
our vantage point. The trellis does not appear to be consistent with the
esthetics of the neighborhood. In addition, applicant notes "significant tree
and plant material exists in southern neighbor's property that currently
provides screening". This statement is incorrect. The tree and plant
material does not provide screening of bay windows noted above nor does
it provide screening along a significant portion along the property line in
the backyard. The applicants state that "waterlines make planting along a
portion of the house unfeasible". This does not include the privacy in the
backyard area. The prior owners had plantings and a large tree in the
area directly across the fence area in the applicants backyard. The tree
and bushes have been removed prior to purchase of the home. It appears
that the applicants should be able to provide tree and plant material on
their side of the fence for screening.

Great feedback on this topic. City staff has consistently made comments regarding
this that have gone unaddressed. We have a follow up meeting with the applicant
to let them know that we will be recommending a condition to require additional
landscape and screening elements on this and other sides of the property. My hope
is that they respond with an update to their plan so that we do not have to craft a
condition to address this. I’ll mention you comments regarding the bay windows,
trellis, lack of evergreen material, and back-yard landscaping. City staff
comments largely align with what you’ve mentioned in your response.

Finally, the proposed wrought iron fence appears to be slated and
therefore would not provide much in the way of screening or privacy nor,
as far as | understand it, is it within HOA regulations.

Please see attached photos for details.
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Staff is recommending the use of additional landscaping to provide screening
because of the fence type.

Comment 8: This is in regards to trash. Applicant states laundry would be
managed on site and medical waste as "pill bottles".

RESPONSE: It would seem unusual that there would not be more
medical waste or biohazardous waste for a proposed memory care facility
potentially serving 16 residents. Please request clarification from
applicants.

Acknowledged. Staff has been pressing to get a full response on this.

Comment 14: This is in regards to traffic. The applicants do not appear to
have responded entirely to the question regarding traffic. The request was
to "really describe each individual element of traffic, i.e. deliveries, trash,
employee, mail, etc.)".

RESPONSE: The amount of traffic and employees needed to run a facility
such as this with a possible 16 residents appears to be grossly
underrepresented or underestimated by the applicants. The number of
staff noted is the state minimum for ratio of caregiver to resident. The
applicants also discuss only 3 staff members per shift during the day.
Again, this is the minimum required by the state for caregivers. The
caregiver to staff ratio is designed for the caring of the residents and not
facility tasks. Caregivers at similar facilities are not likely to also provide
all food prep and cooking, food delivery, dishes, bed changes, laundry,
housecleaning, yard maintenance, facility maintenance, etc.

Additional services performed at similar facilities who care for memory
care residents include items such as pharmacy delivery, medication
administration by certified personnel, oxygen and other durable medical
equipment delivery and maintenance, occupational therapy, physical
therapy, exercise class, activities or performances, etc. There is no
comment or estimate to the amount of traffic and parking anticipated from
such services. One of the applicants stated that she is a therapist by
training and worked in several facilities who cared for similar residents.
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Do the applicants assume that none of their residents will need such
services or activities? The residents will need continued medical care,
dental care, eye/vision care, hearing care, etc. Will providers be coming
on site or will the residents be transported to these appointments? What
about religious services or visits? What about resident outings or use of
services in the community?

According to the Colorado Compendium of Residential Care and
Assisted Living Regulations and Policy: 2015 Edition, “Facilities must
provide protective oversight and a physically safe and sanitary
environment; personal services (i.e., assistance with activities of daily
living, instrumental activities of daily living, individualized social
supervision, and transportation); and social and recreational services,
both within the facility and in the local community, based on residents’
interests”.

The applicants state they will limit visitation, however, per Colorado Code
of Regulations for Assisted Living (CCR 1011-1 Chapter 7,
http://havenseniorliving.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/State-Rules-for-
Assisted-Living-facilities.pdf) — section 13.1, A4 under residents rights
indicate a “right to have visitors at any time”. The applicants have noted
that they will take residents who are on hospice care. Hospice patient
visitation cannot be restricted. With the potential for 16 residents, some at
the end of life, there is likely to be higher traffic levels and parking needs
for visitation.

Traffic and parking for the additional services, visitation and for the
complete operation of the facility need to be taken into consideration. The
solution of carpooling, public transit (closest bus stop is nearly a mile
away) and bike ridership does not appear to be a realistic solution for not
only staff and visitors but for other traffic such as deliveries that may need
closer parking. This neighborhood has only one entrance and exit point
with a 3 court area with limited on street parking given driveways.

REQUEST: We request that the applicants provide a full and detailed
traffic and parking description and that the planning and zoning
department make assessment on accuracy when in comparison to similar
facilities. Such an increase in traffic and parking in this neighborhood
would substantially alter the nature, character and possibly the safety of
the neighborhood. With such increase in business and visitation traffic
and parking within the residential neighborhood there is a high likelihood

Packet pg. 194



ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

that there would be parking on both sides of the narrow street thus likely
impeding emergency response vehicles maneuvering. At current
residential levels this is not an issue.

Great comment, City planning and traffic staff fully agree. The response to our
request for additional information has been largely insufficient. We have a follow-
up meeting with the applicant to see why this has gone unaddressed. Stay tuned.

Finally, as previously submitted, we are opposed to the determination of
reasonable accommodation for 16 residents in a residential area due to
significantly increased impact from a traffic, parking and safety as well as
substantially changing the nature and character of the neighborhood.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Again, please see
attachments for pictures of areas needing screening.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need further information.

Kindest regards,

Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

642 Castle Ridge Ct.

Traceyken@comcast.net
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From: Andrea Buus

To: Alyssa Stephens

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Letter for Castle Ridge Ct.
Date: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 7:28:47 PM
Hi Alyssa,

Here i1s the letter I sent....

To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing this letter in support of smaller, boutique, residential memory care
communities vs. larger, more institutionalized memory care facilities because of the
numerous benefits this kind of environment has on the residents. I am an Occupational
Therapist and have been working with patients with a variety of diagnosis in a variety of
settings for over 18 years, including Alzheimers and Dementia in secured memory care
communities.

With smaller, residential memory care communities, the focus is on meeting not just the
residents’ basic needs but also puts in place programs and activities to address their
physical and psychosocial needs as well as emotional wellbeing. Unfortunately, with the
larger, more institutional facilities, residents often fall between the cracks for a variety of
reasons. They often have a low staff to resident ratio where caregiver burden is so great,
mistakes are often made and severe changes in the condition of the resident’s health and
behavior go unnoticed, leading to detrimental problems that could have easily been
prevented. With the larger, institutional facilities, the focus is not on the resident as a
whole, taking into account who this person was or how they lived their lives up until that
point. Instead, they barely get their basic nutritional and hygienic needs met, let alone
making sure they feel supported and comfortable in their environment.

With a higher staff to resident ratio and less residents living in a community, resident
changes in condition rarely go unnoticed and mistakes with meds or residents falling
through the cracks rarely occur. Also with the philosophy these smaller, residential
memory care communities adopt, the focus is on creating a safe, comfortable and happy
environment for each individual person.

If I needed to have a loved one move into a memory care facility, I would definitely be
seeking out a smaller, residential memory care community over a large, institutional
facility in order to ensure the best, most supportive environment with the most
competent care provided.

Sincerely,
Andrea Buus OTR

On Wed, Jul 21, 2021 at 3:23 PM Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> wrote:
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Hi Andrea,

I was forwarded your email with a letter regarding the potential group home facility on
Castle Ridge Ct, but wasn’t able to open the file. Would you be able to re-send it?

Thanks!

Alyssa Stephens v
Neighborhood Development Liaison

City of Fort Collins Neighborhood Services

Submit a public comment| Track Development Proposals
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From: srsunde@aol.com
To: Alyssa Stephens; rosenberg.2@hotmail.com; Kai Kleer
Cc: schacho@aol.com; jennifer@faithproperty.com; mike@faithproperty.com; kchacho@aol.com; Brandy Bethurem

Harras; traceyken@comcast.net; ryantj2@hotmail.com; debbiegraff@gmail.com;
pam@pamsundermandesign.com; ANGIE.LEEOS5@gmail.com; btschwerin@gmail.com; ednjoj@gmail.com;
hlcp187@aol.com; kathleenmcnamaraphd@gmail.com; kotecki mauch@msn.com; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com;
Kathleenmary127@gmail.com; Ibjmom@comcast.net; danclawson9@gmail.com; sleuzze@vmware.com;
tomjgraff@gmail.com; JESSIEMARTIN 2000@yahoo.com; kejlbj@yahoo.com; ctafoya@pds-co.com;
rosenberg.2@hotmail.com; sashagwoodard25@gmail.com; cliffmoore80525@gmail.com; troyt@pds-co.com;
pdauster@gjmlawfirm.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Objection to 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Retirement Home Proposal

Date: Wednesday, December 16, 2020 6:56:13 AM

| would like to take this opportunity to add my vehement objections to the proposal by the potential buyer
of 636 Castle Ridge Court to convert this single family residence in our neighborhood into a nursing home
facility.

Any claim made by the potential buyer that he has canvassed the neighborhood about his proposal and
has not seen any resistance is untrue. |, for one, have never been contacted by the buyer nor by any
representative of the buyer. My objections are huge.

Miramont and the Castle Ridge Sub-development within Miramont were designed and developed with
great forethought to keep this as a highly desirable residential area within Fort Collins. The codes and
covenants that were originally drawn up were done with the specific purpose of preserving this single
family neighborhood as one of the most desirable in Fort Collins. We must protect that.

Whether the proposal from the potential buyer is to convert this beautiful single family home into a 16
bed, 8 bed, or 4 bed nursing home facility is immaterial. The numbers don't matter. The entire concept is
wrong on every level. This was designed as a single family, and as a strictly residential neighborhood. It
must remain that way.

Several individuals have already outlined multiple codes and covenants that the proposed new use would
violate. Several individuals have already pointed out the concerns of safety, congestion, and the
inadequacy of the width of the street in front of 636 Castle Ridge Court. This street is a private street,
not a public street. It is owned and maintained by the households it serves. The proposals by this buyer
are entirely illegal.

This proposal by this one self-centered businessman is a proposal that would completely destroy the
beautiful atmosphere of our neighborhood - all for the financial benefit of one outsider. It is wrong on
every level.

My sincere request to the City of Fort Collins, to the Miramont HOA, to the Castle Ridge Sub-
development, and to all the surrounding neighbors is that we must all stand together and flatly reject this
wrongful proposal outright.

Thank you,

Steve Sunderman, MD
607 Castle Ridge Court

From: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>

To: Amy and Dave Rosenberg <rosenberg.2@hotmail.com>; Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>

Cc: schacho@aol.com <schacho@aol.com>; jennifer@faithproperty.com <jennifer@faithproperty.com>;
mike@faithproperty.com <mike@faithproperty.com>; kchacho@aol.com <kchacho@aol.com>; Brandy
Bethurem Harras <BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com>; 'Tracey Patrick' <traceyken@comcast.net>; 'Tom
Ryan' <ryantj2@hotmail.com>; 'Debbie Graff' <debbiegraff@gmail.com>; 'Pam Sunderman’
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<pam@pamsundermandesign.com>; 'Steve Sunderman' <srsunde@aol.com>; 'Angie Lee'
<ANGIE.LEEO5@gmail.com>; '‘Barbara Schwerin' <btschwerin@gmail.com>; ednjoj@gmail.com
<ednjoj@gmail.com>; 'Stacy Lesartre' <hlcp187@aol.com>; 'Kate McNamara'
<kathleenmcnamaraphd@gmail.com>; 'Karen Kotecki' <kotecki_mauch@msn.com>; 'Sarah Doing'
<sarahmdoing@yahoo.com>; 'Katie Salter' <Kathleenmary127@gmail.com>; 'Laurie Johnson'
<lbjmom@comcast.net>; danclawson9@gmail.com <danclawson9@gmail.com>; 'Stacey Leuzze'
<sleuzze@vmware.com>; "Tom Graff' <tomjgraff@gmail.com>; 'Jesus Martin'
<JESSIEMARTIN_2000@yahoo.com>; 'Kurt Johnson' <kejlbj@yahoo.com>; ctafoya@pds-co.com
<ctafoya@pds-co.com>; Amy and Dave Rosenberg <rosenberg.2@hotmail.com>;
sashagwoodard25@gmail.com <sashagwoodard25@gmail.com>; cliffmoore80525@gmail.com
<cliffmoore80525@gmail.com>; troyt@pds-co.com <troyt@pds-co.com>; pdauster@GJMLawfirm.com
<pdauster@gjmlawfirm.com>

Sent: Tue, Dec 15, 2020 9:42 am

Subject: Re: Re: Objection to 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Retirement Home Proposal

Hi Dave,
| was just working on an email to you! It was great to speak with you on the phone yesterday about the
conceptual review process.

As | mentioned, this is the very earliest stage in the development review process, so nothing official has
been submitted and nothing will be decided at this meeting. These reviews are meant to provide an
opportunity for discussion between staff and potential applicants.

Community members are always welcome to attend conceptual review meetings as observers. We ask
that you remain muted throughout the meeting. Any questions or comments you have during or after the
meeting can be emailed to myself or Kai.

10:15am Conceptual Review Meeting
https://zoom.us/j/96246475877
Meeting ID: 962 4647 5877

Dial +1 301 715 8592

If you’re having trouble connecting to the meeting, or if there’s anything else you need before Thursday,
please don't hesitate to reach out! I'm here as a resource for you.

Best,

Alyssa

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Amy and Dave Rosenberg <rosenberg.2@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2020 9:33:11 AM

To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>

Cc: schacho@aol.com <schacho@aol.com>; jennifer@faithproperty.com
<jennifer@faithproperty.com>; mike@faithproperty.com <mike@faithproperty.com>;
kchacho@aol.com <kchacho@aol.com>; Brandy Bethurem Harras <BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com>;
"Tracey Patrick' <traceyken@comcast.net>; 'Tom Ryan' <ryantj2@hotmail.com>; 'Kathy Chacho'
<kchacho@aol.com>; 'Steve Chacho' <schacho@aol.com>; 'Debbie Graff'
<debbiegraff@gmail.com>; 'Pam Sunderman' <pam@pamsundermandesign.com>; 'Steve
Sunderman' <srsunde@aol.com>; 'Angie Lee' <ANGIE.LEEOS@gmail.com>; 'Barbara Schwerin'
<btschwerin@gmail.com>; ednjoj@gmail.com <ednjoj@gmail.com>; 'Stacy Lesartre'
<hlcp187@aol.com>; 'Kate McNamara' <kathleenmcnamaraphd@gmail.com>; 'Karen Kotecki'
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<kotecki_mauch@msn.com>; 'Sarah Doing' <sarahmdoing@yahoo.com>; 'Katie Salter'
<Kathleenmary127@gmail.com>; 'Laurie Johnson' <lbjmom@comcast.net>;
danclawson9@gmail.com <danclawson9@gmail.com>; 'Stacey Leuzze' <sleuzze@vmware.com>;
"Tom Graff' <tomjgraff@gmail.com>; 'Jesus Martin' <JESSIEMARTIN_2000@yahoo.com>; 'Kurt
Johnson' <kejlbj@yahoo.com>; ctafoya@pds-co.com <ctafoya@pds-co.com>; Amy and Dave
Rosenberg <rosenberg.2@hotmail.com>; sashagwoodard25@gmail.com
<sashagwoodard25@gmail.com>; cliffmoore80525@gmail.com <cliffmoore80525@gmail.com>;
troyt@pds-co.com <troyt@pds-co.com>; 'Mike Adams' <mike@faithproperty.com>; 'Jennifer
Adams' <jennifer@faithproperty.com>; pdauster@GJMLawfirm.com <pdauster@gjmlawfirm.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Re: Objection to 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Retirement Home Proposal

Alyssa,
Please send the zoom link to me and all others in the “Copy” line of this email.

Thank you,
Dave Rosenberg

From: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2020 8:56 AM

To: schacho@aol.com; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>;
mike@faithproperty.com; jennifer@faithproperty.com; Rosenberg.2@hotmail.com
Cc: kchacho@aol.com; Brandy Bethurem Harras <BBethuremHarras@fcgov.com>
Subject: RE: Re: Objection to 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Retirement Home Proposal

Brandy or Alyssa,

Would you mind sending Steve the Zoom information and general ground rules for this
Thursday’s Conceptual Review meeting?

Best,

Kai

From: schacho@aol.com <schacho@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2020 8:46 AM
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>;

mike@faithproperty.com; jennifer@faithproperty.com; Rosenberg.2@hotmail.com

Cc: kchacho@aol.com
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Objection to 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Retirement Home Proposal

Thank you and yes I would like to receive a copy of the Conceptual Review Comment Letter
and attend the Conceptual Review meeting scheduled this Thursday. Is it a Zoom type
meeting?

Steve Chacho
970-217-7344
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From: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>

To: schacho@aol.com <schacho@aol.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>;
mike@faithproperty.com <mike@faithproperty.com>; jennifer@faithproperty.com
<jennifer@faithproperty.com>; Rosenberg.2@hotmail.com <Rosenberg.2@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tue, Dec 15, 2020 8:40 am

Subject: RE: Objection to 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Retirement Home Proposal

Hello Mr. Chacho,

Thanks for your input. Your comment will be added to the record for this project. As for the proposal, we
are currently in the process of a preliminary review and nothing formal has been submitted. Based on
City-staff comments It is likely that the scope of the project will change (only 8 beds are permitted under
current law). When finalized on Friday, would you like to receive a copy of the Conceptual Review
Comment Letter? You're also welcome to attend the Conceptual Review meeting that is scheduled for
this Thursday @ 10:15.

Please let me know if this is something you’re interested in and I'll have our development review
coordinator reach out to you with the details.

Sincerely,

Kai Kleer

From: schacho@aol.com <schacho@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2020 8:13 AM
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>;

mike@faithproperty.com; jennifer@faithproperty.com; Rosenberg.2@hotmail.com
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Objection to 636 Castle Ridge Ct. Retirement Home Proposal

We have just been made aware that a 16 bed retirement home is being proposed for 636 Castle
Ridge Ct. As residents of Castle Ridge Court we are opposed to this and have never been
contacted by anyone for our consideration.

Steve Chacho

631 Castle Ridge Ct.
Fort Collins, CO 80525
970-217-7344
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From: KEN PATRICK

To: Kai Kleer

Cc: Alyssa Stephens; Kurt Johnson; Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki; Troy Tafoya; Jesus Martin; Steve Chacho;
Doug Salter

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: RE: Castle Ridge proposed project

Date: Thursday, January 27, 2022 3:02:12 PM

Thank you for the update Kai. A couple of questions as you review the documents:

1. How tall will the projected plantings in the back?

2. Visitation cannot be limited and the estimation of visits appears grossly
underestimated or misrepresented. Can they provide a reference where they are
getting the estimation of "1 visitor per resident per week and 1 hour visit"? This
appears to be a guess and an underestimation. We request city personnel be verify
the accuracy of the data presented by the applicants via objective measures,
standards, and/or state codes.

In addition, | appreciate your research into "therapeutic" but, just to reiterate so | am
conveying my question accurately, | feel it is appropriate and necessary for us not to
make assumptions on the applicants intended meaning of the word. If the applicant is
requesting accommodation based on a "therapeutic" model or basis then it should be
clearly stated for all involved parties, decision making personnel and volunteers to
understand what they mean by "therapeutic". It appears that it would be difficult to
make a determination on accommodation for a condition that is not clearly understood
or stated. We request that the applicant provide a clear description and statement of
what they mean by "therapeutic" model and what benefit this is to the residents.

Thank you again for your time and we look forward to your review.

Kindest regards,
Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

On 01/26/2022 9:01 AM Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> wrote:

Hello Tracey and Ken,

They have submitted a response, though, I haven’t had a chance to review it yet
(our review deadline is February 1). I’ve attached the contents of their resubmittal
package if it’s helpful.

With respect to your question about what therapeutic means in their reasonable
accommodation request, I did look to see if there were any specific state
definitions for this and there were not. I dug into what therapeutic memory care
means and generally found that it was defined as services provided by a licensed
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or certified memory care nurse or specialist that include:

Art therapy

Music therapy

Pet therapy
Aromatherapy
Sensory stimulation
Light therapy

Hopefully this helps and let me know if you have any questions about the material
attached. I should have my review done by Monday next week.

Best,

KAI KLEER, AICP
City Planner

City of Fort Collins

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, January 24, 2022 5:03 PM

To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>

Cec: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>; Kurt Johnson
<kjlbj@yahoo.com>; Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki

<kotecki mauch@msn.com>; Troy Tafoya <troyt@pds-co.com>; Jesus Martin
<JESSIEMARTIN 2000@yahoo.com>; Steve Chacho <schacho@aol.com>;
Doug Salter <doug.salter@woodward.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Castle Ridge proposed project

Hello Kai,

Hope all is well with you. | am checking in to see if the applicants have
submitted any response to questions both you and | posed noted in the
letter | submitted to you and city leaders regarding traffic, parking,
screening, etc.
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In addition, has there been any explanation by the applicants of what they
mean by "therapeutic" in their request for reasonable accommodation for
the increased number of residents? | feel this is a significant issue as the
word may be misconstrued or misinterpreted to imply that there is a
medical or other care benefit that the residents receive by having 16
residents at the facility. As stated in my letter, the applicants are only
meeting state minimum ratio for residents to staff with the staffing model.
In the review process to the P&Z it should be clearly stated what the
applicant is implying or stating with the use of the term "therapeutic" and
what the benefit is to the residents.

| would be happy to send additional pictures if needed.

Thank you for your time.

Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

On 01/12/2022 9:25 AM Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> wrote:

Hello Tracey and Ken,

Thank you for the time you spent reviewing the Castle Ridge
Group Home resubmittal and waiting on a response from me.
Please see my responses to your comments below in green.
City staff has a follow-up meeting with the applicant today in

order to go over similar concerns.

Please feel free to reach out to me directly by calling 970-416-
4284.

Sincerely,
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Kai Kleer

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 06, 2022 8:48 PM

To: City Leaders <Cityl.eaders@fcgov.com>; Kai Kleer

<kkleer@fcgov.com™>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>;
Kurt Johnson <kjlbj@yahoo.com>; Lawrence Mauch & Karen

Kotecki <kotecki mauch@msn.com>; Troy Tafoya <troyt@pds-
co.com™>; Jesus Martin <JESSIEMARTIN_2000@yahoo.com>;

Steve Chacho <schacho@aol.com>; Doug Salter
= Iter rd.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge proposed project

Hello all,

This email is in response to the recent documents submitted
for the Castle Ridge Group Home proposal. My family and |
live in the home next door to this proposed project.

In review of the updated documents, they do not appear to
include PFA comments regarding the proposed fire lane. The
comment is that this has been "resolved". Please provide
further information on how this is "resolved" as | do not see any
documents with updated information. The last documentation
from PFA noted that nearly the entire street on our side would
need to be marked and zoned as a fire lane. If there has been
an update or change in PFA response then we would
appreciate access to the PFA response to review.

The status of the comment was changed to “resolved” to reflect the
decision of the Chief Fire Marshal to withdraw the comment
requiring the fire lane. Kurt Johnson has made a request to PFA for a
release of the record, however, I’'m unsure of where that request is
within PFA’s process. The best person to contact about it would be
Sarah Carter, Assistant Fire Marshal — she can be contacted at 970-

290-6764 or sarah.carter@poudre-fire.org.
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Additional comments on documents reviewed:

Comment 3: This is in regard to privacy measures on our side
of the home. Applicants noted they would place a 72" trellis
screen" in front of the bay window.

RESPONSE: There are actually two large bay windows and
two room windows that directly face our property in the front. It
is unclear if the trellis screen would be over both bay windows
and no comment on screening of other windows. | request you
receive clarification. We would appreciate the applicants
provide other solutions in addition to trellis as well as a better
conceptualization of what this would actually look like from our
vantage point. The trellis does not appear to be consistent
with the esthetics of the neighborhood. In addition, applicant
notes "significant tree and plant material exists in southern
neighbor's property that currently provides screening". This
statement is incorrect. The tree and plant material does not
provide screening of bay windows noted above nor does it
provide screening along a significant portion along the property
line in the backyard. The applicants state that "waterlines
make planting along a portion of the house unfeasible". This
does not include the privacy in the backyard area. The prior
owners had plantings and a large tree in the area directly
across the fence area in the applicants backyard. The tree and
bushes have been removed prior to purchase of the home. It
appears that the applicants should be able to provide tree and
plant material on their side of the fence for screening.

Great feedback on this topic. City staff has consistently made
comments regarding this that have gone unaddressed. We have a
follow up meeting with the applicant to let them know that we will be
recommending a condition to require additional landscape and
screening elements on this and other sides of the property. My hope
is that they respond with an update to their plan so that we do not
have to craft a condition to address this. I’ll mention you comments
regarding the bay windows, trellis, lack of evergreen material, and
back-yard landscaping. City staff comments largely align with what
you’ve mentioned in your response.

Packet pg. 206



ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

Finally, the proposed wrought iron fence appears to be slated
and therefore would not provide much in the way of screening
or privacy nor, as far as | understand it, is it within HOA
regulations.

Please see attached photos for details.

Staff is recommending the use of additional landscaping to provide
screening because of the fence type.

Comment 8: This is in regards to trash. Applicant states
laundry would be managed on site and medical waste as "pill
bottles".

RESPONSE: It would seem unusual that there would not be
more medical waste or biohazardous waste for a proposed
memory care facility potentially serving 16 residents. Please
request clarification from applicants.

Acknowledged. Staff has been pressing to get a full response on this.

Comment 14: This is in regards to traffic. The applicants do
not appear to have responded entirely to the question
regarding traffic. The request was to "really describe each
individual element of traffic, i.e. deliveries, trash, employee,
mail, etc.)".

RESPONSE: The amount of traffic and employees needed to
run a facility such as this with a possible 16 residents appears
to be grossly underrepresented or underestimated by the
applicants. The number of staff noted is the state minimum for
ratio of caregiver to resident. The applicants also discuss only
3 staff members per shift during the day. Again, this is the
minimum required by the state for caregivers. The caregiver to
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staff ratio is designed for the caring of the residents and not
facility tasks. Caregivers at similar facilities are not likely to
also provide all food prep and cooking, food delivery, dishes,
bed changes, laundry, housecleaning, yard maintenance,
facility maintenance, etc.

Additional services performed at similar facilities who care for
memory care residents include items such as pharmacy
delivery, medication administration by certified personnel,
oxygen and other durable medical equipment delivery and
maintenance, occupational therapy, physical therapy, exercise
class, activities or performances, etc. There is no comment or
estimate to the amount of traffic and parking anticipated from
such services. One of the applicants stated that she is a
therapist by training and worked in several facilities who cared
for similar residents. Do the applicants assume that none of
their residents will need such services or activities? The
residents will need continued medical care, dental care,
eyel/vision care, hearing care, etc. Will providers be coming on
site or will the residents be transported to these
appointments? What about religious services or visits? What
about resident outings or use of services in the community?

According to the Colorado Compendium of Residential Care
and Assisted Living Regulations and Policy: 2015 Edition,
“Facilities must provide protective oversight and a physically
safe and sanitary environment; personal services (i.e.,
assistance with activities of daily living, instrumental
activities of daily living, individualized social supervision,
and transportation); and social and recreational services,
both within the facility and in the local community, based on
residents’ interests”.

The applicants state they will limit visitation, however, per
Colorado Code of Regulations for Assisted Living (CCR 1011-1
Chapter 7, http://havenseniorliving.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/12/State-Rules-for-Assisted-Living-
facilities.pdf) — section 13.1, A4 under residents rights indicate
a “right to have visitors at any time”. The applicants have
noted that they will take residents who are on hospice care.
Hospice patient visitation cannot be restricted. With the
potential for 16 residents, some at the end of life, there is likely
to be higher traffic levels and parking needs for visitation.
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Traffic and parking for the additional services, visitation and for
the complete operation of the facility need to be taken into
consideration. The solution of carpooling, public transit
(closest bus stop is nearly a mile away) and bike ridership
does not appear to be a realistic solution for not only staff and
visitors but for other traffic such as deliveries that may need
closer parking. This neighborhood has only one entrance and
exit point with a 3 court area with limited on street parking
given driveways.

REQUEST: We request that the applicants provide a full and
detailed traffic and parking description and that the planning
and zoning department make assessment on accuracy when in
comparison to similar facilities. Such an increase in traffic and
parking in this neighborhood would substantially alter the
nature, character and possibly the safety of the neighborhood.
With such increase in business and visitation traffic and
parking within the residential neighborhood there is a high
likelihood that there would be parking on both sides of the
narrow street thus likely impeding emergency response
vehicles maneuvering. At current residential levels this is not
an issue.

Great comment, City planning and traffic staff fully agree. The
response to our request for additional information has been largely
insufficient. We have a follow-up meeting with the applicant to see
why this has gone unaddressed. Stay tuned.

Finally, as previously submitted, we are opposed to the
determination of reasonable accommodation for 16 residents in
a residential area due to significantly increased impact from a
traffic, parking and safety as well as substantially changing the
nature and character of the neighborhood.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Again, please see
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attachments for pictures of areas needing screening.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need further
information.

Kindest regards,

Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

642 Castle Ridge Ct.

Tracevken@comcast.net
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From: KEN PATRICK

To: Kai Kleer

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: RE: Castle Ridge proposed project
Date: Thursday, February 10, 2022 11:39:42 AM

Good morning Kai,

Hope all is well with you. | was wondering if you would have time to chat about this
project over the phone? | promise not to take too much time but thought it would be
easier and more efficient to have a brief fluid conversation as | prepare for P&Z
meeting.

If so, can you send some times? Otherwise, you can just call my cell (970) 988-7440.

Thank you,
Tracey Stefanon

On 01/26/2022 9:01 AM Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> wrote:

Hello Tracey and Ken,

They have submitted a response, though, I haven’t had a chance to review it yet
(our review deadline is February 1). I’ve attached the contents of their resubmittal
package if it’s helpful.

With respect to your question about what therapeutic means in their reasonable
accommodation request, I did look to see if there were any specific state
definitions for this and there were not. I dug into what therapeutic memory care
means and generally found that it was defined as services provided by a licensed
or certified memory care nurse or specialist that include:

Art therapy

Music therapy

Pet therapy
Aromatherapy
Sensory stimulation
Light therapy

Hopefully this helps and let me know if you have any questions about the material
attached. I should have my review done by Monday next week.
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Best,

KAI KLEER, AICP
City Planner

City of Fort Collins

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, January 24, 2022 5:03 PM

To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>

Cec: Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>; Kurt Johnson
<kjlbj@yahoo.com>; Lawrence Mauch & Karen Kotecki
<kotecki_mauch@msn.com>; Troy Tafoya <troyt@pds-co.com>; Jesus Martin
<JESSIEMARTIN 2000@yahoo.com>; Steve Chacho <schacho@aol.com>;
Doug Salter <doug.salter@woodward.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Castle Ridge proposed project

Hello Kai,

Hope all is well with you. | am checking in to see if the applicants have
submitted any response to questions both you and | posed noted in the
letter | submitted to you and city leaders regarding traffic, parking,
screening, etc.

In addition, has there been any explanation by the applicants of what they
mean by "therapeutic" in their request for reasonable accommodation for
the increased number of residents? | feel this is a significant issue as the
word may be misconstrued or misinterpreted to imply that there is a
medical or other care benefit that the residents receive by having 16
residents at the facility. As stated in my letter, the applicants are only
meeting state minimum ratio for residents to staff with the staffing model.
In the review process to the P&Z it should be clearly stated what the
applicant is implying or stating with the use of the term "therapeutic" and
what the benefit is to the residents.

| would be happy to send additional pictures if needed.
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Thank you for your time.

Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

On 01/12/2022 9:25 AM Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> wrote:

Hello Tracey and Ken,

Thank you for the time you spent reviewing the Castle Ridge
Group Home resubmittal and waiting on a response from me.
Please see my responses to your comments below in green.
City staff has a follow-up meeting with the applicant today in

order to go over similar concerns.

Please feel free to reach out to me directly by calling 970-416-
4284.

Sincerely,

Kai Kleer

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 06, 2022 8:48 PM
To: City Leaders <Cityl eaders@fcgov.com>; Kai Kleer

<kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com>;
Kurt Johnson <kjlbj@yahoo.com>; Lawrence Mauch & Karen

Kotecki <kotecki mauch@msn.com>; Troy Tafoya <troyt@pds-

co.com>; Jesus Martin <JESSIEMARTIN_2 ah m>;
Steve Chacho <schacho@aol.com>; Doug Salter
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<doug.salter@woodward.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge proposed project

Hello all,

This email is in response to the recent documents submitted
for the Castle Ridge Group Home proposal. My family and |
live in the home next door to this proposed project.

In review of the updated documents, they do not appear to
include PFA comments regarding the proposed fire lane. The
comment is that this has been "resolved". Please provide
further information on how this is "resolved" as | do not see any
documents with updated information. The last documentation
from PFA noted that nearly the entire street on our side would
need to be marked and zoned as a fire lane. If there has been
an update or change in PFA response then we would
appreciate access to the PFA response to review.

The status of the comment was changed to “resolved” to reflect the
decision of the Chief Fire Marshal to withdraw the comment
requiring the fire lane. Kurt Johnson has made a request to PFA for a
release of the record, however, I’m unsure of where that request is
within PFA’s process. The best person to contact about it would be
Sarah Carter, Assistant Fire Marshal — she can be contacted at 970-

290-6764 or sarah.carter@poudre-fire.org.

Additional comments on documents reviewed:

Comment 3: This is in regard to privacy measures on our side
of the home. Applicants noted they would place a 72" trellis
screen" in front of the bay window.

RESPONSE: There are actually two large bay windows and
two room windows that directly face our property in the front. It
is unclear if the trellis screen would be over both bay windows
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and no comment on screening of other windows. | request you
receive clarification. We would appreciate the applicants
provide other solutions in addition to trellis as well as a better
conceptualization of what this would actually look like from our
vantage point. The trellis does not appear to be consistent
with the esthetics of the neighborhood. In addition, applicant
notes "significant tree and plant material exists in southern
neighbor's property that currently provides screening". This
statement is incorrect. The tree and plant material does not
provide screening of bay windows noted above nor does it
provide screening along a significant portion along the property
line in the backyard. The applicants state that "waterlines
make planting along a portion of the house unfeasible". This
does not include the privacy in the backyard area. The prior
owners had plantings and a large tree in the area directly
across the fence area in the applicants backyard. The tree and
bushes have been removed prior to purchase of the home. It
appears that the applicants should be able to provide tree and
plant material on their side of the fence for screening.

Great feedback on this topic. City staff has consistently made
comments regarding this that have gone unaddressed. We have a
follow up meeting with the applicant to let them know that we will be
recommending a condition to require additional landscape and
screening elements on this and other sides of the property. My hope
is that they respond with an update to their plan so that we do not
have to craft a condition to address this. I’ll mention you comments
regarding the bay windows, trellis, lack of evergreen material, and
back-yard landscaping. City staff comments largely align with what
you’ve mentioned in your response.

Finally, the proposed wrought iron fence appears to be slated
and therefore would not provide much in the way of screening
or privacy nor, as far as | understand it, is it within HOA
regulations.

Please see attached photos for details.

Staff is recommending the use of additional landscaping to provide
screening because of the fence type.
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Comment 8: This is in regards to trash. Applicant states
laundry would be managed on site and medical waste as "pill
bottles".

RESPONSE: It would seem unusual that there would not be
more medical waste or biohazardous waste for a proposed
memory care facility potentially serving 16 residents. Please
request clarification from applicants.

Acknowledged. Staff has been pressing to get a full response on this.

Comment 14: This is in regards to traffic. The applicants do
not appear to have responded entirely to the question
regarding traffic. The request was to "really describe each
individual element of traffic, i.e. deliveries, trash, employee,
mail, etc.)".

RESPONSE: The amount of traffic and employees needed to
run a facility such as this with a possible 16 residents appears
to be grossly underrepresented or underestimated by the
applicants. The number of staff noted is the state minimum for
ratio of caregiver to resident. The applicants also discuss only
3 staff members per shift during the day. Again, this is the
minimum required by the state for caregivers. The caregiver to
staff ratio is designed for the caring of the residents and not
facility tasks. Caregivers at similar facilities are not likely to
also provide all food prep and cooking, food delivery, dishes,
bed changes, laundry, housecleaning, yard maintenance,
facility maintenance, etc.

Additional services performed at similar facilities who care for
memory care residents include items such as pharmacy
delivery, medication administration by certified personnel,
oxygen and other durable medical equipment delivery and
maintenance, occupational therapy, physical therapy, exercise
class, activities or performances, etc. There is no comment or
estimate to the amount of traffic and parking anticipated from
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such services. One of the applicants stated that she is a
therapist by training and worked in several facilities who cared
for similar residents. Do the applicants assume that none of
their residents will need such services or activities? The
residents will need continued medical care, dental care,
eye/vision care, hearing care, etc. Will providers be coming on
site or will the residents be transported to these
appointments? What about religious services or visits? What
about resident outings or use of services in the community?

According to the Colorado Compendium of Residential Care
and Assisted Living Regulations and Policy: 2015 Edition,
“Facilities must provide protective oversight and a physically
safe and sanitary environment; personal services (i.e.,
assistance with activities of daily living, instrumental
activities of daily living, individualized social supervision,
and transportation); and social and recreational services,
both within the facility and in the local community, based on
residents’ interests”.

The applicants state they will limit visitation, however, per
Colorado Code of Regulations for Assisted Living (CCR 1011-1
Chapter 7, http://havenseniorliving.org/wp-

ntent/upl 2018/12/State-Rules-for-Assisted-Living-
facilities.pdf) — section 13.1, A4 under residents rights indicate
a “right to have visitors at any time”. The applicants have
noted that they will take residents who are on hospice care.
Hospice patient visitation cannot be restricted. With the
potential for 16 residents, some at the end of life, there is likely
to be higher traffic levels and parking needs for visitation.

Traffic and parking for the additional services, visitation and for
the complete operation of the facility need to be taken into
consideration. The solution of carpooling, public transit
(closest bus stop is nearly a mile away) and bike ridership
does not appear to be a realistic solution for not only staff and
visitors but for other traffic such as deliveries that may need
closer parking. This neighborhood has only one entrance and
exit point with a 3 court area with limited on street parking
given driveways.
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REQUEST: We request that the applicants provide a full and
detailed traffic and parking description and that the planning
and zoning department make assessment on accuracy when in
comparison to similar facilities. Such an increase in traffic and
parking in this neighborhood would substantially alter the
nature, character and possibly the safety of the neighborhood.
With such increase in business and visitation traffic and
parking within the residential neighborhood there is a high
likelihood that there would be parking on both sides of the
narrow street thus likely impeding emergency response
vehicles maneuvering. At current residential levels this is not
an issue.

Great comment, City planning and traffic staff fully agree. The
response to our request for additional information has been largely
insufficient. We have a follow-up meeting with the applicant to see
why this has gone unaddressed. Stay tuned.

Finally, as previously submitted, we are opposed to the
determination of reasonable accommodation for 16 residents in
a residential area due to significantly increased impact from a
traffic, parking and safety as well as substantially changing the
nature and character of the neighborhood.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Again, please see
attachments for pictures of areas needing screening.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need further
information.

Kindest regards,

Tracey Stefanon and Ken Patrick

642 Castle Ridge Ct.
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Tracevken@comcast.net
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From: Pia Chamberlain

To: Brandy Bethurem Harras

Subject: [EXTERNAL] support for group home project at 636 Castle Ridge Ct.
Date: Friday, July 09, 2021 5:53:57 PM

Ms. Harras,

I wanted to reach out in support of the group home project at 636 Castle Ridge Ct. The design
of that property is a great match for that kind of use. On top of that, keeping group homes
small and integrated into the community is a huge win for all of us (because we are all getting
older!). I hope you will support this project and give the green light for it to go ahead.

-Pia Chamberlain
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From: Andrea Buus

To: Brandy Bethurem Harras

Subject: [EXTERNAL] support for small, residential memory care communities
Date: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 4:18:19 PM

Attachments: memory care facilities.webarchive

I have included my letter of support, thank you for your time and consideration on this matter.
Please let me know if you have any further questions.

Take care,
Andrea Buus OTR
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From: Merry Phillips

To: Brandy Bethurem Harras; Kai Kleer

Cc: Merry Phillips

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support in Favor of 636 Castle Ridge Court Group Home
Date: Sunday, July 25, 2021 6:21:10 PM

Dear Development Review Coordinators & Planners (Brandy & Kai),

I'm writing to express my strong support for the Memory Care Project (Group Home) at 636
Castle Ridge Court in Fort Collins. With the aging population and increase in memory related
illnesses among our loved ones, there is a growing need for this type of quality care facility in
a lovely setting run by experts such as Xioma and Eric. Xioma has been working as a skilled
nurse in the memory field for over 20 years and Eric has the administrative skills to make this
a well-run, highly sought after senior care facility in a domestic setting.

Having spent time in the area, I believe it's an excellent location and if approved, I'm certain it
will only augment the neighborhood and the lives of those being cared for. I hope that you will
give it your sincere consideration for immediate planning and zoning.

Please feel free to contact me via phone or text at 916-660-3610.

Thanks & Regards,
Meredith Phillips
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October 19, 2016

EARTH ENGINEERING
CONSULTANTS, LLC

Castle Ridge at Miramont HOA

c/o Faith Property Management

300 East Boardwalk Drive; Building 6, Suite B
Fort Collins, Colorado 80525

Attn: Ms. Lauren Winn (lauren@faithproperty.com)

Re:  Existing Pavements Evaluation
Castle Ridge Court and Castle Ridge Place
Fort Collins, Colorado
EEC Project No. 1162090

Ms. Winn;

Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC (EEC) personnel have completed the subsurface exploration
and engineering evaluation requested for the existing roadways within the Castle Ridge at
Miramont development located west of Highcastle Drive and south of the Mail Creek Ditch in
Fort Collins, Colorado. The roadways in this evaluation include Castle Ridge Court and Castle
Ridge Place. Results of the field and laboratory testing for this project as well as our evaluation

of those test results are provided with this report.

Earth Engineering Consultants, Inc. completed a geotechnical exploration for this development
in 1993. We believe the reference roadways were constructed shortly thereafter. The 1993
pavement section recommendations suggested at least 3-inches of hot bituminous pavement
(HBP) over at least 6-inches of aggregate base, which was consistent with the minimum
standards at that time. The in-place roadways appear to be in reasonably good shape based on
visual observations. Several areas of concrete curb-and-gutter appear to have been replaced and
the roadways appear to have been seal coated relatively recently. Photographs of the pavement
areas taken at the time of our field exploration are included with this report.

To help determine the existing pavement sections and evaluate existing subgrade conditions, soil
borings were completed at four (4) locations within the referenced roadway alignments. A
diagram indicating the approximate boring locations is included with this report. Those borings
were extended to depths of approximately 10 feet below existing surface grades with samples of
the subsurface materials encountered obtained using split-barrel and California barrel sampling
techniques in general accordance with ASTM Specifications D1586 and D3550, respectively.

4396 GREENFIELD DRIVE

WINDSOR, COLORADO 80550
(970) 545-3908  FAX (970) 663-0282
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Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC
EEC Project No. 1162090
October 19, 2016
Page 2
In the split-barrel and California barrel sampling procedures, standard sampling spoons are
driven into the ground by means of a 140-pound hammer falling a distance of 30 inches. The
number of blows required to advance the split-barrel and California barrel samplers is recorded
and is used to estimate the in-situ relative density of cohesionless soils and, to a lesser degree of
accuracy, the consistency of cohesive soils and hardness of weathered bedrock. In the California
barrel sampling procedure, relatively intact samples are obtained in removable brass liners.
Samples obtained in the field were sealed and returned to our laboratory for further examination,

classification and testing.

Laboratory moisture content tests were completed on each of the recovered samples. Select
samples were tested for dry density, unconfined strength, swell/consolidation, fines content and
plasticity. Results of the outlined tests are indicated on the attached boring logs and summary
sheets. One (1) Hveem stabilometer R-value was completed on a composite sample of the
subgrade soils. As a part of the testing program, all samples were examined in the laboratory
and classified in general accordance with the attached General Notes and the Unified Soil
Classification System, based on the soil’s texture and plasticity. The estimated group symbol for
the Unified Soil Classification System is indicated on the borings and a brief description of that

classification system is included with this report.

Based on results of the field borings and laboratory testing, subsurface conditions can be
generalized as follows. The existing pavement surface observed in the field borings consisted of
approximately 2% to 4 inches of hot bituminous pavement in the cul-de-sacs (i.e. general vicinity
of borings B-1, B-3 and B-4) and approximately 3 inches in the local roadway (i.e. general
vicinity of boring B-2). The HBP was underlain by approximately 6’2 to 10 inches of aggregate
base course. At all boring locations, the pavement sections were underlain by moderate
plasticity lean clays with varying amounts of sand. The cohesive subgrade soils were generally
moist and stiff to very stiff. The moist soils showed generally low potential for swelling at
current moisture and density conditions. The lean clay soils were underlain at depths of
approximately 3% to 9 feet by claystone/siltstone/sandstone bedrock. The test borings were
terminated at depths on the order of 10 feet below existing pavement surface in moderately to
highly plastic bedrock.

Observations were made while drilling and after completion of the borings to detect the presence
and depth to free groundwater. No free water was observed in the test borings at the time of
drilling. The borings were backfilled after drilling and the pavements patched so that longer-

term observations of groundwater levels were not possible.
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Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC
EEC Project No. 1162090
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Page 3

Fluctuations in groundwater levels can occur over time depending on variations in hydrologic
conditions and other conditions not apparent at the time of this report. Perched groundwater may
be encountered in the subgrade soils particularly immediately above the low permeability
bedrock. Soil stratification boundaries indicated on the boring logs were based on visual and
tactual observation of the field samples. In-situ, the change of materials may be gradual and

indistinct.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The pavement section observed within the roadway borings consisted of 2} to 4 inches of HBP
on 6% to 10 inches of aggregate base. The pavement sections are generally deficient on HBP
surfacing based on a current minimum standard of 4 inches of hot bituminous pavement
overlying 6 inches of aggregate base course for local residential streets and 5 inches of HBP over
6 inches of aggregate base for cul-de-sacs. Furthermore, the contribution of the approximate 25
year old HBP is substantially less than new HBP, further contributing to the deficiency of the

pavement.

Reconstruction or a significant overlay of the existing roadways would be required to upgrade
the roadways into current LCUASS standards.

For reconstruction, the existing pavement surface and adjacent concrete pans should be removed
along with sufficient aggregate base/subgrade to establish top-of-subgrade or top-of-base
elevations. We expect the subgrades would be unstable upon removal of the pavements thereby
requiring stabilization. If the exposed materials are unstable, it might be necessary to remove
base materials to a depth where the subgrades can be stabilized and appropriate base placed for
the roadways. Stabilization of the subgrades, if required, could include incorporation of at least
12 percent Class C fly ash in the top 12 inches of subgrade. The stabilized zone would be
adjusted in moisture content to slightly dry of standard Proctor optimum moisture and compacted
to at least 95% of standard Proctor maximum dry density.

Pavement sections for the thru-streets classified as local residential, should consist of 4 inches of
hot bituminous pavement overlying 6 inches of base course. The new pavement section for the
cul-de-sacs should include 5 inches of hot bituminous pavement overlying 6 inches of base
course. Aggregate base course should consist of Class 5 or Class 6 aggregate base in accordance
with LCUASS standards. Hot bituminous pavement should consist of Grading S 75 with 58-28
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Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC
EEC Project No. 1162090
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binder. Aggregate base course should be compacted to at least 95% of standard Proctor
maximum dry density at a workable moisture content. Hot bituminous pavement should be
compacted to be with the range of 92 to 96% of maximum theoretical specific gravity (Rice

Value) at the time of placement.

Concerning an overlay approach, we suggest at least 2}% inches of new asphalt would be required
in the cul-de-sacs and 1% inches required in the local roadways to bring the structural number of
the streets up to meet current design. As an alternative, 2-inches of the in-place HBP could be
milled and overlay of 4 inches and 3 inches, respectively, placed in the cul-de-sacs and
roadways. Adding 2 to 2 inches of pavement above the existing grades would significantly
alter the roadway cross slopes; care would be needed to match existing curb-and-gutter and
driveways. Areas of thinner pavements may not provide adequate support of the milling

operation.

Positive drainage should be developed across and away from the new pavements to prevent
wetting of the pavement subgrades. Pavement subgrades allowed to become wetted subsequent
to construction can result in an unacceptable performance of the pavements. In addition, care
should be taken to place and compact cohesive soil subgrades behind the new curbs lines to
prevent ponding of water behind curbs.

General Comments

The analysis and recommendations presented in this report are based upon the data obtained
from the borings completed at the indicated locations and from any other information discussed
in this report. This report does not reflect any variations which may occur between borings or
across the site. The nature and extent of such variations may not become evident until
construction.  If wvariations appear evident, it will be necessary to re-evaluate the
recommendations of this report.

It is recommended that the geotechnical engineer be retained to review the plans and
specifications so that comments can be made regarding the interpretation and implementation of
our geotechnical recommendations in the design and specifications. It is further recommended
that the geotechnical engineer be retained for testing and observations during earthwork and

pavement construction phases to help determine that the design requirements are fulfilled.
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This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Castle Ridge at Miramont HOA c/o Faith
Property Management personnel for specific application to the project discussed, and has been
prepared in accordance with generally accepted geotechnical engineering practices. No
warranty, express or implied, is made. In the event that any changes in the nature, design or
location of the project as outlined in this report are planned, the conclusions and
recommendations contained in this report shall not be considered valid unless the changes are
reviewed and the conclusions of this report modified or verified in writing by the geotechnical

engineer.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. If you have any questions
concerning this report, or if we can be of further service to you in any other way, please do not

hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,
Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC

David A. Richer, P.E.
Senior Geotechnical Engineer

Reviewed by: Lester L. Litton, P.E.
Principal Engineer

DAR/LLL/dla

oe; Shear Engineering Corporation — Brian Shear (bshear(@shearengineering.com)
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DRILLING AND EXPLORATIONEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

DRILLING & SAMPLING SYMBOLS:

SS: Split Spoon - 13/8" I.D., 2" 0.D., unless otherwise noted PS: Piston Sample

ST: Thin-Walled Tube - 2" 0.D., unless otherwise noted WS: Wash Sample
R: Ring Barrel Sampler - 2.42" I.D., 3" O.D. unless otherwise noted

PA: Power Auger FT: Fish Tail Bit

HA: Hand Auger RB: Rock Bit

DB: Diamond Bit=4",N, B BS: Bulk Sample

AS: Auger Sample PM: Pressure Meter

HS: Hollow Stem Auger WB: Wash Bore

Standard "N" Penetration: Blows per foot of a 140 pound hammer falling 30 inches on a 2-inch O.D. split spoon, except where noted.

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENT SYMBOLS:

WL : Water Level WS : While Sampling

WCI: Wet Cave in WD : While Drilling

DCl: Dry Cavein BCR: Before Casing Removal
AB : After Boring ACR: After Casting Removal

Water levels indicated on the boring logs are the levels measured in the borings at the time indicated. In pervious soils, the indicated
levels may reflect the location of ground water. In low permeability soils, the accurate determination of ground water levels is not
possible with only short term observations.

DESCRIPTIVE SOIL CLASSIFICATION

PHYSICAL PROPERTIES OF BEDROCK

Soil Classification is based on the Unified Soil Classification
system and the ASTM Designations D-2488. Coarse Grained DEGREE OF WEATHERING: .
Soils have move than 50% of their dry weight retained on a Slight .SJ'EEE d'\e;lcaongp;ocscl)tllgrncﬁ;npa;ent material on
#200 sieve; they are described as: boulders, cobbles, gravel or J ' ¥ B

sand. Fine Grained Soils have less than 50% of their dry weight Moderate Some decomposition and color change
retained on a #200 sieve; they are described as : clays, if they throughout.

are plastic, and silts if they are slightly plastic or non-plastic. High Rock highly decomposed, may be extremely
Major constituents may be added as modifiers and minor broken.

constituents may be added according to the relative

proportions based on grain size. In addition to gradation, HARDNESS AND DEGREE OF CEMENTATION:

coarse grained soils are defined on the basis of their relative in-

. . . . . . Limestone and Dolomite:
place density and fine grained soils on the basis of their Hard Difficult to scratch with knife.

consistency. Example: Lean clay with sand, trace gravel, stiff
(CL); silty sand, trace gravel, medium dense (SM).

Moderately Can be scratched easily with knife.

CONSISTENCY OF FINE-GRAINED SOILS Hard Cannot be scratched with fingernail.
Unconfined Compressive Soft Can be scratched with fingernail.
Strength, Qu, psf Consistency

Shale, Siltstone and Claystone:
Hard Can be scratched easily with knife, cannot be

< 8B40 Very Soft scratched with fingernail.

500 - 1,000 Soft
1,001 - 2,000 Medium Moderately Can be scratched with fingernail.
2,001 - 4,000 stiff Hard
4,001 - 8,000 Very Stiff Soft Can be easily dented but not molded with
8,001 - 16,000 Very Hard fingers.

Sandstone and Conglomerate:
RELATIVE DENSITY OF COARSE-GRAINED SOILS: Well Capable of scratching a knife blade.

N-Blows/ft Relative Density Cemented

08 Very Laose Cemented Can be scratched with knife.

4-9 Loose

10-29 Medium Dense Poorly Can be broken apart easily with fingers.

30-49 Dense Cemented

50-80 Very Dense

80 + Extremely Dense

Earth EngineePingdipgsaltants, LLC




ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

Criteria for Assigning Group Symbols and Group Names Using Laboratory Tests

Soil Classification

Group
Symbol

Group Name

Coarse - Grained Soils ~ Gravels more than Clean GravelsLess (o4 204 1<Ce<3® GW  Well-graded gravel f
more than 50% 50% of coarse than 5% fines
retained on No. 200 fraction retained on Cu<4 and/or 1>Cc>3° GP Poorly-graded gravel F
sieve No. 4 sieve ith Fi
Gravels with Fines £ o¢ classify as ML or MH GM  silty gravel *"
more than 12%
fines Fines Classify as CL or CH GC  Clayey Gravel "°"
Sands 50% or more Clean Sands Less Cu26 and 1<Cc<3E SW  Well-graded sand '
coarse fraction than 5% fines
asses No. 4 sieve Cu<6 and/or 1>Cc>3° SP Poorly-graded sand '
p Y-8
Sands with Fines Fines classify as ML or MH SM  silty sand "
more than 12%
fines Fines classify as CL or CH SC  Clayey sand *"
Fine-Grained Soils Silts and Clays inorganic PI>7 and plots on or above "A" Line cL Lean clay KLM
50% or more passes Liquid Limit less
the No. 200 sieve than 50 PI<4 or plots below "A" Line ML silt*tM
organic Liquid Limit - oven dried Organic clay """
<0.75 oL
Liquid Limit - not dried Organic silt KLM,O
Silts and Clays inorganic PI plots on or above "A" Line CH Fat clay KLM
Liquid Limit 50 or
more Pl plots below "A" Line MH  Elastic Silt "V
organic Liquid Limit - oven dried Organic clay *"™?
<0.75 OH
Liquid Limit - not dried Organic silt KLM,O
Highly organic soils Primarily organic matter, dark in color, and organic odor PT  Peat

"Based on the material passing the 3-in. (75-mm)
sieve

BIf field sample contained cobbles or boulders, or
both, add "with cobbles or boulders, or both" to
group name.

“Gravels with 5 to 12% fines required dual symbols:
GW-GM well graded gravel with silt

GW-GC well-graded gravel with clay

GP-GM poorly-graded gravel with silt

GP-GC poorly-graded gravel with clay

PSands with 5 to 12% fines require dual symbols:

SW-SM well-graded sand with silt

(Ds)”

Dy x Dgp

Xif soil contains 15 to 29% plus No. 200, add "with sand"

fCu=Dgy/Dyg Cc= ) . g :
or "with gravel", whichever is predominant.

"If soil contains = 30% plus No. 200 predominantly sand,
add "sandy" to group name.

F E . . "
If soil contains 215% sand, add "with sand" to Mif soil contains 230% plus No. 200 predominantly gravel,

®If fines classify as CL-ML, use dual symbol GC- add "gravelly" to group name.

CM, or SC-SM. “PI>4 and plots on or above "A" line.

0, WAN |
"If fines are organic, add "with organic fines" to Pi<4 or plots below "A" line.

group name "pi plots on or above "A" line.

Q WA T
'If soil contains >15% gravel, add "with gravel" to Pl plots below "A" line.

group name

I Atterberg limits plots shaded area, soil is a CL-

SW-SC well-graded sand with clay ML, Silty clay
SP-SM poorly graded sand with silt
SP-SC poorly graded sand with clay
60 —
For Classification of fine-grained soils and 5
fine-grained fraction of coarse-grained i
50 = soils. -
& -
¥ - @
. Equation of "A"-line N, O\Z‘ i ~©
& 40 -+ Horizontal at PI=4 to LL=25.5 - S :
< then PI-0.73 (LL-20) ]
g Equation of "U"-line - 4
> 30 |~ VerticalatLL=16to PI-7, 4
= L 57
S then PI=0.9 (LL-8) , /
= 5
(%]} . .
S0 + -
oV MH ok OH
& SN
- NES
o A ol
CLML Of
|
0 t —
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110

LIQUID LIMIT (LL)
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CASTLE RIDGE COURT PAVEMENTS
FORT COLLINS, COLORADO
EEC PROJECT No. 1162090

SEPTEMBER 2016
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Legend

@ Approximate Boring
Locations

@ Site Photos

(Photos taken in approximate
location, in direction of arrow)

North
Not to Scale

Boring Location Diagram
Castle Ridge at Miramont HOA
Fort Collins, Colorado
EEC Project #: 1162090 Date: September 2016

EARTH ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, LLC
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ITEM2 ATTACHMENT 16

CASTLE RIDGE AT MIRAMONT

FORT COLLINS, COLORADO

PROJECT NO: 1162090

LOG OF BORING B-1

DATE:

SEPTEMBER 2016

RIG TYPE: CME55 SHEET 1 OF 1 WATER DEPTH
FOREMAN: DG START DATE 9/23/2016 WHILE DRILLING None
AUGER TYPE: 4" CFA FINISH DATE 9/23/2016 AFTER DRILLING N/A
SPT HAMMER: AUTOMATIC SURFACE ELEV N/A 24 HOUR N/A
SOIL DESCRIPTION D N Qu MC DD A-LIMITS -200 SWELL
TYPE | (FEET) | (BLOWSIFT) (PSF) (%) (PCF) LL Pl (%) PRESSURE | % @ 500 PSF
ASPHALT - 4" _
ABC - 6.5" 1
= e % @ 150 psf

SANDY LEAN CLAY (CL) Cs 2 9 8000 15.2 115.0 36 22 59.7 1500 psf 1.9%
brown / grey =
very stiff 3
with calcareous deposits _

4

SS | _ _ 13 9000+ 16.2

5

6

i

8
SILTSTONE / CLAYSTONE / SANDSTONE _
brown / grey / rust 9

SS | _ _ 53 8000 17.4 36 16 75.8
*bedrock classified as LEAN CLAY with SAND (CL) 10
BOTTOM OF BORING DEPTH 10.0' _

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC
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CASTLE RIDGE AT MIRAMONT
FORT COLLINS, COLORADO

PROJECT NO: 1162090

LOG OF BORING B-2

DATE:

SEPTEMBER 2016

RIG TYPE: CME55 SHEET 1 OF 1 WATER DEPTH
FOREMAN: DG START DATE 9/23/2016 WHILE DRILLING None
AUGER TYPE: 4" CFA FINISH DATE 9/23/2016 AFTER DRILLING N/A
SPT HAMMER: AUTOMATIC SURFACE ELEV N/A 24 HOUR N/A
SOIL DESCRIPTION D N Qu MC DD A-LIMITS -200 SWELL
TYPE | (FEET) | (BLOWSIFT) (PSF) (%) (PCF) LL Pl (%) PRESSURE | % @ 500 PSF
ASPHALT - 3.5" S
ABC - 8" 1
= e % @ 150 psf

SANDY LEAN CLAY (CL) Cs 2 12 7500 17.8 106.5 1400 psf 1.6%
brown / grey / rust SR
very stiff 3

4
with traces of gravel SS | _ _ 10 9000+ 17.4

5

6

i
CLAYSTONE / SILTSTONE 8
brown / grey / rust s
highly weathered 9

SS | _ _ 55 9000+ 18.3
10
BOTTOM OF BORING DEPTH 10.5' _

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC
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CASTLE RIDGE AT MIRAMONT

FORT COLLINS, COLORADO

PROJECT NO: 1162090 LOG OF BORING B-3 DATE: SEPTEMBER 2016
RIG TYPE: CME55 SHEET 1 OF 1 WATER DEPTH
FOREMAN: DG START DATE 9/23/2016 WHILE DRILLING None
AUGER TYPE: 4" CFA FINISH DATE 9/23/2016 AFTER DRILLING N/A
SPT HAMMER: AUTOMATIC SURFACE ELEV N/A 24 HOUR N/A
SOIL DESCRIPTION D N Qu MC DD A-LIMITS -200 SWELL
TYPE | (FEET) | (BLOWSIFT) (PSF) (%) (PCF) LL Pl (%) PRESSURE | % @ 500 PSF
ASPHALT - 3.5" S
ABC - 10" 1
= e % @ 150 psf
LEAN CLAY with SAND (CL) Cs 2 10 8000 18.2 109.9 38 23 70.2 1750 psf 1.3%
brown _
very stiff 3
with calcareous deposits 4
SS | _ _ 13 9000+ 16.4

5

6

i

8

9
SILTSTONE / CLAYSTONE / SANDSTONE SS | _ _ 6 5000 27.8
brown / grey / rust, highly weathered 10

BOTTOM OF BORING DEPTH 10.0' _

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC
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CASTLE RIDGE AT MIRAMONT

FORT COLLINS, COLORADO

PROJECT NO: 1162090

LOG OF BORING B-4

DATE:

SEPTEMBER 2016

RIG TYPE: CME55 SHEET 1 OF 1 WATER DEPTH
FOREMAN: DG START DATE 9/23/2016 WHILE DRILLING None
AUGER TYPE: 4" CFA FINISH DATE 9/23/2016 AFTER DRILLING N/A
SPT HAMMER: AUTOMATIC SURFACE ELEV N/A 24 HOUR N/A
SOIL DESCRIPTION D N Qu MC DD A-LIMITS -200 SWELL
TYPE | (FEET) | (BLOWSIFT) (PSF) (%) (PCF) LL Pl (%) PRESSURE | % @ 500 PSF
ASPHALT - 2.5" S
ABC - 10" 1
= e % @ 150 psf
SANDY LEAN CLAY (CL) Cs 2 6 2000 16.3 106.7 38 21 59.2 1000 psf 1.1%
brown / grey =
medium stiff to very stiff 3
SSs 4 48 9000+ 171 36 16 72

CLAYSTONE / SILTSTONE / SANDSTONE _
grey / brown / rust 5
with calcareous deposits _

6

7
*bedrock classified as LEAN CLAY with SAND (CL) _

8

9

SS | _ _ 78/11" 9000+ 19.5
10
BOTTOM OF BORING DEPTH 10.0' _

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Earth Engineering Consultants, LLC

Packet pg. 235




ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

SWELL / CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

Material Description: Brown / Grey Lean Clay (CL)
Sample Location: Boring 1, Sample 1, Depth 1'
Liquid Limit: 36 Plasticity Index: 22 % Passing #200:  59.7%
Beginning Moisture: 15.2% Dry Density: 115.6 pcf Ending Moisture: 18.4%
Swell Pressure: 1500 psf |% Swell @ 150: 1.9%
10.0
8.0
6.0
)
2
n
4.0
. 20 L
g \
£ e
o N
3 R
0.0 ~~
= -— =
[=
8
° Water Added
o
-2.0
-4.0
)
®
©
°
2
o -6.0
O
-8.0
-10.0
0.01 0.1 1 10
Load (TSF)
Project: Castle Ridge at Miramont

Location: Fort Collins, Colorado

Project#: 1162090
Date: October 2016

Packet pg. 236



ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

SWELL / CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

Material Description:

Brown / Grey / Rust Lean Clay (CL)

Sample Location:

Boring 2, Sample 1, Depth 1'

Liquid Limit: - -

Plasticity Index: - -

% Passing #200: - -

Beginning Moisture: 17.8% Dry Density: 126 pcf Ending Moisture: 17.5%
Swell Pressure: 1400 psf |% Swell @ 150: 1.6%
10.0
8.0
6.0
)
2
n
4.0
. 20
5 n
g ™~
o e
= 00 . <
E ‘ﬂ Ne
[+
o
g Water Added
-2.0
-4.0
)
®
©
°
2
c -6.0
O
-8.0
-10.0
0.01 0.1 1 10
Load (TSF)
Project: Castle Ridge at Miramont
Location: Fort Collins, Colorado
Project#: 1162090
Date: October 2016
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SWELL / CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

Material Description: Brown Lean Clay with Sand (CL)
Sample Location: Boring 3, Sample 1, Depth 1'
Liquid Limit: 38 Plasticity Index: 23 % Passing #200:  70.2%
Beginning Moisture: 18.2% Dry Density: 105.6 pcf Ending Moisture: 18.3%
Swell Pressure: 1750 psf |% Swell @ 150: 1.3%
10.0
8.0
6.0
)
2
n
4.0
. 20
[=
g —e-
: TN
o NN
= 00 — >
= 7
[+
o
] Water Added
o
-2.0
-4.0
)
®
©
°
2
o -6.0
O
-8.0
-10.0
0.01 0.1 1 10
Load (TSF)
Project: Castle Ridge at Miramont

Location: Fort Collins, Colorado

Project#: 1162090
Date: October 2016
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SWELL / CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

Material Description: Brown / Grey Sandy Lean Clay (CL)
Sample Location: Boring 4, Sample 1, Depth 1'
Liquid Limit: 38 Plasticity Index: 21 % Passing #200:  59.2%
Beginning Moisture: 16.3% Dry Density: 112.8 pcf Ending Moisture: 20.4%
Swell Pressure: 1000 psf |% Swell @ 150:  1.1%
10.0
8.0
6.0
)
2
n
4.0
. 20
[=
£
5 I \\\
)
= 00 &
N
o Water Added '
o
-2.0
-4.0
L
®
©
©
2
o -6.0
O
-8.0
-10.0
0.01 0.1 1 10
Load (TSF)
Project: Castle Ridge at Miramont

Location: Fort Collins, Colorado

Project#: 1162090
Date: October 2016
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RESISTANCE R-VALUE & EXPANSION PRESSURE OF
COMPACTED SOIL - ASTM D2844

PROJECT: High Castle Court - Pavement Evaluation PROJECT NO. 1162090
LOCATION: Fort Collins, Colorado DATE Sep-16
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: Sandy Lean Clay (CL) AASHTO A-6
SAMPLE LOCATION: Composite Subgrade Sample Borings B-1 thru B-4 @ 1.0' - 5.0’
LIQUID LIMIT: 36 | PLASTICITY INDEX: 16 | %PASSING #200: 63
R-VALUE LABORATORY TEST RESULTS
TEST SPECIMEN NO. 1 2 3
COMPACTION PRESSURE (PSI) 125 150 175
DENSITY (PCF) 110.1 111.9 113.2
MOISTURE CONTENT (%) 17.6 16.6 15.6
EXPANSION PRESSURE (PSI) 0.00 0.00 0.00
HORIZONTAL PRESSURE @ 160 PSI 132 121 110
SAMPLE HEIGHT (INCHES) 2.50 2.45 2.45
EXUDATION PRESSURE (PSI) 264.0 360.1 454 .1
UNCORRECTED R-VALUE 12.8 18.3 24.3
CORRECTED R-VALUE 12.8 18.3 24.3
[ R-VALUE @ 300 PSI EXUDATION PRESSURE = 15 | RESILIENT MODULUS, PSI = 4195 ||
100
90
80
70
60
[}
=}
® 50
=
(14
40
30
/0
20 Lo—
/
~—
10
0
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550 600

Exudation Pressure, PSF
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Request for acceptance of Private Drives, Private Streets, and Privately Maintained Public
Streets as Publicly Maintained Right-of-Way

for

Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D.

(Castle Ridge Court/ Castle Ridge Place)

Fort Collins, Colorado

Prepared for:

Castle Ridge at Miramont Home Owner’s Association
c/o Faith Property Management, Inc.
300 East Boardwalk, Building 6B
Fort Collins, Colorado 80525

Prepared by:
SHEAR ENGINEERING CORPORATION

Project No: 2504-11-16
Date: December, 2016
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APPENDIX 1

final plat of Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D.

APPENDIX II

Utility Plans for Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D.

APPENDIX III

Castle Ridge at Miramont Preliminary & Final Site Plan
Lot 1, Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. (642 Castle Ridge Court) Site Plan

APPENDIX IV

LCUASS Figure 7-10F; Narrow Residential Local Street
LCUASS Drawing 1607; Truncated Dome Warning for Access Ramp
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Request for acceptance of Private Drives, Private Streets, and Privately Maintained Public Streets as Publicly
Maintained Right-of-Way for Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. (Castle Ridge Court / Castle Ridge Place)

I. INTRODUCTION:

1. This report presents a complete summary of the minimal requirements for private
streets to be accepted as public streets for Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. based
on the following items provided by the City of Fort Collins Engineering
Department:

a.

Process for requesting acceptance of Private Drives, Private Streets, and
Privately Maintained Public Streets (hereafter to be known as “Private
Streets”) as Publicly Maintained Right-of-Way.

Minimal Requirements for a Private Street to be accepted as a Public Street.

II. GENERAL LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

A. Property location

1.

3.

Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. is located in the East half of Section 1,
Township 6 North, Range 69 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, City of Fort
Collins, County of Larimer, State of Colorado.

a.  Refer to final plat of Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. in Appendix I.
Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. is located in the Miramont P.U.D.
neighborhood. It is west of Highcastle Drive, east of Fossil Creek Meadows

and directly north and adjacent to Werner Elementary School.

Refer to the vicinity map located near the beginning of this report.

B. Description of Property

1.

Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. was approved in 1993 and developed in
1994.

Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. was developed prior to the adoption of the
Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards (LCUASS).

Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. consists of eighteen (18) single family lots
on 14.061 acres.

a.  Refer to final plat of Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. in Appendix I.
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ITEM 2, ATTACHMENT 16

Request for acceptance of Private Drives, Private Streets, and Privately Maintained Public Streets as Publicly
Maintained Right-of-Way for Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. (Castle Ridge Court / Castle Ridge Place)

III. MINIMAL REQUIRMENTS FOR A PRIVTESTREET TO BE ACCEPTED AS A
PUBLIC STREET

A. Building setbacks

1.

Approved setbacks are noted on the Castle Ridge at Miramont Preliminary &
Final Site Plan prepared by Cityscape Urban Design, Inc.; plan dated
06/07/1993

The Castle Ridge at Miramont Preliminary & Final Site Plan as approved by
the City of Fort Collins Planning and Zoning Board in 1993.

a.  Refer to Castle Ridge at Miramont Preliminary & Final Site Plan in
Appendix III.

Several individual lot site plans were found on City e-docs including Lots 1,
2,5,8,9,10,12, 13, 14, 15, and 17.

Based on our review of those site plans, it appears that all lots meet all setback
requirements noted on the approved Castle Ridge at Miramont Preliminary &
Final Site Plan.

We have included a site-specific site plan for Lot 1, Castle Ridge at Miramont
P.U.D. for reference.

a. Refer to Lot 1, Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. (642 Castle Ridge
Court) Site Plan in Appendix III.

B. Right-of-way

1.

Castle Ridge Court and Castle Ridge Place are contained in Tract B defined
as a utility, drainage and access easement according to the final plat for Castle
Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. prepared by RBD, Inc. Engineering Consultants.
The width of Tract B is thirty-eight feet (38.40").

a.  Refer to final plat of Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. in Appendix I.

Right-of-way was not dedicated with the final plat for Castle Ridge Court and
Castle Ridge Place.

a.  Refer to final plat of Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. in Appendix I.

Right-of-way will need to be dedicated by separate document in accordance
with the City of Fort Collins right-of-way dedication process.
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C. Sidewalks

1.  Driveover curb, gutter and sidewalk was installed on both sides of the streets.

Viewing west on east-west portion of Castle Ridge Court

a.  Driveover curb, gutter and sidewalk was installed according to the
standard at the time with a 3'-9" width walk.

1. Refer to Sheet 14 of 15 (Details) of the Utility Plans for Castle
Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. in Appendix II.

2. All sidewalks and driveway crossings appear to be ADA (Americans with
Disability Act) compliant.

3. Sidewalk ramps exist at corners and crossings and appear to meet ADA
standards.

D. Curb and Gutter

1. Driveover curb, gutter and sidewalk was installed on both sides of the streets.
Refer to item C. Sidewalks above.
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E.  On street parking

1. The streets are twenty-eight feet (28') wide according to the typical street
section provided on Sheet 15 of 15 (Details) of the Utility Plans for Castle
Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. prepared by RBD, Inc. Engineering Consultants;
plan dated August, 1993; Director of Engineering approval date: 11/12/93.

2. The City of Fort Collins “Narrow Residential Local Street” section is twenty-
four feet (24') wide in a forty-five foot (45') right-of-way. This section allows

parking on one side.

a. Refer to Figure 7-10F “Narrow Residential Local Street” from the
Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards in the Appendix IV.

3. Based on the narrower twenty-four feet (24') wide “Narrow Residential Local
Street” allowing parking on one side, it is assumed that the wider twenty-eight
foot (28') wide Castle Ridge streets would allow parking on one side.

F.  Connection to a Public Street

1. Castle Ridge Court intersects with Highcastle Drive.

Castle Ridge Court viewing west from Highcastle Court intersecting with
Highcastle Drive
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G.

Highcastle Drive is a thirty-six foot (36') wide street in a fifty-four foot (54')
right-of-way according to the typical street section provided on Sheet 15 of
15 (Details) of the Utility Plans for Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. prepared
by RBD, Inc. Engineering Consultants; plan dated August, 1993; Director of
Engineering approval date: 11/12/93.

Paving

1.

Pavement design was initially provided in the original subdivision subsurface
exploration report by Earth Engineering Consultants, Inc. titled “Subsurface
Engineering Report Proposed Castle Ridge Estates”; report dated August 10,
1993; EEC Project No. 1932024. 3" of asphalt over 6" base is the pavement
section represented in the original subdivision subsurface exploration report.

Existing pavement / Viewing east on east-west portion of Castle Ridge Place

According to Table 10-1 from the Larimer County Urban Area Street

Standards the default pavement section for local streets is 4" of asphalt over
6" of base.

An existing pavement evaluation has been completed by Earth Engineering
Consultants, LLC and is titled “Existing Pavements Evaluation Castle Ridge
Court and Castle Ridge Place Fort Collins, Colorado”; report dated October
19, 2016; EEC Project No. 1162090. Report was completed in accordance
with current Larimer County Urban Area Standards (LCUASS).
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a.  Boring B-1: existing pavement section in the Castle Ridge Place cul-de-
sac is 4" of pavement over 6.5" of base.

b.  Boring B-2: existing pavement section in the Castle Ridge Court near
the intersection of Castle Ridge Court and Castle Ridge Place is 3.5" of
pavement over 8" of base.

c.  Boring B-3: existing pavement section in the Castle Ridge Court north
cul-de-sac is 3.5" of pavement over 10" of base.

d.  Boring B-4: existing pavement section in the Castle Ridge Court south
cul-de-sac is 2.5" of pavement over 10" of base.

4.  The existing pavement evaluation report by Earth Engineering Consultants,
LLC is a separate report and is not included with this report but is being
submitted as separate document with this request.

H. Maintenance History
1. Faith Property Management reported that their research indicates that there

was an asphalt seal coat placed in 2007 and concrete repair work conducted
in 2014.

2. There is field evidence of the 2014 concrete repair work. Concrete is stamped
with a 2014 date. Vogel Concrete did the work.
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3. At least one intersection ramp was replaced with a truncated dome warning
pad detection.

a.  Refer to LCUASS Drawing 1607; Truncated Dome Warning for
Access Ramp detail in Appendix V.

Southeast corner of Castle Ridge Court and Castle Ridge Place
I.  Bridges and Box Culverts
1. A box culvert was installed for the Mail Creek Ditch on the north side of

Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. under Highcastle Drive with this project.
However, this structure has no effect on this request.
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J. Street Lighting

1. Street lighting exists. It is assumed that these lights were installed by City of
Fort Collins Light and Power with the City electric system and therefore met
City standards at the time of installation.

£ .

*J‘;‘"

Viewing north on north-south portion of Castle Ridge Court

K. Utilities
1. The water system is within the Fort Collins — Loveland Water District.
2. The sanitary sewer system is within the South Fort Collins Sanitation District.
3. Electric facilities provided by City of Fort Collins Light and Power.
L.  Storm Drainage System
1. The drainage and erosion control report for Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D.
was prepared by RBD, Inc. Engineering Consultants and is titled “Final
Drainage and Erosion Control Study for Castle Ridge at Miramont First
Filing”; report dated: October 7, 1993; RBD Job No. 504-004.
2. Drainage design was in general conformance with City of Fort Collins storm
drainage design criteria current at the time of construction. The detention

pond outfall is a direct pipe outfall to the Mail Creek Drive drainage swale.
There is no outlet control or water quality structure.
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Sidewalk culvert at low point of Castle Ridge Court cul-de-sac
pond outfall pipe in far background

Detention pond viewing west / pond outfll pipe in far background
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: < K
Detention pond viewing east from Mail Creek Drive / pond
foreground

tall pipe in

A total 0f 20.46 acres contribute runoff to the detention pond with a 100-year
storm peak runoff of 31.1 cfs based on storm design intensities current at the
time of design. Refer to Sheet 4 of 15 (Drainage and Erosion Control Plan) of
the Utility Plans for Castle Ridge at Miramont P.U.D. prepared by RBD, Inc.
Engineering Consultants; plan dated August, 1993; Director of Engineering
approval date: 11/12/93.

M. Groundwater

Groundwater was not noted in any of the borings provided by Earth
Engineering Consultants, LLC in the existing pavement evaluation report
titled “Existing Pavements Evaluation Castle Ridge Court and Cast<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>