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Planning & Zoning Commission Hearing: December 15, 2022 
Castle Ridge Group Home, Project Development Plan / Final Development Plan – PDP220013 

Summary of Request 
This is a request for a Project Development Plan to convert an 
existing single-family dwelling into a 10-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 Commission (Type 2) Review. 
Zoning Map (ctrl + click map to follow link) 

  

 

Next Steps 

If approved by the decision-maker, the applicant will be eligible to 
record documents and apply for building permit.  

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

Zoning 

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 

Staff 

Kai Kleer. City Planner 
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1. Project Introduction 
 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This is a proposal to convert an existing single-family detached home into a 10-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. 

 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 West 

Zoning Miramont Neighborhood; 
Low Density Residential (R-
L) 

Werner Elementary 
School; Low Density 
Residential (R-L) 

Miramont 
Neighborhood; Low 
Density Residential (R-
L) 

Miramont Neighborhood; 
Low Density Residential 
(R-L) 

Land 
Use 

Single-family detached 
dwellings 

Single-family detached 
dwellings 

Single-family detached 
dwellings 

Single-family detached 
dwellings 

 

 OVERVIEW OF MAIN CONSIDERATIONS 
The plan has gone through two rounds of review with development of an operational plan, and extensive 
exploration of traffic, parking, screening, exterior window placement, street width, fire access, façade 
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 10.  
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2. Public Outreach 
A virtual neighborhood meeting was held to discuss the project on July 28, 2022.  

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. 

A general feeling by the community that this was not an appropriate land use within the neighborhood and that 
neighbors do not feel that they are being heard and that this use is being forced by the City. 

Concerns around procedural requirements being met for sign posting and neighborhood meeting  

Impacts to the privacy of neighboring properties related to window placement outdoor activities.  

Concerns about administrative staff and who will be living in the residence long term. 

3. Article 2 – Applicable Standards 
 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 – PDP220013 
The first submittal of this project was completed on July 9, 2021. The PDP required 2 rounds of staff review. 

4. Notice (Posted, Written, and Published) 
Posted Notice: March 19, 2021; Sign #615. 

Written Hearing Notice: December 1, 2022; 543 addresses mailed. 

Published Hearing Notice: December 4, 2022. 
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4. Article 3 - Applicable Standards 
 DIVISION 3.2 - SITE PLANNING AND DESIGN STANDARDS 

Applicable 
Code Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff 
Findings 

3.2.1 – 
Landscaping 
and Tree 
Protection 

The standards of this section require that a development plan demonstrate a 
comprehensive approach to landscaping that enhances the appearance and function of the 
neighborhood, buildings, and pedestrian environment. 

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: 

• 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. 

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

• 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.  

• 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. 

Complies 

3.2.1(F) – Tree 
Preservation 
and Mitigation 

This standard requires that developments provide on-site mitigation in the form of a defined 
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. 

Complies 

3.2.2(C)(4) – 
Bicycle Parking 
Space 
Requirements 

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

Complies 

3.2.2(K)(1)(f) – 
Parking  

Group homes require two 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. 

The project proposes two 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. 

Complies 

3.2.4 – Site 
Lighting 

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. 

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

 

Complies 
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3.2.5 – Trash 
and Recycling 
Enclosures 

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. 

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. 
 

Complies 
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 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 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff Findings 

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

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. 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. 

N/A 

3.5.1(D) – 
Privacy 
Considerations 

Elements of the development plan must be arranged to maximize the opportunity for 
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.  

Complies 

3.5.1(J) – 
Operation and 
Physical 
Compatibility 
Standards 

Conditions may be imposed upon the approval of development applications to ensure that 
development will be compatible with existing neighborhoods and uses. Such conditions 
may include, but need not be limited to, restrictions on or requirements for: 

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. 

During the March 23, 2022 hearing the Planning and Zoning Commission denied the project 
with the belief that parking for 16 residents and their guests could not be managed 
adequately through group home staff or by requiring employees to use on-street parking 
within the surrounding public street system.  

The new proposal reduces the overall number of residents from 16 to 10, retains two of the 
four garage spaces for off-street parking, provides two spaces directly in front of the garage 
doors, and additional space to stack vehicles in the driveway. Further, the applicant is 
proposing to manage parking through a mobile application that must be used by all guests 
to schedule visits and reserve parking spaces within the driveway or abutting street. For 
these aforementioned reasons staff is no longer recommending a condition that requires 
employees to utilize on-street parking of the nearest public street. 

Conditions 
Recommended 
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Staff is recommending two 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 24 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: 

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.  

Condition 2: 

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. 
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 3.8.6 - GROUP HOME REGULATIONS AND SHELTERS FOR VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC 
VIOLENCE 

 

Applicable 
Code 
Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff Findings 

3.8.6(A) Residential group homes shall conform to the lot area and separation requirements specified in 
the following table: 

Zone 
District 

Maximum number 
of residents 

excluding 
supervisors, for 

minimum lot size 

Additional lot 
area for each 

additional 
resident 

(square feet) 

Maximum 
permissible 
residents, 
excluding 

supervisors 

Minimum 
separation 

requirements 
between any 

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. 

Complies  

3.8.6(C)(1) Before any group home shall be approved in any zone that requires a Type 1 or Types 2 review, 
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 10-resident memory-care group home. 

Complies 
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5. Article 4 – Applicable Standards: 
 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 
Code Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff 
Findings 

4.4(B) – 
Permitted 
Uses 

The proposed project is classified as a group home and is a permitted land use subject to 
review by the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

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 illness, 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. 

Complies 

 
 

6. Findings of Fact/Conclusion 
In evaluating the request for the Castle Ridge Group Home Project Development Plan, PDP220013, 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) 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. 

3. The Project Development Plan complies with relevant standards located in Division 4.4 – Low Density 
Residential District (R-L).  
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7. Recommendation 
Staff recommends conditional approval of the Castle Ridge Group Home Project Development Plan, PDP220013, based 
on the aforementioned Findings of Fact. 

8. Attachments  
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Project Narrative 
3. Plan Set  
4. Operational Plan  
5. Traffic Impact Study 
6. Neighborhood Meeting Summary 
7. Public Comments 
8. Reasonable Accommodation Decision Letter 
9. Supplemental Documents - Public Comments 
10. Staff Presentation 
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CASTLE RIDGE GROUP HOME 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PLAN / FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN NARRATIVE 
2 November 2022 

Conceptual Review: 12/17/2020 
Neighborhood Meeting: 5/4/2021 & 7/26/2022 

General Information 
The property at 636 Castle Ridge Court represents a unique opportunity in our city to provide a 
home-based memory care 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 and 
receive specialized care for their disabilities. 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 5th, 2021. Concerns voiced included increased traffic, 
parking, the level of occupancy, privacy, who the investors were, and compatibility with existing 
neighborhood character. The owners mitigated as many concerns as possible and proceeded with 
the development plan. The project went to the Planning and Zoning Commission on March 23, 
2022. The neighbors and a number of the commissioners indicated that they were not opposed to 
the use, but they thought that 16 people would put an excessive burden on the neighborhood. The 
Commission, denied the application.   

In response to the concerns raised by the neighbors and the Commission, the owners revised their 
business and care model and found a way to create a successful care home with a lower 
occupancy level and with other revisions to address neighbors’ concerns. This new application 
reflects the new proposal. Specifically: 

 Parking: Rather than converting both two-car garages to living space, only one garage will
be converted, leaving the other open for staff parking. Thus, there will be a total of six off-
street parking spaces available for staff, guests, and periodic deliveries. Two parking
spaces, as required, are provided. Two additional parking spaces are located within the
garage and the driveway can accommodate two cars, there are three spaces on-street for
a total of nine spaces. Additionally, four bike parking spaces are provided in the central
courtyard to accommodate multimodal transit options. The owners will ask guests to
minimize on-street parking and limit that parking to in front of the home itself.  This home
will be proactively managing parking ingress and egress using a third-party parking



application called Parkalot.  The application is web based and can be accessed through 
both cell phones and home computers.  The interface shows the location of individual 
parking stations and corresponding time slots available 24 hours a day.  Reservations for 
parking will be available up to 14 days in advance.  On average individuals can complete 
their reservations in 37 seconds.  Training in the use of the parking application will be part 
of the onboarding process for family members with clients in the home and will be 
contractually obligated to use.  Friends of clients that wish to visit will be encouraged to 
call ahead before visiting unless they have received the same training and access as family 
members on the use of the parking application. Parking stalls will be numbered for clarity 
of where to park. As a reminder, the residents themselves do not drive or own vehicles on 
account of their disabilities, and guest will be asked to schedule visits. There will be two 
staff on duty during each of two-day shifts and one staff during the night.  

 Traffic: A new traffic analysis was performed by traffic engineer Matt Delich. This study is
based on both the new occupancy level and on updated standards issued by the ITE’s 11th

Edition of the Trip Generation Manual. This shows that the number of additional vehicle
trips to and from the home are minimal. The owners also reiterate their commitment to
work with visitors on appropriate scheduling, limit deliveries to what would normally be
expected of an average home (i.e. no large delivery trucks, groceries brought in by
personal vehicle, laundry done in house, etc.), and try to minimize staff changes during
peak hours. The owners further reiterate their willingness to work with adjacent neighbors
if any impacts arise.

 Neighborhood Character: The change of use does not alter the residential character of the
home. The footprint will not change and there are no changes to the exterior hardscape,
except for the enclosure of part of an existing back patio and the installation of a 6’ tall
vinyl fence. Trash and recycling will be located in the retained garage and will only be
visible when brought to the street on trash days, similar to the other existing homes. There
will be no signage posted to distinguish this home from any other in the neighborhood.

 Privacy: The number of bedroom windows needed on the northwest side of the home has
been reduced from four to one, thereby addressing the privacy concerns of the neighbor
on this side of the home. Natural screening will remain in place.

 Safety and Comfort for Residents: Within the home, a sprinkler system will be added, and
one garage and the swimming pool room will be converted to bedrooms, bathrooms,
family rooms and dining rooms for a total of 10 residents. Residents will have 24-hour
supervision and care including enhanced door security and video monitoring. The existing
home is already handicap accessible and wraps around a courtyard which provides a
protected, safe, outdoor space. This home will be licensed by, and will meet all regulatory
requirements established by, the Colorado Department of Public Health and the



Environment. Staff in this home will be overseen by a qualified administrator and will have 
enhanced training for the care of people with dementia.  

A second neighborhood meeting was held in July where many of the same concerns were voiced. 
It is hoped that these concerns will be alleviated once the neighbors see this revised development 
application.  

The Planning Director granted reasonable accommodation for the 10-resident model on May 19, 
2022. The Miramont HOA also agreed to a 10-bed residential group home and granted reasonable 
accommodation in a letter dated April 23, 2022. 

Current and future owners:  Xiomara Diaz and Christopher Eric Shenk – 636 Castle Ridge Ct. 
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13' - 4 15/16"

FENCING AND GATE TO SECURE 
COURYARD. 

GATE TO SWING OUTWARDS IN 
THE PATH OF EGRESS TRAVEL. 
GATE TO HAVE PANIC 
HARDWARE ON THE INTERIOR 
SIDE AND AN AUTOMATIC 
CLOSER.

KNOX BOX FOR 
COURTYARD GATE

KNOX BOX

ROOF 
OVERHANG

6' X 6' TRELLIS SCREEN 6" INBOARD 
FROM FENCE IN FRONT OF WINDOW

EXISTING FENCE TO BE REPLACED 
WITH NEW 72" TALL WROUGHT IRON 
FENCE. SEE SHEET A-1 FOR DETAILS

EXISTING FENCE TO BE REPLACED 
WITH NEW 72" TALL WROUGHT IRON 
FENCE. SEE SHEET A2 FOR DETAILS

3' - 6 3/8"

***NOTE***

AN INDUSTRIAL KITCHEN VENT FAN 
SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED ON THE 

OUTSIDE OF THE BUILDING

***NOTE*** 

IF TRELLIS SCREENS ON THE 
NORTH SIDE OF THE BUILDING ARE 

NOT APPROVED BY THE HOME 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, THEN THE 
APPLICANT WILL WORK WITH THE 

CITY ON A SUITABLE WINDOW 
ACCESSORY

ADDED CONDITIONED 
SPACE 210 SF

EXTERIOR LIGHT 
FIXTURE TO BE 
REPLACED

EXTERIOR LIGHT 
FIXTURE TO BE 
REPLACED

EXTERIOR LIGHT 
FIXTURE TO BE 
REPLACED

EXTERIOR LIGHT 
FIXTURE TO BE 
REPLACED

EXTERIOR LIGHT 
FIXTURE TO BE 

REPLACED

EXTERIOR LIGHT 
FIXTURE TO BE 

REPLACED

EXTERIOR LIGHT 
FIXTURE TO BE 

REPLACED

1'X3' CONCRETE 
PAD FOR MINI 
SPLIT

1'X3' CONCRETE 
PAD FOR MINI 
SPLIT

1'X3' CONCRETE 
PAD FOR MINI 
SPLIT

1'X3' CONCRETE 
PAD FOR MINI 
SPLIT

1'X3' CONCRETE 
PAD FOR MINI 
SPLIT

1'X3' CONCRETE 
PAD FOR MINI 
SPLIT

T
R

T
T

TRASH AND 
RECYCLING TO BE 
LOCATED IN 
GARAGE

EXISTING JUNIPERS VAN ACCESSIBLE 
STALL

EXISTING CONCRETE

FENCEX

EASEMENT

PROPERTY LINE

SETBACK

GAS LINEG

WATER LINEW

ELECTRIC LINEE

TELEPHONE LINET

GAS METERGM

ELECTRIC METEREM

EXTERIOR WALL 
MOUNTED LIGHT 
FIXTURE

NOT FOR

CONSTRUCTIO
N
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SITE PLAN

0'

SCALE : 1" = 10'-0"

10' 5' 10' 20'

North1" = 10'-0"
1 SITE PLAN - NEWSITE PLAN LEGEND
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ARCHITECTURAL SITE DETAILS

COURTYARD GATE DETAILSU BIKE RACK DETAILS

EXTERIOR LIGHT FIXTURE DETAILSTRELLIS DETAILS

NEW EXTERIOR FENCE DETAILS



MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

MAIN T.O. UPPER PLATE
4951' - 1"

10
"

3'
 -

 5
 3

/4
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 1

 1
/8

"
2'

 -
 0

"

10
"

3'
 -

 5
 3

/4
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 1

 1
/8

"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

MAIN T.O. UPPER PLATE
4951' - 1"

NEW STUCCO TRIM TO 
MATCH EXISTING - COLOR 
TO MATCH EXISTING

10
"

3'
 -

 5
 3

/4
"

2 
1/

4"
11

' -
 1

 1
/8

"

10
"

3'
 -

 5
 3

/4
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 1

 1
/8

"

EXISTING ROOF TO REMAIN

NEW WINDOW 
STUCCO TRIM TO 
MATCH EXISTING

NEW STUCCO TRIM TO 
MATCH EXISTING - COLOR 

TO MATCH EXISTING

C

B

N

14' - 0" 4' - 0" 17' - 3" 7' - 6"

2'
 -

 0
"

5'
 -

 0
"

3'
 -

 2
 1

/4
"

ALL EXISTING EXTERIOR 
LIGHT FIXTURES TO BE 

REPLACED

NON-FUNCTIONING 
OVERHEAD GARAGE DOOR 

EXTERIOR TO REMAIN OR 
BE RECREATED FOR 

AESTHETIC PURPOSES

STUCCO

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

CMU WALL

PAINTED CMU
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN 
RGB: 191, 176, 155

ROOF FASCIA

PAINTED HARDIE TRIM 
BOARD 4/4 
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

WINDOW FRAMES

VINYL CLAD
COLOR: WHITE
RGB: 250, 250, 250

ROOF SHINGLES

ASPHALT ARCHITECTURAL 
ROOF SHINGLES
COLOR: GREY
RGB: 147, 151, 145

ROOF SOFFIT

PAINTED HARDIE FIBER 
CEMENT SOFFIT
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

DOOR AND WINDOW TRIM

1X6 STUCCO WRAPPED
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN 
RGB: 191, 176, 155

DOOR FRAMES

WOOD CLAD
COLOR: WHITE
RGB: 250, 250, 250

GUTTER AND DOWNSPOUT

PAINTED ALUMINUM
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

GARAGE DOOR

PAINT
COLOR: BROWN 
RGB: 147, 128, 105

***NOTE***

ALL MATERIAL COLORS ARE TO 
MATCH EXISTING COLORS TO 

THE BEST OF THE 
CONTRACTOR'S ABILITY

NOT FOR

CONSTRUCTIO
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NORTH ELEVATION

1/4" = 1'-0"
1 NORTH ELEVATION -EXISTING

1/4" = 1'-0"
2 NORTH ELEVATION - NEW

MATERIAL SWATCH LEGEND



MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

LOWER T.O. SLAB
4930' - 2 3/4"

LOWER T.O. SLAB
4930' - 2 3/4"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

B.O. FOUNDATION
4929' - 10 3/4"

B.O. FOUNDATION
4929' - 10 3/4"

B.O. FOOTING
4929' - 0 3/4"

B.O. FOOTING
4929' - 0 3/4"

MAIN T.O. UPPER PLATE
4951' - 1"

2'
 -

 0
"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 6

 7
/8

"
4"

10
"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 6

 7
/8

"
4"

10
"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

LOWER T.O. SLAB
4930' - 2 3/4"

LOWER T.O. SLAB
4930' - 2 3/4"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

B.O. FOUNDATION
4929' - 10 3/4"

B.O. FOUNDATION
4929' - 10 3/4"

B.O. FOOTING
4929' - 0 3/4"

B.O. FOOTING
4929' - 0 3/4"

MAIN T.O. UPPER PLATE
4951' - 1"

2'
 -

 0
"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 6

 7
/8

"
4"

10
"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 6

 7
/8

"
4"

10
"

(EXISTING)(EXISTING)

EXISTING ROOF TO REMAIN

EXISTING AC UNITS

NEW WINDOW 
STUCCO TRIM TO 
MATCH EXISTING

H H H

STUCCO

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

CMU WALL

PAINTED CMU
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN 
RGB: 191, 176, 155

ROOF FASCIA

PAINTED HARDIE TRIM 
BOARD 4/4 
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

WINDOW FRAMES

VINYL CLAD
COLOR: WHITE
RGB: 250, 250, 250

ROOF SHINGLES

ASPHALT ARCHITECTURAL 
ROOF SHINGLES
COLOR: GREY
RGB: 147, 151, 145

ROOF SOFFIT

PAINTED HARDIE FIBER 
CEMENT SOFFIT
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

DOOR AND WINDOW TRIM

1X6 STUCCO WRAPPED
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN 
RGB: 191, 176, 155

DOOR FRAMES

WOOD CLAD
COLOR: WHITE
RGB: 250, 250, 250

GUTTER AND DOWNSPOUT

PAINTED ALUMINUM
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

GARAGE DOOR

PAINT
COLOR: BROWN 
RGB: 147, 128, 105

***NOTE***

ALL MATERIAL COLORS ARE TO 
MATCH EXISTING COLORS TO 

THE BEST OF THE 
CONTRACTOR'S ABILITY

NOT FOR

CONSTRUCTIO
N
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SOUTH ELEVATION

1/4" = 1'-0"
1 SOUTH ELEVATION - EXISTING

1/4" = 1'-0"
2 SOUTH ELEVATION - NEW

MATERIAL SWATCH LEGEND



MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

LOWER T.O. SLAB
4930' - 2 3/4"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

B.O. FOUNDATION
4929' - 10 3/4"

B.O. FOOTING
4929' - 0 3/4"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

MAIN T.O. UPPER PLATE
4951' - 1"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 6

 7
/8

"
4"

10
"

2'
 -

 0
"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
3'

 -
 5

 3
/4

"
10

"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

LOWER T.O. SLAB
4930' - 2 3/4"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

B.O. FOUNDATION
4929' - 10 3/4"

B.O. FOOTING
4929' - 0 3/4"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

MAIN T.O. UPPER PLATE
4951' - 1"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
9'

 -
 6

 7
/8

"
4"

10
"

2'
 -

 0
"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
3'

 -
 5

 3
/4

"
10

"

EXISTING ROOF TO REMAIN

NEW WINDOW 
STUCCO TRIM TO 
MATCH EXISTING

B

C

3080

BB BNEW COLUMN TO 
MATCH EXISTING

ALL EXTERIOR 
LIGHT FIXTURES TO 
BE REPLACED

STUCCO

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

CMU WALL

PAINTED CMU
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN 
RGB: 191, 176, 155

ROOF FASCIA

PAINTED HARDIE TRIM 
BOARD 4/4 
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

WINDOW FRAMES

VINYL CLAD
COLOR: WHITE
RGB: 250, 250, 250

ROOF SHINGLES

ASPHALT ARCHITECTURAL 
ROOF SHINGLES
COLOR: GREY
RGB: 147, 151, 145

ROOF SOFFIT

PAINTED HARDIE FIBER 
CEMENT SOFFIT
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

DOOR AND WINDOW TRIM

1X6 STUCCO WRAPPED
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN 
RGB: 191, 176, 155

DOOR FRAMES

WOOD CLAD
COLOR: WHITE
RGB: 250, 250, 250

GUTTER AND DOWNSPOUT

PAINTED ALUMINUM
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

GARAGE DOOR

PAINT
COLOR: BROWN 
RGB: 147, 128, 105

***NOTE***

ALL MATERIAL COLORS ARE TO 
MATCH EXISTING COLORS TO 

THE BEST OF THE 
CONTRACTOR'S ABILITY

NOT FOR

CONSTRUCTIO
N
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EAST ELEVATION

1/4" = 1'-0"
1 EAST ELEVATION - EXISTING

1/4" = 1'-0"
2 EAST ELEVATION - NEW

MATERIAL SWATCH LEGEND



MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

LOWER T.O. SLAB
4930' - 2 3/4"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

B.O. FOUNDATION
4929' - 10 3/4"

B.O. FOOTING
4929' - 0 3/4"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

MAIN T.O. UPPER PLATE
4951' - 1"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
3'

 -
 5

 3
/4

"
10

"
5'

 -
 3

 1
/8

"
4"

10
"

2'
 -

 0
"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
3'

 -
 5

 3
/4

"
10

"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

MAIN T.O. SUBFLOOR
4939' - 11 7/8"

LOWER T.O. SLAB
4930' - 2 3/4"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

MAIN T.O. PLATE
4949' - 1"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

T.O. FOUNDATION
4939' - 9 5/8"

B.O. FOUNDATION
4929' - 10 3/4"

B.O. FOOTING
4929' - 0 3/4"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FNDN.
4936' - 3 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

B.O. GARAGE FOOTING
4935' - 5 7/8"

MAIN T.O. UPPER PLATE
4951' - 1"

2'
 -

 0
"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
3'

 -
 5

 3
/4

"
10

"

9'
 -

 1
 1

/8
"

2 
1/

4"
3'

 -
 5

 3
/4

"
10

"
5'

 -
 3

 1
/8

"
4"

10
"

(EXISTING)

(EXISTING) (EXISTING)

EXISTING ROOF TO REMAIN

(EXISTING)(EXISTING)NEW WINDOW 
STUCCO TRIM TO 
MATCH EXISTING

NEW WINDOW 
SHUTTERS TO 
MATCH EXISTING

DD

ALL EXISTING EXTERIOR 
LIGHT FIXTURES TO BE 
REPLACED

STUCCO

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

CMU WALL

PAINTED CMU
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN 
RGB: 191, 176, 155

ROOF FASCIA

PAINTED HARDIE TRIM 
BOARD 4/4 
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

WINDOW FRAMES

VINYL CLAD
COLOR: WHITE
RGB: 250, 250, 250

ROOF SHINGLES

ASPHALT ARCHITECTURAL 
ROOF SHINGLES
COLOR: GREY
RGB: 147, 151, 145

ROOF SOFFIT

PAINTED HARDIE FIBER 
CEMENT SOFFIT
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

DOOR AND WINDOW TRIM

1X6 STUCCO WRAPPED
COLOR: LIGHT BROWN 
RGB: 191, 176, 155

DOOR FRAMES

WOOD CLAD
COLOR: WHITE
RGB: 250, 250, 250

GUTTER AND DOWNSPOUT

PAINTED ALUMINUM
COLOR: GRAY
RGB: 238, 238, 234

GARAGE DOOR

PAINT
COLOR: BROWN 
RGB: 147, 128, 105

***NOTE***

ALL MATERIAL COLORS ARE TO 
MATCH EXISTING COLORS TO 

THE BEST OF THE 
CONTRACTOR'S ABILITY

NOT FOR

CONSTRUCTIO
N
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WEST ELEVATION

1/4" = 1'-0"
1 WEST ELEVATION - EXISTING

1/4" = 1'-0"
2 WEST ELEVATION - NEW

MATERIAL SWATCH LEGEND
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EXTERIOR PERSPECTIVES

1 EXTERIOR PERSPECTIVE - SOUTHWEST

2 EXTERIOR PERSPECTIVE - SOUTHEAST
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EXTERIOR PERSPECTIVES

1 EXTERIOR PERSPECTIVE - NORTHEAST

2 EXTERIOR PERSPECTIVE - NORTHWEST





TREE PLANTING DETAIL - STEEL POSTS1

CONIFER TREE PLANTING DETAIL - STEEL POSTS2

SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL3





EXTERIOR LIGHT FIXTURE DETAILS

ILLUMINATION ZONE

AVERAGE :  0.8fc
MAXIMUM : 12.6fc

LIGHTING SCHEDULE:

MANUFACTURER     MODEL   QUANTITY  LUMENS   WATTAGE   TEMP
POSSINI EURO     RATNER      10     1150       13      3K

0
9
-
0
5
-
2
2

  F9 PRODUCTIONS
825 CRISMAN DRIVE #100 LONGMONT, CO 80501

 303-652-5858
303-652-5859

PH 303.775.7406| F 303.658.9846

EMAIL MAIL@F9PRODUCTIONS.COM

LIGHTING PLAN
 & 

PHOTOMETRIC

X

X
X

X

2-TWO PARKING SPACES 
FOR EMPLOYEES AND 
ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACE

VAN ACCESSIBLE
STALL



Service Schedule Description Mitigation Impact to Local Traffic and Parking

Staff 
3 shifts (6:50 AM - 3:10 PM),     (2:50 
PM - 11:10 PM),                         (10:50 

PM - 7:10 AM) 7 days/week

Zero to two single passenger vehicles.  
Scheduled shift start times are off-set to 

better accommodate local traffic patterns

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, scooter, etc) options;  3) utilization off off-

site public parking

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

Werner Elementary starts at 8:50 AM and lets out at 3:28 PM.  Start times for morning 
shift (2 caregivers) will be staggered at 10 minute intervals starting at 6:50 AM. There will 
be no conflict with traffic for school drop off or pedestrian students.  The evening shift (2 

caregivers) will  be staggered at 10 minute intervals starting at 2:50 PM  There will be 
minimal conflict with any school traffic picking up students and no conflict with pedestrian 
students.  The night shift (1 caregiver) starts at 10:50 PM and there should be no conflicts 

with traffic or pedestrians.  

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

inclement weather.

Visitors

Visitation can occur at any time but 
9:00 AM - 6:00 PM                      7 
days/week are the encouraged 

visitation hours.

Single passenger vehicle.

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 45 minutes in length.  Parking and traffic mitigation will also occur 
through the use of a thrid party parking application.  This will maximalize off street parking 

and minimalize parking conflicts during shift changes.  By pro-actively working with a 
clients family and friends to plan for when visitation occurs and where to park we can 

spread out traffic impacts and mitigate large clusters of visitors at any one time. 

Moderate

Physician Services 1.5 hours/every other week Single passenger vehicle, morning visits. Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal

Physical Therapy 2 hours/week

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.

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal

Occupational Therapy < 1 hour/week

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 have limited 

OT needs after the initial evaluation.

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal



Service Schedule Description Mitigation Impact to Local Traffic and Parking

Trash 5 minutes/week  Standard residential trash service with 95-
gallon containers x 3. No mitigation needed. None

Recycling 5 minutes/week Standard residential recycling service with 
95-gallon containers x 1. No mitigation needed.  None

Medical Waste Disposal None Blister packs and pill bottles will be recycled 
at local pharmacy or hospital pharmacy. No mitigation needed None

Entertainment 2 hours/month x 2                       (6:00 
PM - 8:00 PM)

Single passenger vehicle.  This vendor would 
be the only scheduled visitor outside of 

normal visitation hours.  This would most 
commonly be a musician.

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal

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 2 hours/month Multi-passenger van
Outings will be no more than 5 clients at a time.  Transportation will be with a rental van.  
No van or similar large vehicle will be kept onsite.  Loading and unloading of clients will 

occur in the driveway.
Minimal

Hospice Unknown

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

bed, 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. 

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Moderate to Minimal

Food Delivery 30 minutes/week

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 and be unloaded via the 
driveway through the front door of the 

house.

No mitigation needed Minimal

House Keeping 6 hours/week Single passenger vehicle, morning arrival Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors Minimal



Service Schedule Description Mitigation Impact to Local Traffic and Parking

Lawn Maintenance 2 hours/every other week Single passenger vehicle, possible trailier 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

Medication Delivery 5 minutes/week
Single passenger vehicle.  Medication 

deliveries typically occur at night between 
8:00 PM and 9:00 PM.

None Minimal

Emergency Medical Services Unknown.  Less than 30 minutes on 
site if called.

Fire truck and/or ambulance.  EMS calls fall 
into two general categories.  Acute medical 
emergencies (heart attack, stroke, etc.) and 

acute non-medical incidents (falls).

EMS entities can be asked to use neither sirens or flashing lights for calls to this home.  
This is a common practice among even among larger assisted living facilities that are within 

residential neighborhoods.   This home is also able to leverage its technological assets to 
allow for telemedicine evaluation of residents who fall.  This should further mitigate the 

need for EMS calls.

Moderate to Minimal

Holidays To Be Determined
Certain holidays have a potential natural 
increase in visitation numbers (Mother's 

Day, Father's day, Christmas).

This home can communicate well ahead of time to family and friends that for certain 
holidays we need a hard count of potential visitors.  For warm weather holidays we would 
plan for off-site events at local park shelters to accommodate a larger number of visitors if 
needed.  For cold weather holidays an off-site event is one option.  Another option being a 

series of smaller event weekend events around a given holiday to spread out the traffic 
and parking pressures on the neighborhood.

Moderate to Minimal

Clergy/Spiritual Services 1 hour/2 months
Single passenger vehicle.  In person visitation 

for this client population is rare outside of 
end of life visitation. 

Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors. Minimal

Administrator 2-4 hours/week Single passenger vehicle Coordinate arrival and departure with other vendors and visitors. Minimal

Medical Transportation (non-
emergent) As Needed

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 Minimal

Funeral Home Services 30 minutes Single passenger van No mitigation needed Minimal
Coroner 30 minutes Single passenger vehicle No mitigation needed Minimal











 

 

   
 
 
 

Castle Ridge Group Home 
Neighborhood Meeting Summary (7/28/2022) 

 
 

Neighborhood Meeting Date: July 28, 2022 
 

City Staff – Attendees: 
 
JC Ward – Senior City Planner Neighborhood Services 
Kai Kleer – City Planner 
Katie Claypool – Admin Services 
  

Applicant Contact: 

Stephanie Hansen 

Eric Shenk 

Xioma Diaz 

Project Information Presented: 
 

• JC Ward (JC) opens by discussing the ground rules for this neighborhood meeting. She 
introduces Kai Kleer (Kai) 

• Kai discusses the location of the proposed Castle Ridge Group Home and its relation to Harmony 
and South College Avenue. 

• Kai highlights that the proposed Group Home for Assisted Living and Memory Care will hold 10 
residents and 2 employees. 

• Kai discusses the project history and shares that the home was built in 2002 and that the subject 
lot was platted as part of the Castle Ridge at Miramont PUD in 1993. It is a fully built out 
residential subdivision. 

• Kai clarifies the requirements of sign posting, and shares that over 380 letters were sent out to 
neighborhood, but to please inform the City if any neighbors did not receive a letter.   

• Stephanie Hansen (Stephanie) begins sharing a project overview.  
 

Project Overview 
 

• Stephanie begins by discussing the residents who would live in this home. It is their hope to own 
and care for seniors in this house as it was ADA compliant and a perfect house for this use. 

Community Development and 
Neighborhood Services 
 
Planning Services 
281 North College Ave. 
P.O. Box 580 
Fort Collins, CO 80522   
970.221.6750 
970.224.6134 - fax 
fcgov.com/developmentreview 



• Stephanie shows a timeline of the Castle Ridge meetings beginning in 2020.  

• Stephanie expresses they have heard the local concerns and that they have adjusted to meet 
them and find compromise.  

• Stephanie recognizes that the facility projected is compliant and allowed with the site, and that 
they are requesting a group home.  

• Stephanie vocalizes it is not their hope to provide a large facility, but instead a small home for 
seniors to live and be taken care of as a “family”. 

• Stephanie then highlights the benefits of this home-like living area compared to regular dorm 
style senior living homes.  

• Stephanie vocalizes that neighbors have expressed concern with privacy and large capacity of 
seniors and employees at this site. To remedy these concerns, Stephanie says they have lowered 
the number of residents as well as workers (from 16 residents to 10 and 3 caregivers to 2). In 
addition, they have reduced the number of proposed windows from 4 to 1. Trips per day have 
proven to be less than projected.  

• Stephanie says that these changes will reduce the number of renovations made and reduce 
neighborhood disruptions. In addition, reduced vehicle parking spots will aim to avoid 
neighborhood parking being used by the Castle Ridge Group Home.  

• Stephanie discusses street travel with the topic of parking in mind. She adds that residents will 
not have vehicles so they will not be coming and going. The only vehicles that would come or go 
from the property would be staff that are there, groceries that are acquired once a week, as well 
as visitor vehicles. In addition, emergency vehicles have been requested to come with sirens off, 
however none have been required to come in the last six months.  

• Stephanie says that under current conditions, there are no projected needs for more care 
workers.  

 
Questions/Comments and Answers (answers provided by the applicant group unless 
otherwise noted). 
 

• A neighbor asks if it’s realistic for 2 caregivers to care for 10 residents. If they are doing the 
cooking, cleaning, and care for the entire group, and another resident needs help from both 
the caregivers, how are they able to help the rest? In response (Eric), the applicants say most of 
the cooking is done at night to handle higher levels of help required by residents during the day. 
With a fixed staffing ratio of 1 to 5, it is statistically better staffed than larger institutions.  

• A neighbor that lives next to the proposed development highlights concerns about accessory 
roles covered by other staff and not the caregivers. In addition, she doubts the projected 
estimates on travel and traffic from this residential home. Will there also be on-site 
administrators? Caregiver parking spaces would be located in the garage. However, there are 
parking spaces in the driveway for short term trip drop-offs. There will also be a lawn service as 
there are for other homes in the neighborhood. The intent is to be a residential home as 
opposed to an institutional elderly home with lots of traffic. In addition (Michelle), wants to 
assure everyone that assisted living is regulated by the state. With that being said, the care 
being given would be compliant with Colorado law and more favorable for residents than large 
facilities. There will be regulators ensuring the residents are getting proper care.  

• Why did the original proposal change from 16 to 10 residents?  How will the residency be 
financially viable with 10 residents now? It would be preferable to have 16 residents. However, 
if the project is to be viable then it must be 10. With that number being lowered, the cost of 
living for residents will have to be increased. With 10 residents, the cost of Medicare and 



Medicaid will go up, bed quality goes down, and costs are increased. However, the applicants 
are still passionate about the project and some compromises will have to be made.  

• Is the proposed project an assisted memory care facility or an assisted living home? 
Technically, they are the same. Memory care is a specialized service that would be offered here 
but it is also an assisted living home. 

• Will there be an on-sight van or bus for resident outings? No.  

• A neighbor has would like clarification on who is a part of the company pursuing this group 
home. A portion of the applicant team, Eric Shenk and Xioma Diaz are the only parties involved 
in pursuing this memory care facility (aside from Stephanie who is helping represent Eric and 
Xioma).   

• Is the intent still for residents to be housed in the garage? The garage is being renovated to be 
a bedroom. It will no longer be a garage and will have the living standards and quality of any 
other bedroom in the house. 

• Is this meeting valid due to not following the 14-day required signage requirements? There is a 
requirement to send mailed notice for a public meeting or hearing. Mail notices did go out 14 
days before the meeting. The second part is the posted notice, which is a sign that goes into the 
yard which happens after a formal submittal of an application under code section 226 b. There is 
no requirement in this instance to post it before the meeting.  

• Will the applicants be living in the home even when the residency units are at full capacity?  
No they will not be living there.  

• Once the proposal is submitted, how much could be changed?  The applicant can change their 
proposal after being submitted but it is unlikely. There could be a reduction in residents, but any 
major changes made would require subsequent neighborhood meetings.   

• How will you avoid having cars parked in front of other houses in the neighborhood?  In 
addition to the garage, there will be 3 designated parking spots in the driveway with another 2 
that can be staggered.  

• What is the difference between caregivers and staff? Would hospice care staff be classified 
differently? Staff and caregiver are used interchangeably. Hospice care would be provided by a 
third-part service, so there wouldn’t be full time employees there to provide that. 

• Can residents or their families contract additional caregivers? Yes.  

• Does having a business here comply with residential zoning? The subject property is in a low-
density residential (RL) district. A group home is a residential use approved in this zoning district.  

• How can it be guaranteed that neighborhood parking will not be adversely affected? There will 
be room for 8 vehicles in the driveway. Although the applicants cannot control where everybody 
parks, they anticipate individuals parking in the driveway and will communicate that to visitors.  

• If the number of employees or residents were to change in the future, would that be subject 
to public hearings and development review? Yes, if that was the case, subsequent public 
meetings would be required.  

• Where will the new windows be installed? Four new windows are required to be added to 
comply with safety standards. Additional vegetation can help screen and offer more privacy for 
neighbors.  

• How will trash and wheelchair access be managed? Will there be wheelchair ramps? There will 
not be a wheelchair ramp since the house is accessible. On garbage days, the bins associated 
with this residence will be placed in front of the property.  

• Who is going to monitor the parking when the applicants are not there? Parking will be 
monitored and there will be a house manager who can be reached 24/7 if there are concerns.  



• Will there be a medical director or another staff member with similar qualifications on-site? 
The applicants will find a medical director once the property is approved as a care home. The 
applicants will not serve as the medical director for this property.   

• Would the applicants be open to a fence which adds more privacy for neighbors, such as a 6-
foot fence with additional vegetation? The applicants are open to vinyl fencing instead of 
wrought iron fencing for more privacy. In addition, there are plans to add vegetation as another 
level of privacy.  
 
 
 

 



07492573.DOCX;1

April 23, 2022 
Via E-mail only 
Michelle A. Pinkowski 
1630 A 30th Street # 526 
Boulder, Co 80301 
michelle@pinkowskilaw.com 

Denver Office 
Jeffrey B. Smith 
Direct 303.991.2066 
jsmith@altitude.law 

Re: Miramont Homeowners Association / 636 Castle Ridge Court 
Our File No. 9075.0002 

Dear Ms. Pinkowski: 

Thank you for your correspondence on March 21, 2022 (the “Letter”), as well as the email on 
April 4, 2022 where you provided the Association with your clients’ modified request for 
reasonable accommodation which was provided to the City of Fort Collins (“Modified 
Request”). The Board of Directors for the Miramont Homeowners Association (“Association”) 
has asked me to respond to the Letter and the Modified Request.  

First, I think it is important to point out that the Association is not a party to any process you 
are undertaking with the City of Fort Collins. If information is not specifically provided to the 
Association like the Modified Request, the Association has not received it. Likewise, the 
Association has not authorized any representative to attend or partake in any of the City’s 
activities regarding the Property. Any owner who has participated has done so in their 
individual capacity, and not on behalf of the Association, the Board, or any Committee of the 
Association.   

As pointed out in my last letter, the Association simply assumed from your lack of 
correspondence for almost a year that your client had decided to deal with the City process, 
before engaging the Association for its own review.  

Two of your reasonable accommodation requests have direct links to the parking concerns of 
the Association. Having so many people living at the home, as well as staff, visitors and doctors, 
is a major concern giving the parking limitations and the narrowness of the street in question. It 
is for these reasons that the Association requested additional information regarding parking 
which was only provided to the Association on March 21, 2022. The fact that the Modified 
Request brings the number of beds from 16 down to 10 certainly helps with this issue. 

Your client has requested a reasonable accommodation to Article II, Section 28 of the 
Declaration. Pursuant to the Modified Request, and the documents attached to the Letter, the 
Association agrees to grant a reasonable accommodation to Article II, Section 28 of the 
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Declaration to allow for no more than 10 individuals, whether related or unrelated to live and 
receive care at the property.  

With regard to the garage door accommodation of Article IX, Section 7, based on the Modified 
Request, your client will be keeping one of the garages in its current state to be used for parking 
by staff of the property. Based on this representation, no reasonable accommodation is required 
as this portion of the Modified Request complies with the Declaration. The Association’s main 
concern remains that cars only be parked on one side of the street, so please ensure that the 
remaining garage is utilized for parking, and that cars are not parked both sides of the street. 

With regard to your final accommodation request pertaining to Section 2.3 of the fence 
guidelines, the Association will grant a reasonable accommodation to the fence height. 
However, your client will still need to submit plans for approval of the fence to the ARC. The 
ARC will be informed that an accommodation for the height of the fence has been granted, and 
that the fence can be 6 feet tall. All other criteria, still remains in place, and the ARC can make it 
decision based on that criteria.   

It appears that there will have to be other exterior changes to the property besides the fence 
(specifically I assume there will be changes for the conversion of the one garage). Any exterior 
or landscaping change must go through the ARC process as outlined in the Declaration. If you 
feel another accommodation is required for your proposed plan, please let the Board know and 
we will review it in the same manner as the fence accommodation was reviewed. If an 
accommodation is necessitated and required, the Association will grant said accommodation, 
but the design and all other requirements still must be approved by the ARC.   

Again, the Association has and will continue to work with your client. The Association has not 
delayed in responding to any of your letters. The Association has requested additional 
information, and then when it did not hear from you for almost a year, the Association assumed 
you were proceeding first with the City review process before engaging the Association. Now 
that you have come to the Association with actual documents we have been able to grant the 
requests of your client, and the Association anticipates working with you and your client in the 
future in a similar manner.  

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey B. Smith 
Altitude Community Law P.C. 
JBS/jbs 

c: BOD and Pete Dauster 



Community Development & Neighborhood Services 
281 North College Avenue 
P.O. Box 580 
Fort Collins, CO 80522.0580 

970.416.2740 
970.224.6134- fax 
fcgov.com 

Planning, Development & Transportation Services

May 19, 2022 

Michelle Pinkowski 
Delivered via email to: 
michelle@pinkowskilaw.com 

Reasonable Accommodation Decision Letter- 636 Castle Ridge Court: Modified Request 

Ms. Pinkowski, 

On April 4, 2022, you submitted a modified Reasonable Accommodation request to the City of 
Fort Collins (“City”) on behalf of your client Peacock Assisted Living, LLC, regarding a proposed 
assisted living facility to be located at 636 Castle Ridge Court. A similar proposal with an 
alternate operating model and different request for accommodation was previously evaluated in 
June 2021. This determination letter is based on an evaluation of relevant information from the 
first request, supplemented by information provided as a part of the 2022 request. 

The subject property is zoned Low Density Residential (RL). The applicant is seeking relief from 
Section 3.8.6 (A) of the Land Use Code, which limits the occupancy of a group home in the RL 
district subject to lot size limitations. The request is to allow 10 people with disabilities to reside 
at 636 Castle Ridge Court.  

After careful consideration, I make the following findings of fact pursuant to Section 2.19(E) of 
the Fort Collins Land Use Code:  

a) The property at issue, 636 Castle Ridge Ct., will be used by people considered to be
disabled under the federal Fair Housing Amendments Act (“FHAA”).

b) Based upon the nature of the group living model utilized by Peacock Assisted Living
LLC, the Reasonable Accommodation is necessary to make housing at 636 Castle
Ridge Ct. available to people with disabilities. Through the documentation provided with
the original application, with the current proposal, and during the interactive meeting held
on April 25, 2022, the applicant has demonstrated that the ratio of staff to residents
impacts the therapeutic benefit of the caregiving model and is related to the ability of
disabled residents to reside in the home, and that the number of residents permitted
directly impacts the financial and operational viability of this facility. The revised model of
ten residents and two onsite caregivers represents an attempt by the applicant to retain
the therapeutic benefit of this caregiving model, while also addressing neighborhood
concerns and retaining the financial and operational viability of the proposal.

c) The requested reasonable accommodation would not impose an undue financial or
administrative burden upon the City.



d) The requested reasonable accommodation would not require a fundamental alteration in
the nature of a Land Use Code provision.

 Pursuant to the FHAA, the City is required to reasonably accommodate
disabled people with regards to zoning regulations that might otherwise deny
disabled individuals certain housing opportunities.

 As expressed in the previous Reasonable Accommodation determination, the
Land Use Code allows other uses in the RL zone with similar or greater
impacts to the proposed Reasonable Accommodation in situations that do not
involve people considered to be disabled under the FHAA.  Examples
include:

o The Land Use Code allows an unlimited number of people comprising
a family to live in the house.  A family of 10 related individuals could
occupy this home with no required review, notification, or other
consideration.

o The Land Use Code allows shelters for victims of domestic violence in
the RL zone without a limit to the number of residents permitted.

o Other more intense uses with greater potential for traffic, noise, and
visual impacts are permitted in the RL zone such as places of worship
and assembly (permitted subject to administrative review) and schools
and childcare centers (permitted subject to review by the Planning
and Zoning Commission).

 The effect on the built environment of the lot size and other requirements for
group homes in the RL zone is maintenance of single-family residential
character of development, and a pattern of development that conforms to
certain proportions between building size and lot size. In this case, the
property has already been developed and the application does not propose
any new construction. Impact to the physical characteristics of the building in
this proposal have been minimized, including retaining a two-car garage to
provide additional on-site parking and to retain residential character.

 The RL zone district permits group homes of up to eight residents subject to
lot size limitations. This request is specifically to allow up to ten disabled
people to live in this home according to the operational model, financial
conditions, and other specific circumstances described in the application
materials and interactive meeting. As a group home, this proposal is subject
to a type two review by the Planning and Zoning Commission, and this
process is not affected by this Reasonable Accommodation. Aside from the
number of residents, the facility will be required to comply with all other
standards and requirements of the Land Use Code for group homes as
permitted in the RL zone.

Based upon these findings, I am granting the modified Reasonable Accommodation request to 
allow ten unrelated individuals with disabilities (not including non-resident on-site staff) as 
described in the materials submitted with the request to live at 636 Castle Ridge Ct., subject to 
the following conditions: 

 The proposal for a group home is subject to a type two review by the Planning and
Zoning Commission.

 The facility will be required to comply with all other standards and requirements of the
Land Use Code for group homes as permitted in the RL zone and may be subject to



conditions of approval including but not limited to requirements for parking, limitation of 
hours of drop-off and pick-up, regulation of lighting intensity and hours of illumination, 
requirements related to trash and recycling, screening, storage, and fencing. 

 As described in the application materials and Reasonable Accommodation request, the
facility will implement measures to mitigate impacts and retain residential character
including retaining one of the garages to provide for additional off-street parking,
maintaining the garage doors on the garage converted to living space, no signage
indicating that this is a group home, and no more than two staff working shifts on-site at
any given time (with the exception of emergencies and shift changes).

In granting the Reasonable Accommodation request, I am not finding that the people that are 
the subject of the Reasonable Accommodation request constitute a family as defined under the 
Land Use Code. However, in part because a family without limitation to numbers could live at 
636 Castle Ridge Ct., I find it reasonable to accommodate the request in consideration of the 
FHAA. 

This Reasonable Accommodation is applicable to the specified provisions of the Land Use Code 
and does not modify Building Code requirements. The applicant is advised to consult with the 
Building Services Division to ensure compliance with the Building Code. 

Regards, 

Paul Sizemore 
Director of Community Development and Neighborhood Services 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 2:22 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court memory care facility proposal

Categories: P&Z

We'll probably get a lot of these heading to the Dec. P&Z hearing. I will save them in the PDP_FDP folder and 
forward to you 

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net> 
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2022 1:59 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court memory care facility proposal  

To whom it may concern,  

I am submitting comments with regards to the proposed memory care facility at 636 Castle Ridge 
Ct.  In reminder, my family and I live in the home that is the direct next door home to the proposed 
project.  I spoke at the P&Z meeting with regards to this project.   

It appears that the prior granted reasonable accommodation of 16 residents, on the basis that it was 
"reasonable and necessary", has actually been deemed not reasonable and no longer necessary for 
this project to move forward.  In addition, a new reasonable accommodation of 10 residents has been 
granted on the same premise.  I am sure you can understand how this is quite confusing and 
frustrating as the number and determination appear to arbitrary and not based on what is actually 
reasonable nor necessary.  16 and 10 cannot both be necessary, and so it begs the question as to 
how this determination is made and, without clear standard, should most reasonably default to the 
current municipal code of 8.   

My family and I stand firm in our opposition to the density of the project due to the increased traffic 
and parking burden to the neighborhood and the high likelihood of a one lane bottleneck of the main 
road in the neighborhood.  This would create an issue for emergency response vehicles and other 
larger transiting vehicles in and out of the neighborhood.  This is especially concerning on snowy 
days as this road is not plowed.  The proposed limited control measures that the applicants has put 
forth are unlikely to be fully utilized and are totally unenforceable.     

The applicants do not fully answer the question asked by city representatives regarding anticipated 
traffic to the site on a daily basis with estimated staff, deliveries, etc.  The applicants do not provide 
details on the estimated trips for:  

1. Deliveries for food, pharmacy, supplies, packages to residents, etc.
2. Number of provider visits for physician/provider evaluations, dental, occupational therapy, physical
therapy, speech therapy, massage therapy, wound care, etc.
3. Number of visits for religious providers
4. Number of transports of residents out in to the community for on site medical/dental visits, salon
appointments, community outings, etc.  Will there be a van to transport the residents?  Where will it

CORRESPONDENCE 1
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be housed?  Where is the loading and unloading site for the transportation vehicle for the residents if 
all the parking spots are utilized in the driveway?  
5. Number of estimated visitation from family and friends.  The applicants continue to state that they
will require visitors to make appointments which is against Colorado code for assisted living and
hospice care as previously noted.
6. Number of service visits for general maintenance of the home, landscape, snow removal, etc.

The consultant even commented in her presentation to P&Z that if the number of residents was 
different they would still require the same number of services including the nurses, therapists, 
massages, etc.  

In addition, I continue to have concerns that the number of caregivers is grossly 
underestimated.  What happens if the project goes forward and it is determined that additional staff 
are needed to provide care to the residents, meal preparation, housecleaning services, etc?  What if 
traffic and parking are above and beyond what was projected?  How does the city go back and 
decrease the number of residents allowed?  

There are simply too many unknowns with regards to the impact this project will have on this 
neighborhood with regards to traffic, parking and therefore safety of residents of the neighborhood 
and of the proposed facility.  There are no enforceable rules to limit the traffic and on street 
parking.  Limiting this project to the current code of 8 residents allows for the facility to get up and 
running and be able to effectively answer these unknowns with data, decreasing the risk to the 
neighborhood and facility residents.  If, after a period of FULL occupancy operations at 8 residents 
(i.e. 1-2 years) the impact is minimal and not presenting a risk then the applicants can apply for a 
"reasonable accommodation" to increase to 10.  However, if 10 is granted now, and the operation 
presents a safety issue how does the city go back?  

We respectfully request that this project be denied at the current density proposed.    

Respectfully,  
Tracey Stefanon  
Ken Patrick  
642 Castle Ridge Ct.  

CORRESPONDENCE 1



1

Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 2:22 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court Group Home Proposal

Categories: P&Z

From: dan c <danclawson9@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 9:12 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court Group Home Proposal  

Regarding the proposal for a Group Home at the above address, my concerns remain that there is insufficient 
parking.  When vehicles are parked on both sides of the street (which cannot be prevented) it has been shown that 
traffic will be restricted to One Way and large commercial vehicles (Trash Trucks, Emergency Fire Vehicles) will have 
difficulty passing through.  Also, the Applicants suggestion that Guests utilize a Third Party Parking App is not realistic, 
given no such App exists (I doubt it would be used even if such an app did exist).   I also don't believe it is realistic to 
expect Resident visitors to scheduled appointments prior to visiting.  Thank you for your consideration.    

Dan Clawson 
5219 Castle Ridge Pl, Fort Collins, CO 80525 
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Katie Claypool

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: P&Z meeting

From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2022 6:27 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; devreview/comments@fcgov.com 
<devreview/comments@fcgov.com> 
Cc: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>; Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Em Myler <emyler@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: P&Z meeting  

Good Morning Em, 

Would you please forward this full email along with the attached video "street-in-action" to all of the Planning and Zoning 
Commission members for their review prior to the meeting scheduled for December 15, 2022, concerning the proposed 
group home on Castle Ridge? 

This very short video shows a real-life street-in-action shot of the street in front of 636 Castle Ridge Court.  It shows very 
clear evidence that the exceptionally narrow private street in front of this house is inadequate to accommodate anything 
even close to the kind of parking and traffic which would occur if this proposal should be approved.   Just these very few 
vehicles totally bottleneck this street to the point of real danger for those beyond the bottleneck.   

Commission members, can you imagine a fire truck or even a trash truck trying to navigate this?  Can you imagine what it 
would be like with family members of multiple residents parking here as well for visitation?  Please imagine the holidays. 

The street is too narrow.  This proposal would be dangerous. Allowing this proposal would clearly violate the street traffic, 
parking, and fire codes which are all present for a reason. My home sits at the cul-de-sac end of this street.  There is no 
other entrance or exit for myself or for my neighbors.   

Would you also please also provide this video for a live showing at the December 15 hearing?  It will be most important for 
all to see. 

Thank you for your attention to this serious safety matter.   

Respectfully submitted, 

Steve Sunderman, MD 
607 Castle Ridge Court  
Fort Collins, CO   80525 

https://youtube.com/shorts/UC7Z3rDgsNE?feature=share 
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11/30/2022 

To the Planning and Zoning Commission Members: 

Thank you for your time and dedication related to your previous review of the initial 636 Castle Ridge 
Group Home application.  We, as residents in this beautiful neighborhood are most appreciative of your 
prior efforts to evaluate right vs wrong concerning this proposal, and of your UNANIMOUS decision to 
decline approval of the initial proposal. 

The applicants are now coming forward with a new proposal which is simply the same proposal with a 
minimal reduction of residents by only 4. This, in effect, would lead to the same devastating results to 
our community that the original proposal would have had.  

The reasons for you to reject this second proposal are numerous.  Just a few are listed below: 

TRUTHFULNESS AND HONESTY IN THE APPLICATION 

The applicants began their application process by stating that they surveyed the neighbors, explained 
their proposals, and found no resistance from the surrounding neighbors.  This is blatantly untrue. I have 
communicated with nearly everyone in the community here, and without exception, not one person has 
told me they ever supported this proposal.  Objection from neighbors has been universal.  I, myself, 
have communicated to the applicants my own objections and also those of our many neighbors.   

The applicants have repeatedly asserted to City Planners that they want to be good friends and 
neighbors in this community and that they have made every effort to do that.  In reality, they both 
actively try their best to avoid any contact with any of our wonderful neighbors in this development. 

The applicants have repeatedly presented clearly false expectations about traffic, parking, visitation, 
change in residential appearance, noise, and safety. 

They have intentionally misrepresented their credentials. 

DISHONEST MISREPRESENTATION 

The applicants both promoted Eric Shenk as a physician in a dishonest attempt to gain credibility for 
their project.  We have discovered, and Eric Shenk has finally admitted in recorded session, that he no 
longer has a license to practice medicine.  He refuses to give details of the loss of his license and of his 
medical practice, although physicians in the area have reported that he was ousted by his own peers 
many years ago. Erik Shenk has openly admitted in recorded session that he and his wife are currently 
housing at least two at risk individuals even though he does not have a license to practice medicine, and 
even though they do not currently hold a license to operate a nursing home.   A formal inquiry request 
has been filed with the Division of Regulatory Agencies.  Red flags about the legality of their current 
operation are flying high.  The Planning and Zoning Commission and the City of Fort Collins need to 
make sure they are not playing into an approval to support a possibly illegal operation. The investigation 
is still in process and MUST be resolved before any approval can be even considered.  
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REASONABLENESS 

This neighborhood was carefully planned as a low-density residential neighborhood for single family 
dwellings only.  Part of the agreement from the original developer, Gary Nordic, was to also provide 
higher density homes in nearby areas which he did to the letter as per his prior agreements with the city 
planners.   

Off street parking is severely limited on this narrow private road, and cannot accommodate the massive 
increase that would be required if this proposal should be approved. 

The street in front of this house is a private street which is significantly narrower than conventional city 
streets. It was planned and authorized as such with the understanding and agreement by city planners 
and the developer that traffic and parking would be expected to be very minimal due to the design of 
single-family dwellings only, and three or four car garages for each home.  It was agreed from the 
beginning that high traffic businesses would not be allowed.   

MIS-APPLICATION OF THE FHA 

The Fair Housing Act has been grossly mis-applied to this proposal.  The Fair Housing Act was not 
created to allow an opportunist to personally benefit himself at tremendous expense to others without 
fairness and reasonableness.   

The owners of 636 Castle Ridge court do NOT belong to a protected class.  They are both able bodied 
and in no way disabled or protected.  The touted Protected class of individuals they are flying the 
banner of does not even exist at this time.  The goal of these opportunists is to gather together in the 
near future a group of memory impaired individuals, claim that they as owners of this opportunistic 
business are part of that disabled body, and then USE these individuals for wrongful personal profit – all 
at tremendous damage to our beautiful neighborhood and at tremendous expense to all of the 
surrounding neighbors by drastically lowering our property values. 

The FHA has limitations.  Any application under FHA rules is required to be a REASONABLE application.  
It MUST fit the neighborhood.  It must be SAFE.  Any accommodations made MUST be reasonable 
accommodations, not unreasonable accommodations.  Any application of this rule must NOT “Take 
away” substantial value from others while “Giving” substantial value to profiteers at others’ expense.   

FAILURE OF THE CITY TO FOLLOW DUE PROCESS 

The City Staff have made it clear from the outset that they are determined to push forward this 
opportunistic proposal by their repeated failure to follow due process.   

City Staff have accepted deceptive and inaccurate statements from the applicants without questioning 
the validity of their claims.   

City Staff have bypassed the required rules of notice and meetings. 

City Staff have silenced those of us who hold valid objections by actively censoring some of us at prior 
meetings. 
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City Staff have repeatedly promised opportunities for us to have real open and honest communication 
with them and with the applicants, and then they have repeatedly reneged on these promises.  (I will 
provide an email chain later that verifies this in detail). 

HARM TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

Trying to “sardine” 10 Alzheimer’s individuals into one floor of a single-family home along with nursing 
staff, aides, pharmacy, PT, OT, cooking services, cleaning services, laundry services, and 10 families of 
regular visitors would clearly be a disservice to the residents packed into the home as well as to the 
beauty of the neighborhood, traffic, parking, safety, and surrounding home values.  Recoverable 
financial damages to the residents of Castle Ridge alone could conservatively be estimated to be into the 
millions of dollars if this proposal should be allowed to go through.   

DUTY 

One major duty of the City Staff as well as of the Planning and Zoning commission is to protect the 
beauty and value of the neighborhood as a whole and to honor the master plan originally drafted.  
There is no duty to aid and abet an opportunist who is wrongfully flying the banner of a protected group 
for his or her own personal profit at massive expense to all others in the neighborhood.  It does not get 
any more wrong than this.   

It is imperative that the Zoning and Planning Commission once again reject this opportunistic and 
wrongful proposal. 

My most sincere thanks to you in advance for exercising rational judgement, for protecting our 
community, and for doing the Right thing for our neighborhood. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Steve Sunderman, MD 

607 Castle Ridge Court 

Fort Collins, CO   80525 
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Katie Claypool

From: Em Myler
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 12:07 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Thread for P and Z Commission review

Categories: P&Z

From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com> 
Sent: Sunday, December 4, 2022 1:21 PM 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Em Myler 
<emyler@fcgov.com> 
Cc: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Thread for P and Z Commission review  

Good afternoon Em,  

Would you please forward this entire communication thread to all of the members of the P and Z Commission for review 
prior to the hearing scheduled for 12/15/2022? 

This thread can give to the commission excellent verification of the repeated breaches in due process by City Staff 
throughout this entire application for 636 Castle Ridge Court, including: 

A clear bias by City Staff in directing for a predetermined outcome, 

Repeated broken promises to allow sincere face-to-face communication, 

Censoring those of us opposing this application during scheduled meetings, 

Admission of City Staff of ignoring legal requirements of the applicants, 

Misapplication of the FHA, 

Admission of ignoring the negative effects on home values for neighbors,  

This application must be summarily rejected. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Steve Sunderman, MD 

-----Original Message----- 
From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com> 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
Sent: Tue, Nov 8, 2022 5:30 am 
Subject: Re: Re: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 
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Kai, 

Thank you.  I look forward to talking with you.  I will have my phone available. 

Steve 

On Monday, November 7, 2022, 03:11:36 PM MST, Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> wrote:  

Hello Mr Sunderman, 

I have some time on Wednesday from 10-11 am. Let me know if that timing works for you.  

Best, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
KAI KLEER, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Fort Collins 

From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2022 12:57 PM 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Good afternoon, Kai. 

Here is the message I received from ‘Em on October 19. I have received no more information from 
that committee. I have heard from neighbors that this process is in the works of being bypassed 
too.  We continue to be ignored.  I must again, on the record,  strongly object on the grounds that due 
process is not being followed. 

Would you please be so kind as to call me for a real-time discussion?  I will be available essentially all 
day long on Wednesday Nov 9 at my cell phone 970-215-3162  

Thank you,  
Steve SundermanMD  

On Wednesday, October 19, 2022, 08:45:00 AM MDT, Development Review Comments 
<devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> wrote:  

Mr. Sunderman, 

Please see below the message I sent to you last week, I apologize if it didn't reach you for some 
reason: 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Mr. Sunderman,  

Thank you for your patience on our response. Staff have decided not to pursue another neighborhood 
meeting for Castle Ridge Group Home at this time, virtually or in-person. Our Development Review 
requirements for public engagement have been met so far. 
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That doesn't mean this is the end of the conversation on this project. Here are the next steps and 
ways you can get involved: 

 I sent out some information on the most recent submittal yesterday. That submittal will go
through staff review until it is ready to go to Planning and Zoning Commission. I'd like to
highlight that staff do not have the ability to decline to send this proposal to the Commission.

 During this time, I am available at this email address to field questions and comments to the
best of my ability. Feel free to email me here any time

 Once the proposal is ready, it will go to the Planning and Zoning Commission, who will be the
final decision makers. This is the place where you can next engage directly on this project by
making a public comment. You can do so either by emailing written comments here and they
will be included in the packet materials for Commissioners to read. Or, you can attend the
meeting and speak in person. These comments are time limited and the Commissioners are
not able to respond. However, the Commissioners have the ability to modify or deny the
proposal based on evidence including public comment.

o I would highly recommend taking a look at one of the public comments submitted for a
recent project called Heartside Hill. I think it's a good example of how you could use a
written comment to fully express the concerns I have heard from you. I've attached it
here. If you'd like to submit something similar for P&Z, please send it to this email.  I will
email the Castle Ridge contact list when the project is scheduled to go to public hearing
so you know.

Let me know if you have any questions. 

Respectfully, 

Em Myler 
Neighborhood Development Liaison 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

As for your questions this morning: 

1. The proposal is currently going through staff review. I have you on a list of names to alert when
it has completed this step and is scheduled to go to the Planning and Zoning Commission.

2. The only actions right now include the usual staff comments on the submittal, and the
applicants' responses. Staff is considering input from the neighborhood meetings in their
comments. I will send comments and submittal updates when I have them.

3. Please see above regarding a face to face meeting
4. I think the best option to make sure that the Planning and Zoning Commission sees this email

thread and you know that it has been seen is to include it as a public comment for their
meeting materials when this proposal goes to hearing. That way, the Commissioners will read
it as a part of the case on this proposal and the comment will be published publicly so you
know that it has been included. This is the best way in my opinion to offer you the
accountability you are looking for. I included more information on public comments in the
original email above.

Best, 
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Em Myler 
Neighborhood Development Liaison 

From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2022 2:20 PM 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com>; 
srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Group Home Notice with Link  

Good morning Kai,  

I have not heard back from you or from anyone on City Staff after my email from September 20, 2022 - attached below.  

Could you please update me on where we are with this process?   
Is any action happening from the City Staff or from the applicants?   
When do we get our face-to-face meeting we have been promised? 

Would you please forward this entire thread to the Planning and Zoning Commission and copy me so that I know it has 
been sent?  Alternatively, if you would send me email contact information for the entire Planning and Zoning Commission, 
I can send it to them and copy you. 

Thank you again for your attention, dedication, and assistance. 

Respectfully,  

Steve Sunderman, MD 
970-215-3162

-----Original Message----- 
From: srsunde@aol.com 
To: kkleer@fcgov.com <kkleer@fcgov.com>; astephens@fcgov.com <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; psizemore@fcgov.com 
<psizemore@fcgov.com>; srsunde@aol.com 
Sent: Tue, Sep 20, 2022 6:41 am 
Subject: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Kai,  

Thank you for your response.  

We are not asking for an opportunity to have a meeting in which nobody from the City of decision-making authority is 
present.  We are asking for an honest, sincere meeting with the applicants and with those of authority on City Staff 
(including Mr. Sizemore).  My understanding is that the Planning and Zoning Commission does not come into play unless 
City Staff should move it forward to them.  The Planning and Zoning Commission has already rejected unanimously the 
applicants' prior proposal which was previously passed on to them by City Staff.  We must have an opportunity to stop at 
the beginning of the process this new proposal, which would also likely result in millions of dollars of recoverable damages 
if passed.  Mr. Sizemore and City Staff must allow us due process and fairness.  The application has been filled with 
misleading and false information from the beginning.  The legal red flags are huge, and to this day, remain unanswered by 
the applicants and ignored by City Staff.    

Respectfully, 

Steve Sunderman, MD 
970-215-3162
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
To: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com> 
Sent: Mon, Sep 19, 2022 11:53 am 
Subject: RE: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Hello Steve, 

An in-person meeting is the goal. Since the decision maker is the Planning and Zoning Commission, they will not be 
present at the meeting. Did you have anyone else in mind? 

Sincerely, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
KAI KLEER, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Fort Collins 

From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2022 10:37 AM 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com>; 
srsunde@aol.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Hello Kai, 

Thank you again for your response.  Would you please confirm for me that the meeting you are working on will be in 
person and will include the neighbors here who feel a need to be heard as well as the City Staff who are responsible for 
making decisions? 

Sincerely, 

Steve Sunderman, MD 
970-215-3162

-----Original Message----- 
From: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
To: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com> 
Sent: Thu, Sep 15, 2022 4:02 pm 
Subject: RE: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Hello Steve, 

Thanks for your diligence and patience on this. We have been in contact with the applicant team and they would be 
interested in having further discussions with the neighborhood. Internally, our Neighborhood Services and Development 
Review staff are working through the finer details of the when and where of the meeting and how to best organize it for a 
productive conversation. Our Development Review Liaison, Emily Myler, will be in touch as soon as we know more. 

Sincerely, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
KAI KLEER, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Fort Collins 
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From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>  
Sent: Saturday, September 10, 2022 10:13 AM 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com>; 
srsunde@aol.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Dear Mr. Kleer: 

I have not heard back since my email of August 28, 20222.  I am sending another email today to check with you on where 
we are concerning the promised face-to-face meeting regarding 636 Castle Ridge Court. 

Again, this needs to be an open and honest meeting among the applicants, the neighbors, and non-biased City Staff. 

I believe the recoverable damages to our neighborhood will likely be in the millions if this proposal is allowed to go 
through.  The duty of the City remains with the collective residents. 

I look forward to hearing from you about setting up an open and productive meeting. 

Respectfully Submitted.   

Steve Sunderman, MD 
970-215-3162

Copy:  Ms. Stephens, Mr. Sizemore, Development Review Committee, Self 

-----Original Message----- 
From: srsunde@aol.com 
To: kkleer@fcgov.com <kkleer@fcgov.com>; astephens@fcgov.com <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; psizemore@fcgov.com 
<psizemore@fcgov.com>; srsunde@aol.com 
Sent: Sun, Aug 28, 2022 11:29 am 
Subject: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Mr. Kleer, Ms. Stephens, Mr. Sizemore, Development Review Committee: 

Thank you for your response.  

What is needed is a full, sincere, open meeting with the applicants and with open minded City Staff to re-evaluate this 
entire proposal.   

The suggestions you have proposed below by City Staff are, yet again, a censorship of the most important items at hand, 
and an assertion that City Staff will not even consider a correction of prior decisions, no matter how wrong they may have 
been.  

City Staff is well aware that the application for this proposal has been filled with substantially false and misleading 
information from the very beginning.  Red flags about licensure and questions of legality of the applicants' current 
operations are gigantic and still remain unanswered.   The City does indeed have an obligation to verify whether this 
process is legal or not.  Further, if the City is going to be involved in potentially granting approval of this enormous 
business in the middle of a carefully planned low density residential only neighborhood, the City has an absolute 
obligation to the entire neighborhood and to the city as a whole to ensure this will not "take away" from the neighbors - 
and not to use its position to assist one family in generating a huge personal profit at tremendous expense to all others in 
this neighborhood.  

If this wrongful proposal should be allowed to go through, the recoverable damages to the Castle Ridge neighbors alone 
could well be into the millions of dollars.   
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Let's please start over from step one. 

Respectfully,  

Steve Sunderman, MD 
970-215-3162
srsunde@aol.com

-----Original Message----- 
From: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
To: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com> 
Sent: Wed, Aug 24, 2022 10:50 am 
Subject: RE: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Hello Steve, 

Thanks for your patience. I have been working with staff internally to determine the best approach to facilitate a productive 
conversation between you and the applicant. In an effort to build out the agenda and request for the meeting, could we get 
some additional clarification about you specific questions/concerns for the applicant and/or staff and your anticipated 
outcome from the meeting? 

To address some of the comments you’ve provided, here are some things that would not be productive and should not be 
considered as part of the agenda: 

 Your assertion that the applicants are currently operating without a license. This is a matter that is outside of the
City’s jurisdiction and should is something that’s addressed by filing a complaint to the Colorado Department of
Public Health & Environment.

 Your assertion that this project would drastically drop community appeal and home values in the immediate area.
Values of homes are not within the purview of the land use code and cannot be considered by staff or the
Planning and Zoning Commission.

 We cannot reconsider any of the determinations made by the Reasonable Accommodation Request, nor can the
Planning and Zoning Commission.

Here are some things that I’ve teased out of your comments that would be productive in discussion with the applicant: 

 Improving the design, quality and character of new development through discussion around screening,
landscaping, window placement, and fencing.

 Ensuring that operationally the land use mitigates impacts to the extent practicable through conversation around
hours of deliveries, lighting, placement of trash receptacles, location and number of off-street parking spaces.

 Providing clarity around the procedural requirements of development plans.

Regarding the appeal, it must be filed within 14-days of any decision by the Planning and Zoning Commission. Additional 
notice will not be provided. 

Let me know what if these are things that you would be interested in further discussing with the applicant or city staff and I 
will get something set up. 

Thanks again for your patience. 

Sincerely,  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
KAI KLEER, AICP 
City Planner 
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City of Fort Collins 

From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>  
Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2022 9:44 AM 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com>; 
srsunde@aol.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Dear Mr. Kleer, Mr. Sizemore, Ms. Stephens, and Development Review Committee: 

I wanted to follow up on my most recent email (see below). 

I was told that arrangements would be made for further opportunity for us to meet to express our concerns (and with face-
to-face format).  I have not received any response back since my email of August 4, 2022.  I want to make sure that we, 
the neighbors are heard.  I want to make sure our options for appeal and further legal action remain open if the City 
should decide to render approval of this flawed proposal.  I want to be assured that the City is not supporting a business 
activity that currently shows huge legal red flags. Are the applicants currently operating without license or authority a 
lockdown facility of two at-risk seniors for personal profit?  This needs to be investigated and answered.  

Would you please respond to me about where we stand concerning our promised opportunity to express our concerns 
face to face without being limited or shut off by a moderator? 

Please notify me and all of the residents in the Castle Ridge Subdivision formally if and when your decisions have been 
made, and when our deadline for filing appeals will be.   

We currently have multiple grounds for appeal as documented by the appeal form and procedure documents forwarded to 
me by Mr. Kleer should the City decide to allow this proposal to move forward: 

1. Failure to properly interpret and apply relevant provisions of the City Code, the Land Use Code, and Charter.  This
includes street and fire code.

2. Failure to conduct fair hearings by exceeding its authority or jurisdiction.

3. Failure to conduct fair hearings by ignoring established rules of procedure.

4. Failure to conduct fair hearings by considering evidence presented by the applicants which was substantially false or
misleading.

5. Failure to receive all relevant evidence offered by the appellant.

6. Being clearly biased against the appellant.

I look forward to hearing back from you with your plans to allow us to present our concerns fully and in person. 

Respectfully, 

Steve Sunderman, MD 
607 Castle Ridge Court 
Fort Collins, CO   80525 

-----Original Message----- 
From: srsunde@aol.com 
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To: kkleer@fcgov.com <kkleer@fcgov.com>; astephens@fcgov.com <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: devreviewcomments@fcgov.com <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; psizemore@fcgov.com 
<psizemore@fcgov.com> 
Sent: Thu, Aug 4, 2022 5:15 am 
Subject: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Kia,  

Again, my most sincere thanks to you for your response and offer. 

Yes, we do need formal opportunity to meet face to face both with the applicants and with the city 
staff who are involved in making these decisions that would have a major impact on our entire 
community.  

We feel as though we have been dismissed or silenced every step of the way.  We feel the City is 
pushing an extreme left political agenda rather than exercising its duty to the population as a whole. 

Again, I need to stress that the City has duty to the entire community as a whole, not to one family 
that is trying to "use" the entire neighborhood for self-enrichment at tremendous expense to all others. 

I would like to stress that any use of "Reasonable Accommodation" has restrictions: 

1. The applicant must be in a protected or disabled class.  These applicants are neither disabled nor
in a protected class.  They are wrongfully flying the banner of and trying to "USE" a protected they are
not even members of for personal self-gain.

2. Any "Reasonable Accommodations" must not result in a significant deterioration of existing
environment or be a significant financial burden to others in this area.  This project would totally alter
in a negative way the entire atmosphere of this well-planned low-density community.  This project
would drastically drop community appeal and home values in the immediate area - most likely by
millions of dollars collectively - all for one family's self profit.  The damages against the neighborhood
would be huge.

3. All such accommodations must consider existing rules and must not impact the safety of
others.  This project would clearly turn this area into a congested safety hazard for our children and
for our parking and traffic.  Existing general rules for street width, parking requirements, fire code,
residential housing, low density, etc have been essentially thrown out the window for this one family's
proposal.

4. The project and the accommodations must be "reasonable" not "unreasonable."  Both this drastic
reposing of a long established and well-planned residential community, and the accommodations
sought are everything but reasonable.

Further, the City does have a duty to require fair process.  The applicants for this project have been 
misleading and evasive about their application every step of the way; and to date, the city has 
allowed that to move on.   

Further, if the City has reason to believe that inappropriate or possible illegal activities are involved, 
the city cannot operate as an aid to those activities.   Eirc Shenk has now admitted in open and 
recorded session that he does not have a license to practice medicine even though he touted himself 
with physician credentials from day one.   He has admitted in open and recorded session that he and 
his wife are currently caring for two at risk seniors in their home without a group home or nursing 
home license and without a Medical Director.  Are they using their home as a lock down facility 
without a right or license?  The red flags for this project are huge and growing. 
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This proposal should have been summarily rejected months ago. 

Respectfullly, 

Steve Sunderman, MD 

970-215-3162

-----Original Message----- 
From: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
To: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com> 
Sent: Mon, Aug 1, 2022 5:14 pm 
Subject: RE: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Hello Steve, 

Thanks for the email. Unfortunately we cannot comment regarding the merits of medical licensing requirements for Eric 
Shenk and it is not a criterion that we evaluate land use applications under. We anticipate that any licensing, certification, 
and/or registration requirements will be administered and enforced by the Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment. 

Regarding procedure, the section you referred to is for preapplication reviews by City Council and would not apply in this 
case. To clarify some of the confusion around the previous conversations, posted notice is required for neighborhood 
meetings pursuant to 2.2.2- Step 2: Neighborhood Meetings, however, the timeline for the sign posting is not specified 
under 2.2.6 – Step 6: Notice. In general, our goal is to post a sign as soon as the neighborhood meeting is scheduled; 
however, this is an odd case where the sign has been posted since March of 2021 and unfortunately removed by the 
applicant for resodding. We did talk to the applicant and made it clear that the sign must remain in place until a hearing 
has been held. 

Knowing that there were a lot of people present at the neighborhood meeting and that we were unable to circle back 
around to you, I’d be happy to set something up and facilitate conversation between you and anyone on the applicant 
team. If that would be something you’re interested in please let me know and I’ll start coordinating schedules.  

I’ll also be sure to add your comments to the record for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration if and when 
a public hearing is scheduled for this project.  

Please call or email me if you’d like to chat more. 

Sincerely,  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
KAI KLEER, AICP 
City Planner 
970-416-4284
City of Fort Collins

From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>  
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2022 10:25 AM 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com>; Alyssa Stephens <astephens@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Paul S. Sizemore <psizemore@fcgov.com>; 
srsunde@aol.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Good morning, Kai, 

CORRESPONDENCE 5



11

Thank you again for your prior response to my concerns.

As you are aware, and as documented by the recording of our meeting on July 28, 2022, 
the applicants for the proposed 'Group Home' at 636 Castle Ridge Court finally admitted 
on record that Eric Shenk does not hold an active license to practice medicine.  Further, 
they admitted that they are currently caring for two elderly patients in their home right now 
without a license for a group home and without a legal Medical Director.  

This raises serious red flags for the welfare and safety of these patients, as well as 
concerns for the legalities of their current operation, and the validity of their pending 
application.  

This is a serious concern that needs to be addressed yet by the Division of Regulatory 
Agencies for Colorado. I would like to insist that the city cannot act on this pending 
application until these questions are answered and resolved by DORA.

Further, I would like to again issue formal objection to procedure.  The City has pushed 
through an invalid meeting without following required notice protocol.  

Concerning notice requirements, Section 2.1.6 (c) of the Land Use Code states 

Notice and Hearing Procedure.

All preapplication hearings under above Subsections (A) or (B) this provision will be held 
in accordance with the provisions contained in Steps (6), (7)(B) and (7)(C) of the 
Common Development Review Procedures, except that the signs required to be 
posted under Step (6)(B) shall be posted subsequent to the scheduling of the 
session and not less than fourteen (14) days prior to the date of the hearing. 

You commented to me in your last email that you were sorry I was cut off from my 
comments at the most recent meeting.  Thank you.  I appreciate that.  We, the neighbors 
in this community have not been given fair opportunity present our cases.  In your email 
below, dated July 22,2022, you offered that you would request the applicant to stay late if 
necessary.  In spite of this reassurance, I was cut off from my comments, and the 
moderator of the meeting abruptly shut the meeting down.  Yes, further time is essential 
for us to get our objections across.  Yes, formal face-to-face meetings are essential.  I 
would again like to stress that holding this meeting in a virtual atmosphere serves no 
purpose other than to allow the applicants to hide behind and computer, and the 
moderator to limit dialog that does not fit the agenda of simply pushing this wrongful 
project through.  

The Land Use Code also states that the meetings are required to be held in the vicinity of 
the project.  A virtual meeting instead of an on-site meeting clearly violates that 
requirement as well.
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The city's duty is to the residents of this community as a whole, and to the city as a 
whole.  The city does not have a duty to force through an unreasonable project to 
wrongfully enrich one family at tremendous cost to the surrounding neighborhood.

Please re-evaluate and please start over.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Sunderman, MD
970-215-3162

-----Original Message----- 
From: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
To: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com>; melanie@faithproperty.com <melanie@faithproperty.com> 
Cc: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Sent: Fri, Jul 22, 2022 3:31 pm 
Subject: RE: Re: Group Home Notice with Link 

Hello Steve, and thank you for your patience on my response. Regarding notice, the City’s Land Use Code requires that 
notice for neighborhood meetings be sent out 2-weeks prior to the meeting date. In this case, the letter was mailed earlier 
than required and was sent on July 11, 2022 in anticipation of the July 28, 2022 meeting. With respect to your concerns 
around time having enough time, I will request that the applicant stay late if necessary. Finally, we are still holding all 
neighborhood meetings remotely and do not anticipate changing that format in the near future. If there is a desire to meet 
with the applicants 1x1, please let me know and I can help coordinate that. 

Hope this helps. 

Sincerely, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
KAI KLEER, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Fort Collins 
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Katie Claypool

From: Em Myler
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 12:08 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Castle Ridge Court Group Home Public Hearing Dec. 15

Categories: P&Z

From: srsunde@aol.com <srsunde@aol.com> 
Sent: Sunday, December 4, 2022 1:40 PM 
To: jsunderm970@gmail.com <jsunderm970@gmail.com>; Em Myler <emyler@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Castle Ridge Court Group Home Public Hearing Dec. 15  

resent with corrected email for Josh Sunderman.  Thank you 

-----Original Message----- 
From: srsunde@aol.com 
To: emyler@fcgov.com <emyler@fcgov.com>; devreviewcomments@fcgov.com <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; 
kkleer@fcgov.com <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
Cc: brandonthehess@gmail.com <brandonthehess@gmail.com>; vanesaf@msn.com <vanesaf@msn.com>; 
jsunderm970@gamil.com <jsunderm970@gamil.com>; srsunde@aol.com 
Sent: Sun, Dec 4, 2022 1:38 pm 
Subject: Re: Castle Ridge Court Group Home Public Hearing Dec. 15 

Good Afternoon, Em, 

Thank you for your efforts to coordinate comments for us.  I will plan on being at the meeting in person on Dec 15, 2022, 
and I will plan on delivering my personal comments at that time.   

At least 3 others would like to donate their minutes to me for presentation at the meeting: 

1. Josh Sunderman, 607 Castle Ridge Court, 970-449-2218   jsunderm970@gmail.com
2. Brandon Hess, 5220 Parkway Circle E.  970-690-0475   Brandonthehess@gmail.com
3. Vanesa Hess, 5220 Parkway Circle E.  970-690-0475   Vanesaf@msn.com

Thank you, 

Steve Sunderman, MD 
970-215-3162
607 Castle Ridge Court

copies to Josh Sunderman, Brandon Hess, Vanesa Hess 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Em Myler <emyler@fcgov.com> 
To: jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com <jessiemartin_2000@yahoo.com>; traceyken@comcast.net 
<traceyken@comcast.net>; debbiegraff@gmail.com <debbiegraff@gmail.com>; troyt@pds-co.com <troyt@pds-co.com>; 
ctafoya@pds-co.com <ctafoya@pds-co.com>; ryantj2@hotmail.com <ryantj2@hotmail.com>; kchacho@aol.com 
<kchacho@aol.com>; pam@pamsundermandesign.com <pam@pamsundermandesign.com>; ANGIE.LEE05@gmail.com 
<ANGIE.LEE05@gmail.com>; btschwerin@gmail.com <btschwerin@gmail.com>; ednjoj@gmail.com 
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<ednjoj@gmail.com>; kathleenmcnamaraphd@gmail.com <kathleenmcnamaraphd@gmail.com>; Karen Kotecki 
<kotecki_mauch@msn.com>; sarahmdoing@yahoo.com <sarahmdoing@yahoo.com>; kathleenmary127@gmail.com 
<kathleenmary127@gmail.com>; tomjgraff@gmail.com <tomjgraff@gmail.com>; Kurt Johnson <kejlbj@yahoo.com>; 
Clawson42@comcast.net <Clawson42@comcast.net>; lbjmom@comcast.net <lbjmom@comcast.net>; 
wiselyinvest@aol.com <wiselyinvest@aol.com>; sleuzze@vmware.com <sleuzze@vmware.com>; srsunde@aol.com 
<srsunde@aol.com>; hlcp187@aol.com <hlcp187@aol.com>; danclawson9@gmail.com <danclawson9@gmail.com>; 
schacho@aol.com <schacho@aol.com>; mikeleuzze@yahoo.com <mikeleuzze@yahoo.com>; cbsisson@gmail.com 
<cbsisson@gmail.com> 
Sent: Mon, Nov 28, 2022 2:44 pm 
Subject: Castle Ridge Court Group Home Public Hearing Dec. 15 

Hi Neighbors, 

I wanted to remind you all that this project is planned to go in front of the Planning and Zoning 
Commission on December 15. The hearing will be held at City Hall at 300 Laporte Ave beginning at 6 
p.m.

The agenda and packet has yet to be published for this hearing, but will be posted here soon.  

Members of the public can either watch the hearing live on FCTV or in-person in the Council 
Chambers. However, if you wish to make a public comment at the hearing, you must attend in-
person! You can no longer make public comments on Zoom since the expiration of the COVID-19 
emergency order. 

Making a public comment in-person: 

The Castle Ridge Group Home project will be one of several agenda items that night, and will have 
it's own public comment time between the presentation from staff and the deliberations of the 
Commission. In order to make a comment to the Commissioners directly, you will need to be present 
in the Council Chambers during this public comment time. Based on the number of commenters, the 
Commission Chair has the ability to limit the time allowed for comments, with a maximum time of 3 
minutes. I recommend preparing to make your comments in about 2 minutes so you aren't cut off if 
there are many people commenting. Anyone is able to donate more time to another speaker. If there 
is a person who you would like to make comments on the behalf of the other neighbors, let me know 
soon and we can coordinate time donations for them.  

Making a written public comment: 

If you cannot make it to the hearing, or you would like to comment in more detail than 2-3 minutes will 
allow, I highly recommend making a written comment. These can include technical information, 
photos etc. that can be helpful for the Commission. Please send them to my other 
email, devreviewcomments@fcgov.com by 12 pm on Tuesday, December 13 at the latest so we can 
include them in the packet for Commissioners to read prior to the meeting. They can be in an email or 
in a word document or PDF attachment. I will make sure to confirm to each one at receipt. I'm 
expecting a high volume of public comments for this project, so if I don't confirm receipt within a 
couple days feel free to follow up with me.  

Note: I ask that you please don't send public comments to my personal email address (this one) so I 
can keep them organized. I would be distraught if I lost a comment in this mailbox!. Feel free to send 
informal questions not intended for the Planning and Zoning Commission to either email. 

Respectfully, 
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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Em Myler, MPPA 
Pronouns: she/her 
Sr Spc, Neighborhood Svcs 
City of Fort Collins 
970‐224‐6076  
emyler@fcgov.com   

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

CORRESPONDENCE 6



1

Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 1:55 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge group home

Categories: P&Z

From: Kurt Johnson <kejlbj@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 8:03 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge group home  

Hello, 

I would like to express issues concerning the Castle Ridge group home, specifically with respect to parking. 

As was established last P&Z meeting, this is a narrow street that becomes one way should cars be parked on both sides 
of the street.  The property has neighbors to both sides as well as across the street - as parking is at a premium one must 
consider the residents also have needs. 

The driveway to the property is still the same narrow, one way access.  The garage proposed to remain is directly in line 
with the driveway - thus requiring "musical cars" for in/out.  This would be true in reality for anyone trying to park in the 
driveway or in the garage - the proposal for the amount of on-site parking is simply not realistic. 

The parking app that is proposed is more a gimmick than a solution.  How can this be required, and how can it be 
enforced?  It simply can't, and likely will fade over time. 

The proposal is that the staff of 2 will not only take care of the residents, but also manage the parking.  As the priority will 
be serving the residents, this again in reality means parking will devolve to ad-hoc.  The operational plan is based on 
guesswork due to the inexperience of the applicants. 

Seneca House is another group home that was recently approved to increase to 10 residents.  They had operated within 
code for a few years prior to that. This location though has abundant advantages for an exception to code:  a circular 
driveway that is inviting to park, a secondary street with a parking lane, and no neighbors to the west.  Castle Ridge has 
none of these advantages, only disadvantages. 

As such, it is simply too risky to approve above code (in this case 10 residents) right from the beginning.  The home 
should operate within code for a couple years at least - note the applicants are completely inexperienced in running such 
an operation and likely staff will be as well.   During this time, parking can be monitored by the residents and applicants, 
and any increase in residents could then be considered on hard data via another type 2 review where data could be 
presented by both sides.     

Regards, 

Kurt Johnson 
612 Castle Ridge Ct. 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 2:05 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Review FDP220013 - Castle Ridge Group Home

Categories: P&Z

From: Peter Way <poogleway@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 8:20 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Review FDP220013 ‐ Castle Ridge Group Home  

Hello, 

As a resident of Miramont, I received the notice of the December 15 meeting.   There isn’t a document on the website 
that describes the project changes since the last review.   It seems like the density has decreased to 10 residents, and 
there will be 6 off street parking spaces. 

I’m very doubtful that the off‐street parking will be enforced, as anyone can park where they wish in the 
neighborhood.   In order for those parking spots to be used people would have to move cars around to get them out. 

I’m sorry, but this proposal should be rejected based on the parking question. 

Regards, 

Peter Way 
970.219.1301 
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Katie Claypool

From: Em Myler
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 2:39 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Re: Group home concerns
Attachments: Comment on proposed development of a group home at.docx

From: Thomas Graff <tomjgraff@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 2:30 PM 
To: Em Myler <emyler@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Group home concerns  

I show that this was sent to you on 15 Nov 2022.  I may have done something wrong.  Here's a fresh copy. 

Please confirm receipt. 
Thanks, 
Tom Graff 

On Mon, Dec 5, 2022 at 2:16 PM Em Myler <emyler@fcgov.com> wrote: 
Hi Tom, 

Thank you for reaching out to confirm. I have two emails from you. One from April 9th and one from 
May 5th . If you sent a more recent comment I apologize that I have not received it. Let me know 
ASAP so I an confirm that all of your comments are in the packet. 

Thanks, 

Em 

From: Tom Graff <tomjgraff@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 2:10 PM 
To: Em Myler <emyler@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group home concerns  

Em, I sent you a letter/concerns about the group home proposed next to my home. You told that you would distribute 
it as appropriate. Can you confirm that it is in the packet to the P&Z? 

Thanks, 
Tom Graff 
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Comment on proposed development of a group home at 
636 Castle Ridge Ct., Fort Collins 

My wife and I live next door to the proposed group home.  Our proximity is a concern because 
of the plan to eliminate much of the current privacy in our backyard.  This is after we agreed to 
allow Prusnicks to build outside the development envelope (close to our lot line) since it would 
be a swimming pool room and garage wall facing our property.   If approved, there will be close 
proximity with windows along that wall. 

An even greater concern is that is development is proposed on a narrow privately owned street 
with minimal off street parking.  It is my understanding that when Gary Nordic proposed the 
neighborhood the narrow street was accepted by the city since all homes would be required to 
have 3 or more garages.  At this time all of them do.  The applicants are proposing to remove 2 
of the garages (on the one house that will need them more than any other).  I understand that 
the justification for this is that they will only have a staff of 2 at any one time.  They have at 
least 2 there now, and it appears that those 2 are fairly busy with only 2 residents (for example, 
trash cans left out for 3 days after trash pickup).  I ask that you imagine a morning with a staff 
of 2 when 10 memory care residents need to be awakened, personal hygiene taken care of, 
dressed, and taken to the dining room, all while someone on the staff is preparing breakfast.  
State minimum staff size will not determine the practical needed staff size.  All of this will add 
to the parking and traffic problems.  There will also be family visits, outside care givers (PT, 
nurses, pharmacists, and other medical professionals).  Recently there was a medical supply 
truck parked in front of the house for over 4 hours on one day.  There was a roofing truck 
parked across the street.  There was barely room for my car, I doubt a fire truck could have 
made it through to my house if I had needed one.  With 5 times as many residents, I suspect 
these scenarios will become much more common. 

In summary, I think the concept of group homes in residential areas can be a workable idea.  
This is simply the wrong house on the wrong street.    

I believe that they have failed to adequately address the major concern of the P&Z board at the 
first hearing (traffic and parking). 
I believe that their staffing proposal is wrong and doesn’t align with common sense. 
At a minimum I believe they need to retain all four garages. 
Any windows facing my lot line should be required to have frosted glass. 

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns, 
Tom and Debbie Graff 
624 Castle Ridge Ct. 
Fort Collins, CO  80525 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Wednesday, December 7, 2022 4:11 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home

Categories: P&Z

From: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 7, 2022 5:29 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home  

FYI 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
KAI KLEER, AICP 
City Planner 
City of Fort Collins 

From: Denise Newmark <newmarkdenise@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2022 10:07 AM 
To: Kai Kleer <kkleer@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home 

Hi. I'm Denise Newmark. I live at 5000 Boardwalk Dr. Unit 12. I support the revised proposal for a 10 resident group 
home for assisted living and memory care. I think we neighbors will not be disturbed by it now that the number of 
residents will  decrease. I also think it'll be nice for the group home residents to live in a residential neighborhood.  

Thank you.  
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Comment on proposed development of a group home at 
636 Castle Ridge Ct., Fort Collins 

My wife and I live next door to the proposed group home.  Our proximity is a concern because 
of the plan to eliminate much of the current privacy in our backyard.  This is after we agreed to 
allow Prusnicks to build outside the development envelope (close to our lot line) since it would 
be a swimming pool room and garage wall facing our property.   If approved, there will be close 
proximity with windows along that wall. 

An even greater concern is that is development is proposed on a narrow privately owned street 
with minimal off street parking.  It is my understanding that when Gary Nordic proposed the 
neighborhood the narrow street was accepted by the city since all homes would be required to 
have 3 or more garages.  At this time all of them do.  The applicants are proposing to remove 2 
of the garages (on the one house that will need them more than any other).  I understand that 
the justification for this is that they will only have a staff of 2 at any one time.  They have at 
least 2 there now, and it appears that those 2 are fairly busy with only 2 residents (for example, 
trash cans left out for 3 days after trash pickup).  I ask that you imagine a morning with a staff 
of 2 when 10 memory care residents need to be awakened, personal hygiene taken care of, 
dressed, and taken to the dining room, all while someone on the staff is preparing breakfast.  
State minimum staff size will not determine the practical needed staff size.  All of this will add 
to the parking and traffic problems.  There will also be family visits, outside care givers (PT, 
nurses, pharmacists, and other medical professionals).  Recently there was a medical supply 
truck parked in front of the house for over 4 hours on one day.  There was a roofing truck 
parked across the street.  There was barely room for my car, I doubt a fire truck could have 
made it through to my house if I had needed one.  With 5 times as many residents, I suspect 
these scenarios will become much more common. 

In summary, I think the concept of group homes in residential areas can be a workable idea.  
This is simply the wrong house on the wrong street.    

I believe that they have failed to adequately address the major concern of the P&Z board at the 
first hearing (traffic and parking). 
I believe that their staffing proposal is wrong and doesn’t align with common sense. 
At a minimum I believe they need to retain all four garages. 
Any windows facing my lot line should be required to have frosted glass. 

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns, 
Tom and Debbie Graff 
624 Castle Ridge Ct. 
Fort Collins, CO  80525 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 2:25 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: 

Categories: P&Z

From: Alyssa Cross <alyssacross2005@icloud.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 7:28 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject:  

Hi my names Alyssa cross and i am writing this in regards to the castle ridge group home project. The elderly population 
here has MINIMAL impact. Especially when your comparing the smaller housing to brook and morning star 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 2:28 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Support of Castle Ridge

Categories: P&Z

From: Jillian <jilliankropp@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 6:58 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support of Castle Ridge  

I Jillian am writing this email in support of the castle ridge group home project. It is disheartening to see that there are 
people who are against a  plan that will help so many elderly with dementia, mainly because it may impose parking 
limitations and increased traffic flow. I sand wirh castle ridge and our elders! 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 2:29 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Support of Castle Ridge Group Memory Care home project

Categories: P&Z

From: Dorothy Hull <dehull424@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 5:23 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support of Castle Ridge Group Memory Care home project  

Planning and Zoning Board of Fort Collins 

My name is Dorothy E. Hull.  I am writing this email in support of the Castle Ridge Group Memory Care 
home project. 

We live in Fort Collins.  Our 98-year-old mother has dementia and needs Memory Care.  Earlier, she lived 
in an assisted living facility in our hometown of Kansas.  As her dementia worsened, our hometown 
assisted living facility could no longer give her the security and care required for her safety and asked us 
to come and get her. 

We moved her to Fort Collins in June where she then lived in a nationally known Memory/Assisted Living 
facility.  We found after she had numerous falls (seven) resulting in a broken arm that the type of higher 
level of Memory Care she requires just didn't exist there.  No explanation was ever given for the cause of 
the falls just that they found her on the floor with no witnesses.  We felt this was unacceptable.  We 
continued our search for a more suitable place for our Mother. 

She spent the next month of Rehab at another facility.  Therapy there was appropriate, but the rooms of 
the Memory Care Unit were rather dark and gloomy with no private bathrooms.  At that facility's staff 
meeting we were given a brochure of the newer Miramont Memory Care residential facility. 

We decided to tour Miramont Memory Care at the Castle Ridge Group home project.  To our great surprise 
and delight found it to be a beautiful, light, bright, spacious smaller residential home with professional 
owners who employ the adequate number of caring staff for the elderly with dementia.  Ratio of staff to 
resident that provide improved one on one resident engagement with the higher level of care with dignity 
our advanced dementia Mother requires.  What a great alternate memory care setting for the growing 
elderly population of Fort Collins with dementia.  This is the type of Dementia Memory Care home we all 
would like for our loved ones.  Our Mother is safe, comfortable, enjoys her beautiful setting with her own 
private room and bath.  We visit her often. 

We feel so fortunate to have found Miramont Memory Care and that Fort Collins has this type of facility 
available to elderly residents of Fort Collins with dementia.  It fits well in the residential area in which it is 
located, and parking has never been a problem as we've had at some of the larger facilities. 

Please feel free to contact us if you have any further questions regarding our support of Miramont Memory 
Care Castle Ridge Group home project.  I suggest you tour it yourself.  You will be impressed. 

Best regards, 
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Patrick D. Hull and Dorothy E. Hull, PhD 
dehull424@yahoo.com 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:08 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Fort Collins Planning and Zoning Board Castle Ridge Group Home

Categories: P&Z

From: Jennie Lindstrom <exaafa88@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 6:55 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Cc: Jennifer‐ Me <exaafa88@gmail.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fort Collins Planning and Zoning Board Castle Ridge Group Home  

My name is Jennifer Lindstrom. I moved to Fort Collins 5‐years ago. I chose Fort Collins for many reasons, one being the 
community of caring & friendly citizens. Because of these characteristics, I am surprised by the self‐serving & unfounded 
objections to a much‐needed memory care residence. Personally, I have not needed this type of facility here in Northern 
Colorado. However, in the past, I have had to find a place for both my Mother & Father, both which had memory issues. 
This facility, Castle Ridge Group Home, owned & managed by Eric Shenk & Xioma Diaz, is exactly what my siblings & 
myself have looked for… a smaller residential home, with a more ‘normal’ feel, with caring staff, that are both highly 
qualified & committed. Please give the approval for this necessary facility, as soon as possible. Let’s support these 
citizens of our community with the dignity & respect they deserve, and that which we would want, should the need 
present itself. 
Thank you for your consideration, as a Board, for this very important approval. 
‐Jennifer Lindstrom 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:09 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Support for the Castle Ridge Group Home Project

Categories: P&Z

From: Sheryl Escalle <smilee_8306@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 6:53 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for the Castle Ridge Group Home Project  

Hello, 

My name is Sheryl Cox and I am writing this email in support of the Castle Ridge Group Home Project. 

I live in this area and this community needs smaller residential homes for our elderly population with 
Dementia.  

I have a mother that will be needing care in the near future and this type of home, in a neighborhood, is 

exactly what I will be looking for.  

With research, I have found this very limited neighborhood Dementia Care Facility offers a safe and secure 
environment that protects against their residents from wondering and delivers their own dining area and 
common space for them to move around freely with personalized, individual, trained care.  I have driven

by this neighborhood on several occasions and have not seen any disorder or abundance of traffic or 
parked cars along the street of the Home Project.   

With this being said, I am in support of Fort Collins giving seniors another option of care that will 
minimally  impact the city's neighborhood, unlike the larger senior facilities such as Brookdale.

Thank you,

Sheryl Cox
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:09 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Comments for Castle Ridge Group Home

Categories: P&Z

From: MikePruz <mikepruz@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 5:28 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments for Castle Ridge Group Home  

Our names are Michael and Vera Pruznick, former owners of the property writing this email in support of the castle 
ridge group home project. 

We lived in Fort Collins for 21 years, moved just south of the location when this project started, but have since relocated 
out of the area mostly due to the hate and harassment we received from some of the neighbors. 

This project creates higher density housing that will benefit the memory care elderly population in a way that is fully 
consistent with approved council goals and objectives.  The applicant family has been kind and considerate and have 
reached out to neighbors.  Despite this, the applicant family, at great cost and delay, has modified their plans to address 
the most significant neighborhood concerns. 

We are disappointed by people acting on fears instead of choosing to be educated on the subject, for example reading 
by the document at the link below and understanding that professionals know what they are doing and how to handle 
situations.  Michael attended the City's FFHA training about a year ago, but didn't notice any of the opposition in 
attendance. 

It has been demonstrated repeatedly that this type of home will not have the feared amount of parking/traffic that is 
seen in the larger assisted living communities. The other smaller residential care homes in Fort Collins have that data 
available. 

Fort Collins needs smaller residential homes for its vulnerable population with Dementia whose family members may 
not be able to care for them at home.  This type of home in a neighborhood is exactly what many would be looking for 
to place their family elderly member in an assisted living situation. 

Michael and Vera Pruznick 

Current location confidential for safety and security. 

REFERENCE: 

https://www.alz.org/national/documents/phase_4_home_care_recs.pdf 

See our previous submittals for details. 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:09 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Castle ridge group home project

Categories: P&Z

From: Matthew Richter <mjr2049@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 4:53 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle ridge group home project  

My name is Matthew Richter and I am writing this email in support of castle ridge group home project. I live in Fort 
Collins and I believe the city needs smaller residential homes for our elderly population with dementia. As an EMT I get 
calls for falls and other problems at elderly homes and I’ve seen some of the conditions in the large ones. If a relative of 
mine ever needed dementia care I would only use a smaller residential home such as castle ridge group home project.  

Thank you for your time, 
Matthew Richter 

CORRESPONDENCE 18



1

Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:09 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: Fort Collins Planning and Zoning Board   Castle Ridge Group Home

Categories: P&Z

From: MAURICE SHENK <MAURICESHENK@msn.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 4:33 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fort Collins Planning and Zoning Board Castle Ridge Group Home  

   My name is Maurice Shenk.  I have lived in Fort Collins for 50 years.   This community needs smaller residential homes 
for our elderly population with Dementia and memory loss.   Please give the approval for this much needed facility.  Eric 
Shenk and Xioma Diaz are highly qualified to provide the necessary care this part of our population is in need of.   So 
many of the objections are unfounded and spiteful, and should be disregarded as selfish in nature.   I urge you as a 
board to approve this facility as soon as possible. 

  Thank you for your consideration, 

  Maurice Shenk 

Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:09 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Support of the Castle Ridge Group Home Project.

Categories: P&Z

From: jessie@chaos2art.com <jessie@chaos2art.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 5:23 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support of the Castle Ridge Group Home Project.  

My name is Jessica Miller, 
I am a patient advocate and volunteer at a 90 bed convalescent center that has been challenged with 
staffing issues since the outbreak of COVID-19. Many patients in large facilities live a daily struggle of 
under staffing that include: 
No assistance to get out of bed resulting in only a few hours a month outside of the individuals' bed/room  
Once weekly access to bathing or shower facilities 
Change of soiled clothing limited to once a day 
No personalized or individualized time spent with the resident 
As a witness to the alarming lack of dignity and daily needs of memory care residents I am writing this 
email in support of the Castle Ridge Group Home Project. 
A recent global survey conducted by Alzheimer’s Disease International found that 84 percent of people 
living with dementia reported experiencing stigma and discrimination in at least one area in their life. 
Many individuals describe the consequences of stigma as being as challenging as the dementia itself. An 
estimated 6.5 million Americans over the age of 65 are living with dementia. Stigma and discrimination 
limit access to small personalized facilities that offer: 
Better staff-to-patient ratios  
More accessible than larger facilities 
Better able to accommodate personal needs of residents 
Fewer staff and residents help prevent the spread of infectious illnesses 
Statistically safer for residents (fewer falls and accidents) 
10% of Americans over the age of 65 are diagnosed with dementia, so please support a small, safe an 
loving environment for a handful of our aging population by allowing Castle Ridge Group Home Project to 
provide care in our neighborhood. 
Thank you, 
Jessica Miller, Volunteer Patient Advocate  
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:10 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Comment

Categories: P&Z

From: Regan Espinosa <tppc17@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 4:18 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment  

Hello, 

I live in the Fort Collins area. 

This community needs smaller residential homes for our elderly population with Dementia.  

Thank you, 
Reba.  
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:10 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Support for Castle Ridge Group Home

Categories: P&Z

From: Hector Espinosa <hectorespinosa72@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 4:09 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Castle Ridge Group Home  

My name is Hector Espinosa, and I'm writing this email in support of the Castle Ridge Group Home project.  

The Fort Collins community needs these types of smaller residential care homes that offer a more personalized, and 
focused, support structure for our elderly population afflicted with dementia.  This kind of home‐like care facility offers a 
calming and peaceful environment for its residents which helps in their overall care and comfort. 

I would hope that the city of Fort Collins realizes the benefits of having this type of an option in care for our elderly 
population. 

‐‐  
‐‐‐‐‐ 
Thank you. 

Hector M. Espinosa 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:10 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Re: 636 Castle Ridge Court memory care facility proposal

Categories: P&Z

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 2:57 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com>; Em Myler <emyler@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: 636 Castle Ridge Court memory care facility proposal  

To whom it may concern,  

I would like to submit an additional comment for consideration at the P&Z meeting Dec. 15th and in 
review of the proposed project.  

I would like to remind the P&Z committee that initially PFA required a fire lane marked covering nearly 
the entire length of Castle Ridge Ct. The applicant's attorney then confronted PFA about their 
decision, stating that parking on both sides of the street was going to be highly unlikely.  PFA then 
withdrew their requirement.  It has been demonstrated that it is highly LIKELY there will be parking on 
both sides of the street therefore creating a one way street at those times.  This will be exacerbated 
during inclement weather when there is snow on the street (no plowing).    

It does not appear that PFA has been asked or required to review the additional information 
presented during the prior P&Z evaluation/meeting and amend their decision if needed.  Why?  This 
despite another "reasonable accommodation" determination by the city for greater than 8 
residents.  The safety of all residents, including those that will be housed at the proposed facility, 
needs to be taken into consideration and procedure followed.  With this potential to impact the safety 
of all of the residents, I urge the P&Z to decline this proposal due to the density of the project on this 
narrow street.  

Kindest regards,  
Tracey Stefanon   
Ken Patrick  
642 Castle Ridge Ct.   

On 11/28/2022 8:32 AM Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> wrote:  

Good morning Ken,  

Thank you for submitting your comments on the Castle Ridge Ct proposal.   

I can't personally comment on the reasonable accommodation requests since I'm not an expert 
in the City's Land Use Code. I have passed your inquiry on to our planning staff, who are the 
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experts, and will make sure they get back to you so they can clear up confusion for you and the 
neighbors.  

In the meantime, I will make sure your comment is included in the packet materials for the 
proposal that the Planning and Zoning Commission receive and use in their ultimate decision.   

Please let me know if there is anything else I can help with  

Respectfully,  

Em Myler  
Neighborhood Development Liaison  

From: KEN PATRICK <traceyken@comcast.net> 
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2022 1:59 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 636 Castle Ridge Court memory care facility proposal  

To whom it may concern,  

I am submitting comments with regards to the proposed memory care facility at 636 
Castle Ridge Ct.  In reminder, my family and I live in the home that is the direct next 
door home to the proposed project.  I spoke at the P&Z meeting with regards to this 
project.   

It appears that the prior granted reasonable accommodation of 16 residents, on the 
basis that it was "reasonable and necessary", has actually been deemed not reasonable 
and no longer necessary for this project to move forward.  In addition, a new reasonable 
accommodation of 10 residents has been granted on the same premise.  I am sure you 
can understand how this is quite confusing and frustrating as the number and 
determination appear to arbitrary and not based on what is actually reasonable nor 
necessary.  16 and 10 cannot both be necessary, and so it begs the question as to how 
this determination is made and, without clear standard, should most reasonably default 
to the current municipal code of 8.   

My family and I stand firm in our opposition to the density of the project due to the 
increased traffic and parking burden to the neighborhood and the high likelihood of a 
one lane bottleneck of the main road in the neighborhood.  This would create an issue 
for emergency response vehicles and other larger transiting vehicles in and out of the 
neighborhood.  This is especially concerning on snowy days as this road is not 
plowed.  The proposed limited control measures that the applicants has put forth are 
unlikely to be fully utilized and are totally unenforceable.     

The applicants do not fully answer the question asked by city representatives regarding 
anticipated traffic to the site on a daily basis with estimated staff, deliveries, etc.  The 
applicants do not provide details on the estimated trips for:  

1. Deliveries for food, pharmacy, supplies, packages to residents, etc.

CORRESPONDENCE 23



3

2. Number of provider visits for physician/provider evaluations, dental, occupational
therapy, physical therapy, speech therapy, massage therapy, wound care, etc.
3. Number of visits for religious providers
4. Number of transports of residents out in to the community for on site medical/dental
visits, salon appointments, community outings, etc.  Will there be a van to transport the
residents?  Where will it be housed?  Where is the loading and unloading site for the
transportation vehicle for the residents if all the parking spots are utilized in the
driveway?
5. Number of estimated visitation from family and friends.  The applicants continue to
state that they will require visitors to make appointments which is against Colorado code
for assisted living and hospice care as previously noted.
6. Number of service visits for general maintenance of the home, landscape, snow
removal, etc.

The consultant even commented in her presentation to P&Z that if the number of 
residents was different they would still require the same number of services including 
the nurses, therapists, massages, etc.  

In addition, I continue to have concerns that the number of caregivers is grossly 
underestimated.  What happens if the project goes forward and it is determined that 
additional staff are needed to provide care to the residents, meal preparation, 
housecleaning services, etc?  What if traffic and parking are above and beyond what 
was projected?  How does the city go back and decrease the number of residents 
allowed?  

There are simply too many unknowns with regards to the impact this project will have on 
this neighborhood with regards to traffic, parking and therefore safety of residents of the 
neighborhood and of the proposed facility.  There are no enforceable rules to limit the 
traffic and on street parking.  Limiting this project to the current code of 8 residents 
allows for the facility to get up and running and be able to effectively answer these 
unknowns with data, decreasing the risk to the neighborhood and facility residents.  If, 
after a period of FULL occupancy operations at 8 residents (i.e. 1-2 years) the impact is 
minimal and not presenting a risk then the applicants can apply for a "reasonable 
accommodation" to increase to 10.  However, if 10 is granted now, and the operation 
presents a safety issue how does the city go back?  

We respectfully request that this project be denied at the current density proposed.    

Respectfully,  
Tracey Stefanon  
Ken Patrick  
642 Castle Ridge Ct.  
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:11 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] 

Categories: P&Z

From: Mack Tulenko <tulenkomack@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 7:51 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]  

My name is Mack Tulenko. I am writing this email in support of the castle ridge group home project. Fort Collins needs 
to change with the times and have other options for our elderly population that minimally impact our city instead of 
these big institution like facilities like Brookdale and Morning Star senior communities. 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3:11 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] 

Categories: P&Z

From: Shai <sheek1031@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 8:13 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]  

My name is Shai Krieger. I am writing this email in support of the castle ridge group home project. I am a caregiver at 
this home and it has been disgusting the way that some of the people in this neighborhood have harassed this family 
who is attempting to start a home that will benefit a large population of our elderly with dementia. Our elderly whom 
suffer with dementia need familiarity and stability more than anyone, something we are able to provide at this location. 
Including the ability to develop a interpersonal relationship with our residents, something that is not possible at larger 
facilities due to a 15:1 ratio of residents:staff, where we will be operating at a 5:1 ratio. The needs of the most 
vulnerable people in our society should take place over the petty "worries" the neighborhood clames. It has been 
demonstrated several times that this type of home will not have the large amount of traffic that is seen in the larger 
assisted living communities. The other smaller residential care homes in Fort Collins have that data available. What if it 
were you? Don't you want the best care and best quality of life? People with dementia deal with enough, give them a 
home they can live out the rest of their days in, with the love and support they not only need but deserve. 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2022 9:35 AM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home

Categories: P&Z

From: Taryn Morrow <taryn.morrow@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2022 5:13 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home  

My name is Taryn Morrow, and I am writing this email in support of the Castle Ridge Group Home project. I live in Fort 
Collins and have a grandmother who is struggling with dementia. When my grandfather passed away last year, we were 
able to find a home much like this one where she could live safely. There have been so many benefits to having her in a 
small home, much like the Castle Ridge Group Home. She was able to learn the easy layout quickly, which would have 
been more complicated in a larger facility. She has a consistent group of caregivers who know her and are well versed in 
her quirks due to this disease. They have been quick to learn what she does and doesn’t like to eat and have even been 
willing to make adjustments just for her. We are able to call and FaceTime with the help of staff members, and we have 
been notified very quickly of illnesses, etc. This is critical to our being able to check in and have the reassurance she is 
being cared for. I truly believe these types of things would not happen as easily, or even at all, in a much larger facility. 
The home she currently resides in is located in another state where she has lived most of her life, however, she is far 
away from any family members. This type of home would be exactly where we would want her to live if it was ever best 
for her to be moved for any reason. We need options like these for our elderly, and especially those who struggle with 
memory. My grandmother couldn’t tell you the date, and if she did, she would likely say something in the 1950’s, but 
she can tell you all about what she was doing, where she was working, and how she learned to make the best pies. She 
is funny, and kind, but also very easily disoriented if she’s out of familiar settings. A home like the one being proposed at 
Castle Ridge would be such an asset in Fort Collins. I ask that you take these things into consideration when making your 
decision.  

Sincerely, 
Taryn Morrow 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2022 10:15 AM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home

Categories: P&Z

From: Steve Dornseif <stevedornseif@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2022 5:08 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home  

My name is Steve Dornseif and I would like to once again express my strong support in favor of 
approving plans for the group home, Sign # 615,  636 Castle Ridge Court.�

I owned and lived at 5031 Bluestem Ct, a neighbor of the property and a friend of a resident, for 15 
years.  Although I just moved to a Loveland rental and sold the home 3 months ago, I am still a 
neighbor and retain strong ties to Fort Collins and will probably be looking to return.    

I support the updated plans for the Group Home and even if I were a close neighbor to the property, I 
would have little concern about impacts, and be very pleased that this service is being offered.  This 
is exactly the kind of home that most us would be looking for when Memory Care is needed, whether 
for ourselves or for family members.  This is a growing need for many, and an extremely important 
part of the solution.  

I believe the current plan fully addresses the Parking needs, which seems to be the biggest issue to 
be resolved before approval.  I believe the documents are very thorough in ensuring there would be 
minimal effects on access through Castle Ridge Court.   

I continue to support staff parking / car-pooling off-site through the use of street parking on the WEST 
side of Boardwalk, the 5000 block.  As a neighbor, I observe that the east side can be busy from the 
apartments, but the west side is little used.  The 5100 block of Boardwalk also seems possible -- 
especially the West/South side -- only at certain times does park and condo parking affect that 
block.  This parking is less than 500 yards away from the group home.  The city has provided and 
maintains street parking, so it seems that it should be used in a reasonable manner and not left 
empty most of the time. 

Thanks! 
- Steve Dornseif

970-456-4361

CORRESPONDENCE 28



1

Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2022 2:54 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] 12/14/2022 City of FOCO Planning/Zoning Committe Support letter

Categories: P&Z

From: elizabeth giglio <lizziegiglio@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2022 9:48 PM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 12/14/2022 City of FOCO Planning/Zoning Committe Support letter  

Hello!  

My name is Elizabeth Giglio and I am writing in support of the Castle Ridge Group Home project. 
With over 25 years of experience in healthcare working in nursing homes, assisted living, home health, and hospitals; 
one of my biggest passions is advocating for my patients.  I feel writing this email is along those lines.  
 I am inspired by this Project and the incredible opportunity our community has to embrace a better lifestyle and quality 
of life for Memory care patients/clients and their families.  Having both worked in large care facilities and having family 
members in such places at the ends of their lives, I know we can do better to provide more options to the people in our 
towns.  
 A group home setting allows for much more personal, individualized, adaptable care, a better rapport with staff and 
families, excellent staff to patient ratios, and a safe and quieter environment, that is truly HOME.  It's the little details 
that make a big difference in this population, and QUALITY of life is key! 
Having recently moved back to town to be closer to aging parents, and knowing the possibility of potentially needing 
resources such as these in the future, I LOVE knowing the option for a small group home model over a large care facility 
is available for my family.   

It is disheartening that some people in the neighborhood feel it is okay to harass the family who is starting this group 
home that will truly benefit our ever growing elderly population with dementia.  The parking in the neighborhood will be 
minimally impacted, as it is a HOME, not a huge facility!  Having these types of homes throughout the town would make 
it SO much easier for families and care providers to both have access to their client and loved ones but also provide a 
better environment for the patients.   Imagine you or your family member needing  this type of care in your lives.  What 
environment would you prefer?  Where would you feel safest?  What does quality of life mean to you?  How can we 
better serve our patient populations and our communities?  I think if you took even just a moment, you could see the 
incredible opportunity and benefit that the Castle Ridge Group Home Project provides. 
Thank you for your time in reading this.  Happy Holidays to you and yours. 
Sincerely,  
Elizabeth G 
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Katie Claypool

From: Development Review Comments
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2022 7:02 PM
To: Katie Claypool
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home Project

Categories: P&Z

From: ADDISON SCHOLES <mercys@comcast.net> 
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2022 2:00 AM 
To: Development Review Comments <devreviewcomments@fcgov.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Castle Ridge Group Home Project  

Dear Fort Collins Planning and Zoning Board Members,  

The purpose of this correspondence is to express support for the Castle Ridge Group Home project.  My wife and I feel 
that approval of this project would benefit memory care patients, their supportive families and friends, as well as the City 
of Fort Collins.  Memory care patients would benefit by having a personalized, home-like alternative to the traditional 
institutional setting.  Families and friends of these patients would benefit by having the assurance that their loved ones will 
receive the individual care they need, in an intimate, small-scale residential environment. I know from the experience of 
trying to find care for my aging mother that I did not want to place her in a large institution.  I did not believe that she would 
be comfortable in that setting or that she would feel "at home".  To be uprooted from your home at an advanced age, with 
diminished capacity to comprehend the circumstances of the move, must be a traumatic and frightening experience.  And 
here is where we believe that the most powerful advantage of the residential, small-scale setting exists. It resembles 
home, and therefore the patient will be more likely to feel "at home". They are unlikely to feel as comfortable in a large 
institution.  Finally, we believe that approval of the Castle Ridge Group Home project will benefit the City of Fort Collings 
by demonstrating progressive thinking regarding care of mental health patients as well as embracing the Fort Collins 
Housing Strategic Plan.    

Thank you for your consideration of these thoughts.   

Best regards,  

Addison and Mercedes Scholes  
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City of Fort Collins
Planning & Zoning Commission
Type 2 Review for proposed group home at 

636 Castle Ridge Ct.

Neighborhood Response

12/15/22

Representation

Kurt/Laurie Johnson
612 Castle Ridge Ct

Jesus Martin/Angie Lee
637 Castle Ridge Ct

Steve/Kathy Chacho
631 Castle Ridge Ct

Ed/Joann Jaeger
643 Castle Ridge Ct

Troy/Carrie Tafoya
5213 Castle Ridge Pl

Barbara Schwerin

601 Castle Ridge Ct

Tracey Stefanon/Ken Patrick

Lily/Weston Patrick

642 Castle Ridge Ct

Lawrence Mauch/Karen Kotecki

625 Castle Ridge Ct
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Representation (cont’d)

Tom/Debbie Graff
624 Castle Ridge Ct

Steve/Beth Williams
5301 Highcastle Ct

Gregg/Stacy Lesartre
619 Castle Ridge Ct

Tony/Sarah Doing
5206 Castle Ridge Pl

Michael Leuzze

5225 Castle Ridge Pl

Dan Clawson

5219 Castle Ridge Pl

Douglas/Katie Salter

613 Castle Ridge Ct

Agenda

• Previous Parking Conclusions (which contributed to P&Z denying the 
previous 636 Castle Ridge Court application in its 3/23/2022 hearing)

• Current Constraints

• Comparison with Seneca House

• Summary

• Recommended Approach
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Previous Parking Conclusions

• Visitors and contractors will park on the street --
driveway is not inviting or obvious

• When cars are parked on both sides of street,
street becomes one lane

• Sidewalks blend into curb, driveways not obvious

• Some parking already on sidewalk

• Narrow street – variance predicated on 3-car
garages

Satellite Image with Driveways

• Driveways and fire hydrant areas leave very
limited street parking

• Visitors likely to park in front of and across the
street from subject property

• 17 other residences with visitors, deliveries,
services, maintenance, and potential need for
emergency services

• Next-door neighbors letter:  medical supply
truck across from roofing contractor

5
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Current Constraints

• Street width unchanged since 3/23/2022 denial

• Driveway layout unchanged since 3/23/2022 denial

• Not obvious for occasional visitors

• Requires “musical cars” to achieve stated capacity

• Human nature at work

• Sidewalks blend into curb, driveways not obvious

• Neighbors on both sides and across street

• Narrow street – variance predicated on 3-car garages

Seneca House

• Recently approved for 10 residents

• Operated at 8 residents for several years

• Demonstrated compatibility

• Key built-in advantages related to parking

7
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Seneca House – driveway

• Castle Ridge single entrance/exit

• Seneca circular layout

• Obvious to
visitors/contractors

• Better circulation

• More space

Seneca House – street

• Castle Ridge is narrow/private street

• Constrained already; not designed for
parking on both sides

• Seneca St is city “secondary” street

• Designed to support on-street parking
on both sides

• Seneca House has no neighbors to west

• Lower impact to others

9
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Seneca House – Impact

• Email in packet from last P&Z meeting – Seneca
House operating at 8 residents:

• “Sometimes we run out of on-site parking but
we have so much on-street parking that it is
never an issue.  We are in a unique situation
because there is a middle school across the
street and our northern neighbor’s house faces
Craig St.”

Summary

• Applicants have never run an operation like this before

• Applicant’s estimate that two staff can handle full-time care
of residents while managing operations – not realistic

• RA limits to 2 staff

• Parking app not practical – unlikely to be used by visitors or
contractors

• “Operational Plan” is optimistic and dubious – not based on
experience

11

12

NEIGHBOR PRESENTATION



Dec-22

7

Summary – Bottom Line

• Far too risky to approve 10 residents, above code, without
hard data

• Applicants did not consider “environmental” factors, only
house layout

• Seneca only increased to 10 residents after operating for
several years

Summary – Bottom Line (cont’d)

• Operational plan mostly same and constraints exactly the
same as when P&Z denied the project on 3/23/2022.

• Same issues of public health and safety exist with the
current application as existed with the previous application

• A group home at more than the allowed intensity at this
location jeopardizes neighborhood health and safety

13
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Recommended Approach

• Deny initial application for 10 residents

• Gain experience for several years first within code

• Neighborhood and applicants gather actual parking data

• If appropriate, subsequent Type 2 review to assess feasibility for any
increase based on operational success, parking data, and demonstrated
compatibility

Additional Conditions Independent of Intensity

• NOTE:  Not a solution for proposed intensity, for
consideration within code

• 1.  No bus/van parking on-site or on Castle Ridge (agreed to at
neighborhood meeting)

• 2.  Deliveries and short term visits to exclusively use the driveway,
which enforces the proposed staggering

15
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636 Castle Ridge Ct

Questions?
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	This is a proposal to convert an existing single-family detached home into a 10-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.
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