
 
 
 
 
 

Staff Report  
(with attachments) 

  
Presented to the  

Type 1 Administrative Hearing on 
July 24, 2024 



  Development Review Staff Report  

Planning Services     Fort Collins, Colorado 80521     p. 970-416-4311      f. 970.224.6134     www.fcgov.com 
 
 

  

Administrative Hearing: July 24, 2023 

College and Trilby Multifamily #PDP220009 

Summary of Request 

This is a Project Development Plan for a residential development 
comprising 265 townhomes on a 38-acre site in south Fort Collins. 

Zoning Map 

 

 

Next Steps 

If approved, the applicant will be eligible to submit a Final 
Development Plan to finalize engineering and other details and 
record all plan documents; the applicant could then apply for 
construction and building permits. 

Location 

The site is on the west side of South College 
Avenue between Skyway Drive and Trilby Road. 
Parcel #9611400003. 

Zoning 

General Commercial (C-G) zoning.  The zone 
district permits the residential use. 

Property Owner 

Steve Shoflick, College and Trilby LLC 
6900 E. Belleview Ave. Ste. 300 
Greenwood Village, CO 801111647 

Prospective Developer 

Zocalo Community Development 
455 Sherman St. Ste. 250 
Denver, CO 80020 

Applicant/Representative 

Ken Merritt 
JR Engineers and Planners 
2900 S. College Ave. 
Fort Collins, CO 80525 
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Clark Mapes, City Planner 
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Staff Recommendation 
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the Project Development Plan. 
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1. Project Introduction 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The 38-acre property spans a half-mile between Skyway Drive and Trilby Road in south Fort Collins.  

The plan comprises 265 homes in 85 2, 3, and 4-unit buildings, and a community building with a pool.  The 
‘housing types’ are classified as duplex, single-family attached (townhomes), and multi-family (apartments). 

The development is based around extending Mars Drive from its current terminus just south of Skyway Drive to 
Trilby Road.  Also, the current access drive on South College Avenue to Ziggi’s Coffee, just north of Trilby Road, 
is extended as a local street called Stellar Drive providing access to the development.  (The access is right-in-
right-out only.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The property is a sloping hillside with the west edge about 50 feet higher than the east edge along South College 
Ave.  The west side is the top of the plan image above, with north to the right.  The plan accounts for much of the 
grade with sloping side yards between the buildings. 

Existing drainage and a wetland at the bottom of the hillside are re-shaped into a formalized stormwater system 
with a large detention pond that includes a designed wetland to mitigate the loss of the existing wetland due to 
complete re-grading of the property.  

The plan includes wide multi-use sidewalks along the South College and Trilby frontages. 

The two Modifications of Standards involve specific aspects of building design. 

 

 

South College Ave. 

T
ri

lb
y

 R
d

. 

To Skyway 

Dr. 

N 



Planning & Zoning Commission Hearing - Agenda Item 10 
College and Trilby Multifamily #PDP220009 

Wednesday, July 24, 2024 | Page 3 of 20 

Back to Top 
 
 

B. DEVELOPMENT BACKGROUND & CONTEXT 

The property has had multiple attempts at development since it was first annexed and zoned Commercial as the 
Timan Annexation in 1988.  That annexation was immediately followed by approval of the Timan Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) in 1988, which was a general master plan diagram for a mix of uses.  That PUD never 
progressed further in any development plans.  In 1996, the Hugh M. Woods PUD was approved for a large home 
improvement store.  That single-use plan with its very large building and parking footprint proved infeasible on the 
sloping hillside property.  In 2001, the owners got the property rezoned from Commercial to Neighborhood 
Commercial, with the specific intent to enable development of a major supermarket shopping center.  The 
prospective supermarket developer did not proceed.  In 2006 the property was again rezoned to revert to General 
Commercial zoning which remains in place today. 

The current proposal for a unified tract of apartments and townhomes is the fifth in a series of similar conceptual 
plan proposals submitted by different developers and land planners, starting in 2019 and again in 2020 and 2021, 
with the current proposal submitted for conceptual review in 2022. 

After years of planning and budgeting, the City is currently constructing a capital project to enlarge the nearby 
College/Trilby intersection, which involves a stormwater detention pond on the subject property. 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 

 North South East West 

Zoning CG and UE CL and LMN CG LMN & UE 

Land Use Storage units and vacant 
property; Skyview 
subdivision houses 
across Skyway 

Unplatted acreage 
properties across 
Trilby with houses and 
outbuildings, uses 
unclear 

South College 
Avenue/US Hwy. 287, a 
church, and drive-
through coffee shop 

Foothills Gateway social 
services, a church, and 
Skyview subdivision 
houses  

View of site looking west, with north to the right 

 

South College Ave. 

Mars Dr. 
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C. OVERVIEW OF MAIN CONSIDERATIONS IN STAFF’S REVIEW 

Salient issues that were resolved through four rounds of design and review include: 

• Extensive grading is necessary for development on this sloping hillside property, which involves fundamental 
overlapping issues for drainage and stormwater detention, and mitigation of the loss of the existing wetland 
at the bottom of the hillside, including a natural habitat buffer zone (NHBZ) around a new wetland to be 
created in a detention pond.    

Although the existing wetland is removed in the overall earthwork grading, it is low habitat quality and the 
plan provides significant enhancements with detailed restoration design and tailored plantings.  Groundwater 
hydrology was investigated as part of the newly designed wetland.  

• A US 287/South College Avenue Access Control Plan, jointly adopted by the State and the City, indicates a 
second street connection to South College in the northern part of the property, about ¼ mile south of Skyway 
Drive.  Early iterations of the plan attempted to find a way to grade the hillside to enable that, but it proved to 
be physically infeasible due to steepness. 

• Numerous other miscellaneous issues required multiple iterations but no others stand out. 

 

2. Land Use Code Article 1 

A. PURPOSE (SECTION 1.2.2) 

Land Use Code Section 1.2.2 lists a wide range of over-arching, high-level objectives (e.g., “reducing energy 
consumption and demand”) that are further developed and implemented in other Articles of the Land Use Code 
to ensure that proposed development meets the overall purpose to “improve and protect the public health, 
safety, and welfare” of the community. 

As they may apply to the subject property and proposed project, the following sections of this report describe 
design elements of the proposed development plan that provide evidence of and the degree to which 
compliance would be achieved relative to the specific and enumerated standards within the Land Use Code.   

The requirements, standards, and definitions contained in Articles 1 through 7 of the Land Use Code have been 
crafted to fulfill and implement the stated purpose of this Code in § 1.2.2. By satisfying the purposes statements, 
and meeting the applicable specific requirements, standards, and definitions set forth in Articles 1 through 7, 
this project demonstrates consistency with Land Use Code § 1.2.2 (B) through (O) to the extent (B) through (O) 
are applicable to this project. 

 

3. Land Use Code Article 2 – Applicable Standards 

A. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROCEDURAL OVERVIEW 

1. Conceptual Review – CDR210059 – meeting held on January 7, 2022. 

2. First PDP Submittal – submitted on June 24, 2022. 

3. Neighborhood Meeting  

A neighborhood meeting was not required, but one was held voluntarily by the applicants virtually on June 6, 
2022. Q&A topics mainly involved traffic, with repeated comments about existing traffic conditions.   

4. Notice (Posted, Written and Published) 

Posted Notice: May 23, 2022, Sign #682. 

Written Hearing Notice: July 9, 2024, 605 addresses mailed. 

Published Coloradoan Hearing Notice: July 15, 2024. 
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B. DIVISION 2.8 – MODIFICATION OF STANDARDS 

The Land Use Code is adopted with the recognition that there will be instances where a project would be 
consistent with City Plan, but would not meet a specific standard of the Land Use Code as stated. Accordingly, 
code standards include provisions for modifications.  

The applicant requests two Modifications of Standards:  The first is to allow buildings with the same footprint size 
and shape to be placed next to each other, with variation in other aspects of building design.  The second is for 
one four-unit building which is placed with one end facing the local street without a doorway. 

The modification process and criteria in Land Use Code Division 2.8.2(H) provide for evaluation of these 
instances on a case-by-case basis, as follows: 

Land Use Code Modification Criteria: 

“The decision maker may grant a modification of standards only if it finds that the granting of the 
modification would not be detrimental to the public good, and that: 

(1) the plan as submitted will promote the general purpose of the standard for which the modification is 
requested equally well or better than would a plan which complies with the standard for which a 
modification is requested; or 

(2) the granting of a modification from the strict application of any standard would, without impairing the 
intent and purpose of this Land Use Code, substantially alleviate an existing, defined and described 
problem of city-wide concern or would result in a substantial benefit to the city by reason of the fact that the 
proposed project would substantially address an important community need specifically and expressly 
defined and described in the city's Comprehensive Plan or in an adopted policy, ordinance or resolution of 
the City Council, and the strict application of such a standard would render the project practically infeasible; 
or 

(3) by reason of exceptional physical conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situations, unique to 
such property, including, but not limited to, physical conditions such as exceptional narrowness, 
shallowness or topography, or physical conditions which hinder the owner's ability to install a solar energy 
system, the strict application of the standard sought to be modified would result in unusual and exceptional 
practical difficulties, or exceptional or undue hardship upon the owner of such property, provided that such 
difficulties or hardship are not caused by the act or omission of the applicant; or 

(4) the plan as submitted will not diverge from the standards of the Land Use Code that are authorized by 
this Division to be modified except in a nominal, inconsequential way when considered from the 
perspective of the entire development plan and will continue to advance the purposes of the Land Use 
Code as contained in Section 1.2.2. 

Any finding made under subparagraph (1), (2), (3) or (4) above shall be supported by specific findings 
showing how the plan, as submitted, meets the requirements and criteria of said subparagraph (1), (2), (3) 
or (4). 
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1. Modification of a Standard for Building Variation -- 3.5.2(C) 

Overview 

This standard for single-family attached dwellings (townhomes) requires variation among repeated buildings 
that have more than two units.  At least 3 distinctly different building designs are required for the 3- and 4-unit 
buildings in this plan.  This includes a requirement that the different designs must “vary significantly in 
footprint size and shape”; and no similar buildings may be placed next to each other.  

This modification request is needed because 3- and 4-unit buildings with the same footprints are placed next 
to each other in numerous instances throughout the plan. 

Applicant Justification 

The applicant’s request provides justification for not being detrimental to the public good, and being consistent 
with numbered criteria 2.8.2H(1) and (4) – “equal or better”, and “nominal and inconsequential”.  The points 
are: 

• The whole plan with 85 buildings has wide variation throughout.  There are (3) townhome types 
(Series A, B, and C), and B and C have (3) sizes (2, 3 & 4-plex), which provide a total of (7) 
types.  Then (2) elevation styles are applied to each of those, which equals 14 different building 
designs. Furthermore, there are 4 color schemes that can add more variation on top of these 14 
designs. 

• Where the same footprints are placed next to each other, different building designs include entrances 
and porches, varied roof forms, projecting and recessed features, and residential siding in lap and 
board-and-batten patterns. 

• This extensive variation will be presented in detail at the hearing.  

Below is an example of two buildings with the same footprint but with different styles applied: 
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Staff Findings  

Staff finds that the modification of this standard would not be detrimental to the public good and that the 
request satisfies criteria (1) and (4) in subsection 2.8.2(H) – “equal or better” and “nominal and 
inconsequential when considered from the perspective of the whole plan.” 

Detriment to the public good. Staff’s finding is based on the following considerations: 

• The buildings placed next to each other are completely different in their exterior design as viewed on 
the ground, to a degree that accomplishes the purpose of the standard to avoid monotonous 
repetition of large apartment or townhome buildings and rather to provide visual interest, particularly 
at pedestrian scale. 

• The overall plan has wide variation with 3 townhome types A, B, and C; two of which have 3 sizes (2-, 
3-, and 4-unit buildings), for a total of 7 building types, and then 2 design styles are applied across the 
7 building types for a total of 14 different designs.  In addition, some of the type B and C facades are 
2 stories and some are 3; and there are 4 color schemes that will add more variation on top of the 14 
designs. 

• The whole plan is for housing at the ‘missing middle’ scale, which is a city planning term for housing 
alternatives between detached houses and apartment complexes with large buildings and parking 
lots.  The 3- and 4- unit buildings have a similar scale, with lengths of 60 feet and 78 feet, so that the 
effect of two of the same together is not very different from having one of each next to each other.   

When the overall missing middle scale is combined with the variation in placement that does exist 
throughout the plan, staff finds that it is most apparent when looking closely in a plan view drawing.  
On the ground, which is what matters, the instances of 3-plexes or 4-plexes next to each other have a 
negligible effect and would not be improved by, for example, putting buildings together to make 5-, 6-, 
or 7-unit buildings just to meet the standard.  

In other words, staff thinks that switching any given 4-plex to a 3-plex would not be apparent in any 
meaningful way, and potential solutions would not be as good as the proposed plan for visual interest 
purposes. 

Criteria (1), “equal or better.” Staff’s finding is based on the following considerations: 

• The distinguishing elements demonstrated in the different “design styles” in the plan create a degree 
of variation such that the similarity of footprints is highly mitigated and not readily apparent due to the 
design aspects that make the buildings look different.  In this case, staff finds that the design 
variations counterbalance the need to change the footprints. 

• One way to get different footprints into the plan to meet the standard would have been to join 
buildings together to make a few larger buildings, e.g., 5- 6-, or 7- plex buildings.  Staff finds that the 
plan is better than a plan which could join buildings together to make larger buildings just to meet the 
standard as stated. 

Criteria (4), “nominal and inconsequential from the perspective of the whole plan.”. From the 
perspective of the entire development plan, the instances of 3-and 4-unit buildings next to each other are 
nominal and inconsequential for the reasons stated above and do not affect the purposes of the Land Use 
Code. 
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2. Modification of a Standard for Street-Facing Facades – 3.5.2(D)(2) 

This standard requires that buildings with 4 or more dwelling units must have a doorway facing adjacent 
neighborhood streets (could be secondary patio doors.) The intent is to avoid impersonal blank ends of multi-
unit buildings, often with only utility meters as the most prominent feature, along neighborhood streets.  A 
doorway indicates the presence of people as an animating architectural feature. 

One such building has one end facing Rover Drive without a doorway. 

Summary of applicant justification: 

The applicants’ modification request is attached. It explains why the request is not detrimental to the public 
good; and meets criterion (4) “nominal and inconsequential from the perspective of the whole plan”: 

This is one such occurrence out of 85 buildings.  The interior of the building is a garage partly below grade, 
with the grade in the outside yard sloping down along the building wall such that a doorway would be non-
functional.  The visual impact is mitigated by being located on a curve, and by two trees in the foreground 
closer to the sidewalk. 

Staff Findings: 

Staff finds that the granting of the modification would not be detrimental to the public good and that the plan 
satisfies criteria in subparagraph (4), “nominal and inconsequential” under Section 2.8.2(H) governing 
modification requests. 

Detriment to the public good 

This one occurrence out of 85 buildings has virtually no effect on the look and feel of this 38-acre plan when 
considered from the perspective of the entire plan. 

The impact of the end wall upon the street is mitigated by its location on a curve where the view is shifting, 
and a street tree and an ornamental tree with the wall as backdrop.  

 

Criterion (4), “nominal and inconsequential”. From the perspective of the entire development plan, the one 

end of one building facing Rover Drive without a doorway is nominal and inconsequential for reasons stated 

above and does not affect the purposes of the Land Use Code. 
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4. Land Use Code Article 3 – General Development Standards 

Pertinent standards in various Divisions of Article 3 are evaluated below. 

A. 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 

3.2.1(D) Tree 
Planting 
Standards 

3.2.1(D)(1)(c) 
Full Tree 
Stocking 

3.2.1(F) Tree 
Preservation 
and Mitigation 

 

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

• The plan includes two different types of landscaping, both thoroughly 
developed:  

- More formal manicured landscaping along streets and around buildings with 
trees, turfgrass, and mulched planting beds with shrubs and ornamental 
grasses; and  

- Restoration of the remaining peripheral areas around the site including 
detailed Natural Habitat Buffer Zone (NHBZ) mitigation.  There are two 
existing natural habitat features on the property with buffer zone restoration -- 
the wetland and the piped North Louden ditch corridor along the west edge.   

This restoration and buffer zone mitigation includes tailored seed mixes for 
upland, lowland, and wetland areas related to gradation of the hillside 
topography; and also includes woody container plantings and cuttings of 
native plants associated with certain portions of the gradation in the wetland 
buffer zone. 

This restoration represents improvement over the existing habitat values of 
the existing features. 

Specific components include: 

• An inventory of the 15 existing trees on the property.  5 trees are dead or in 
poor condition and are to be removed.  Mitigation for trees to be removed is 
accounted for, with agreement from Forestry staff. 

• Street trees in irrigated turfgrass parkways along the streets. 

• Tree plantings around the buildings, walkways, and the two small parking 
lots. 

• Mulched planting beds around buildings. 

• Irrigated turfgrass in front yards and a few other locations where people may 
walk across landscape areas. 

• Detention pond seeding and NHBZ landscape restoration. 

Complies 
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3.2.2 

Access, 
Circulation and 
Parking – 
General 
Standard 

This standard requires that development projects accommodate the movement of 
vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians, and transit throughout the project and to and from 
surrounding areas safely and conveniently and contribute to the attractiveness of the 
neighborhood. In compliance, the PDP includes the following: 

• The plan provides a complete framework of streets and walkways linking all 
parts of the development. 

• In addition, private alleys serve a majority of the garages that accompany all 
dwelling units. 

• Visitor parking is provided near the community center and the small park at 
the north end of Rover Drive. 

Complies 

3.2.2(C)(4) 

Bicycle Parking 
Space 
Requirements 

Residential: A standard requires one bicycle space per bedroom for multi-family 
dwellings.  6 of the dwellings along the “infinity walk” north of the community center 
are classified as multi-family. 

• Far exceeding standard requirements, bicycle parking is provided with hooks 
in the garages, plus there are additional fixed racks located throughout the 
development including at each end of the “infinity walk”. 

Complies 

Section 
3.2.2(K)(1)(a) & 
(b) 

Residential 
Parking 
Required 

These standards require a minimum amount of parking for residential development of 
various housing types.  For attached and multi-family dwellings the requirement is 
based on bedrooms. 

A chart on the site plan cover sheet shows the required parking as two spaces per 
unit for the three building types.  This actually overstates the requirement which is 
1.75 spaces for 2-bedroom units which comprise a majority of units in the plan. 

• The plan provides 320 spaces in 2 car garages for each unit, exceeding the 
actual requirement. 

• The plan provides 17 additional guest parking spaces in a few locations, and 
14 additional spaces at the community building including 2 handicap spaces. 

• The streets include street parking. 

Complies 

3.2.4 

Exterior Site 
Lighting 

The plan does not include any lighting other than City street lights.  Lighting on the 
buildings will be reviewed at the building permit stage. 

N.A. 

Section 3.2.5 

Trash and 
Recycling 
Enclosures 

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

• Trash and recycling are to be accommodated in garages. 

Complies 
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B. DIVISION 3.3 - ENGINEERING STANDARDS 

 

Applicable 
Code Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff Findings 

3.3.1(C) – 
Public Sites, 
Reservations 
and 
Dedications 

This standard requires the applicant to dedicate rights-of-way for public streets, 
drainage easements and utility easements as needed to serve the area being 
developed. 

• The project includes a subdivision plat that provides all needed r.o.w. and 
easements. 

Complies 

 

C. DIVISION 3.4 - ENVIRONMENTAL, NATURAL AREA, RECREATIONAL AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCE PROTECTION STANDARDS  

Applicable 
Code Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff Findings 

3.4.1 – Natural 
Habitats and 
Features  

The purpose of this Section is to ensure that when property is developed, the way in 
which the components of the development plan are designed and arranged on the 
site will protect the natural habitats and features both on and in the vicinity of the site. 

It applies when development is proposed within 500 feet of an identified natural 
habitat or feature. In this case, the natural features present include a wetland complex 
(1.23 acres) on the eastern edge of the site, the Louden Ditch corridor (the ditch is 
now piped) that runs along the western edge and serves as a wildlife corridor, a red-
tailed hawk nest in the southwest corner, an offsite great horned owl nest to the 
northeast, and an active black-tailed prairie dog colony across the majority of the site. 
The site is currently dominated by non-native and noxious plant species. 

This Section requires ‘Natural Habitat Buffer Zones’ (NHBZs) around natural features 
in a development plan. 

An Ecological Characterization Study (ECS) was completed along with several 
updates as required to evaluate habitat values and make recommendations regarding 
mitigation of lost habitat value, protection, and enhancement. The ECS is attached. In 
total, 9.95 acres of NHBZ are proposed in the plan. 

Wetland: The wetland was identified as a complex of a palustrine scrub shrub and 
palustrine emergent wetland covering 1.23 acres of the site. Wetlands provide value 
in the form wildlife benefits, groundwater discharge and recharge, and infiltration 
areas. The existing condition of the wetland is low quality with noxious species and 
surface land disturbance. The wetlands were found to be non-jurisdictional by the 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

As this wetland does not provide significant use by waterfowl or shorebirds according 
to the ECS, the buffer standards are applied by the size of wetland. According to the 
Land Use Code Section 3.4.1(E), for wetlands greater than 1/3 acre in size, a 100’ 
buffer zone standard is applied. Application of a 100’ buffer to the wetland results in a 
required NHBZ of 3.5 acres. Stormwater detention facilities will be co-located with the 
wetland, and improvement of the vegetation and thus habitat value will be increased, 
bringing the proposed wetland and associated NHBZ to 4.0 acres. Stormwater 
generated by the proposed development is filtered by low impact development 
features prior to entering the wetland. 

Complies 
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Louden Ditch: This formerly meandering ditch was piped in a straight alignment by 
the ditch company in 2018.  At that time, the City and private parties agreed that the 
loss of the feature would by mitigated by applying the standard habitat buffer area for 
ditch corridors to the alignment of the new pipeline. The owners attempted restoration 
but that effort did not succeed for multiple reasons. 

So, although the ditch is now piped underground, the wildlife movement corridor will 
be maintained through the establishment of a NHBZ with upland seeding.  Irrigation 
ditches serving as wildlife movement corridors receive a 50’ buffer on either side, 
measured from the top of bank.  On this project that equates to a 5.94 acres; the 
project is proposing 5.94 acre of Louden Ditch (riparian) NHBZ.  This area is to be 
restored as an improvement over the current condition which is dominated by weeds. 

Red-tailed hawk nest: LUC 3.4.1requires a 450-foot buffer around an active nest if 
construction occurs during the nesting season (February 15 to July 15).  This will be 
applied at the time of any proposed construction. 

Black-tailed prairie dogs: LUC 3.4.1 requires mitigation of prairie dog colonies by 
relocation, trapping and donating to black-footed ferret recovery or raptor recovery 
programs, or by a payment-in-lieu fee with euthanization, along with a mitigation plan 
detailing how re-colonization will be avoided.  The ECS proposes trapping and 
donating to the wildlife recovery programs. 

More specific aspects of the plan that provide environmental benefits include: 

• A detailed landscape restoration and enhancement plan for the wetland 
NHBZ that was carefully developed through multiple rounds of hydrologic 
investigation, design, and review with collaboration between applicants and 
staff. 

• The plan includes grading and tailored seed mixes for habitat types that will 
maximize habitat value, water conservation, and aesthetics. 

 

D. DIVISION 3.5 - BUILDING STANDARDS 

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 compatibility of new buildings and uses with 
the surrounding context. Absent any established character, the standard requires that 
new buildings set an enhanced standard of quality for future projects or 
redevelopment in the area. The standards in this section complement the more 
specific requirements in Section 3.8.30 which pertain to apartment and townhome 
development.  

The context includes both existing development adjacent to the site, and also the 
future vision and zoning.  In this case, the context is mainly the Commercial zone 
district along the highway.   

Staff finds no defining character in the existing context that would be pertinent to any 
question of compatibility, and the future vision and zoning would allow for almost any 
kind of commercial development.  Therefore staff finds no compatibility issue with this 
neighborhood development. 

 

Complies 
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3.5.2 

Residential 
Building 
Standards 

(B) General 
Standard 

Standards in this Section are intended to promote variety, visual interest, and 
pedestrian-oriented streets in residential development. Development projects 
containing residential buildings must place a high priority on building entryways and 
their relationship to the street.  Pedestrian usability is prioritized over vehicular 
usability. Buildings must include human-scaled elements, architectural articulation, 
and design variation. 

Complies via 
other more 
specific 
standards 
below and in 
Section 3.8.30 

3.5.2(C) 

Variation 
Among 
Townhomes 

This standard requires at least 3 different building designs, and requires that no two 
of the same buildings are placed next to each other.  Buildings must vary distinctly 
and significantly including footprint size and shape. 

• The 3 housing types in the plan are completely different from each other, and 
then within each type, multiple design styles to the buildings of each type. 

•  Buildings with the same footprint size and shape are placed next to each 
other in numerous locations throughout the plan, as explained in a  
Modification request to allow for that. 

Complies, with 
a Modification 
for building 
footprint size 
and shape. 

3.5.2(D)(1) 

Orientation to a 
Connecting 
Walkway 

 

The Connecting Walkway standard requires that dwellings must directly face onto a 
street sidewalk or a walkway that leads straight to a street sidewalk with no primary 
entrance more than two hundred (200) feet from the sidewalk. The latter situation 
occurs when buildings are placed perpendicularly to the street. 

• All buildings comply. 

Complies 
 

3.5.2.(D)(2) 

Street-Facing 
Facades 

When buildings are placed perpendicularly to a local street; a standard requires a 
multifamily building with four or more units to have an entry or doorway facing the 
adjacent local street. 

• One building with four units does not have a doorway facing the local street.  
This building is at the south end of Rover Drive where the street curves to 
meet Mars Drive. 

As discussed previously in the staff report, a modification to 3.5.2(D)(2) is included 
previously in this report. 

Modification 
Requested  

3.5.2(F) 

Garage doors 

This standard requires the garage doors to comprise no more than 50% of the front 
facade of any building; and requires them to be recessed at least 4 feet behind the 
face of the building or a porch that measures at least 6 by 8 feet. 

• The plan provides these minimum dimensions. 

Complies 
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E. DIVISION 3.6 – TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

This Section is intended to ensure that the transportation network of streets, alleys, roadways, and trails is in 
conformance with adopted transportation plans and policies established by the City. 

Applicable 
Code Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff Findings 

3.6.2 – Streets, 
Streetscapes, 
Alleys, and 
Easements 

 

This Section requires transportation network improvements for public health, safety, 
and welfare, with requirements in accordance with the Larimer County Urban Area 
Street Standards and requires necessary easements for utilities and access. 

• The plan extends Mars Drive which currently terminates near the north 
property boundary, in conformance with standards. 

• The plan includes a subdivision plat that dedicates needed ROW and 
easements. 

Complies 

3.6.3(F) 

Street Pattern 
and 
Connectivity 
Standards 

 

This Section requires development plans to connect and extend streets that are 
stubbed to the boundary of the plan by previous development.  
 

• The plan extends the Mars Drive stub on the north, and also extends the 
drive access on South College currently serving the drive-through coffee 
shop in the south part of the site, as a local street into the development. 
 

• There is currently a gap between the end of the existing Mars Drive and the 
north property line of the proposed plan (shown below with the unpaved 
turnaround area at the end of the stub).  
 

An approved apartment project called Mars Landing exists along the Mars 
Drive stub.  If the proposed College/Trilby Multifamily plan develops before 
Mars Landing, then the applicants will need to construct it to make the 
connection to Skyway Drive.  South College Storage built this segment of 
Mars Drive, and provided funding to reimburse the cost when they elected not 
to build Mars Drive all the way to the property line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Complies 

Mars Landing 
Approved 
Development 

South 
College 
Storage 

M
a

rs
 D

ri
v
e
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Applicable 
Code Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff Findings 

3.6.4 – 
Transportation 
Level of Service 
Requirements 

This Section contains requirements for the transportation needs of proposed 
development to be safely accommodated by the existing transportation system, or 
that appropriate mitigation of impacts will be provided by the development to meet 
adopted Level of Service (LOS) standards. 

• A Traffic Impact Study was reviewed and accepted by staff.  The explanation 
and conclusions comprise the first 29 pages of the 233-page report with the 
remainder consisting of appendices with technical measurements and 
calculations.  The first 29 pages are attached. 

• The key findings are that only minor impacts to the Levels of Service are 
generated from the proposed plan.  The main traffic issues are a function of 
the existing conditions at the College/Trilby intersection; and those issues are 
to be improved with a City capital project which is being constructed in 2024. 

• Pedestrian facilities are mostly adequate in the area surrounding the Project 
site, which is primarily residential.  The proposed plan adds sidewalks 
adjacent to the site on College and Trilby. 

• The only specific recommendation is for a turn lane at the Trilby/College 
intersection, which is being done with the City project. 

Complies 

3.6.6 

Emergency 
Access 

This Section requires access for emergency vehicles and services. 

• The project has been reviewed by Poudre Fire Authority (PFA) and meets the 
needs and requirements for emergency access with its framework of streets, 
private alleys, and walkways. 

Complies 

 

F. DIVISION 3.7 - COMPACT URBAN GROWTH 

Applicable 
Code Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff 
Findings 

3.7.3 

Adequate 
Public Facilities 

The proposed project provides adequate service design for water, wastewater, storm 
drainage, fire and emergency services, and electric facilities. There are no special 
needs or requirements necessary to serve the development. 

Complies 

 

G. SECTION 3.8.30 MULTI-FAMILY AND SINGLE-FAMILY ATTACHED DWELLING 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Applicants and staff have agreed that this Section applies, under the wording in the code:  

“The standards in this Section apply to all multi-family developments that contain at least four (4) dwelling 
units and single-family attached developments that contain at least four (4) dwelling units where there is 
no reasonably sufficient area for outdoor activities and useable outdoor space on an individual per lot 
basis. This Section is intended to promote variety in building form and product, visual interest, access to 
parks, pedestrian-oriented public or private streets and compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods.” 

The wording about ‘reasonably sufficient outdoor space’ on each lot was not part of the discussion; rather, the 
plan was designed to meet the standards. 
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Applicable Code 
Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff Findings 

3.8.30(B)(1)(2) 
(3)(4) 

Mix of Housing 
Types  

This subsection lists 8 housing types and encourages a range of the types in any 
individual development plan, to the extent reasonably feasible.  A minimum of three 
housing types is required on any development parcel 30 acres or larger. 

• Three housing types are provided which correspond to types recognized in 
the standard – duplex, single-family attached, and multifamily.  In code 
language, some of the distinctions are a function of whether or not units in the 
buildings are on their own lots.  This is the distinction between what are 
commonly thought of as townhomes versus apartments, with no visible  
distinction – just lines on plans. 
 

• To aid in the semantics of discussion, note that there are varied building 
types within the housing types. 

Complies 

3.8.30(C) 

Access to a 
Park, Central 
Feature or 
Gathering Place 

This subsection requires that at least 90% of the homes be within 1,320 feet (¼ mile) 
of small park or central feature or gathering place that is located either within the 
project or within adjacent development.  A minimum size of 10,000 square feet is 
stated for these features. 

• The plan provides a community building for the development with pool and 
clubhouse, with about 37,000 square feet of space, well within ¼ mile of at 
least 90% of the homes. 

• The plan also includes a 9,500 square-foot mini-park space in the northern 
portion of the site at the corner of Rover and Mars Drive. 

• The plan also provides 6.7 acres of open space along the entire ½-mile long 
western edge, with an 8-foot walkway/trail and a dog park at the south end of 
Rover Drive. 

Complies 

3.8.30(D) 

Blocks 

This subsection requires a basic layout of limited size blocks bounded by streets.  
The plan provides blocks of development as feasible with the sloping property and the 
½ mile long western edge bounded by a piped ditch and existing abutting 
development.  A pedestrian spine near the center of the plan contributes to the block 
pattern. 
 

Complies 

3.8.30(F) 

Building Design 
Variation 
Among Multi-
Family 
Dwellings 

This subsection requires a basic level of building variation, with at least 3 different 
building designs; clear prominent entrances; roof forms; façade articulation; and use 
of color and materials for variety and individuality.  The standard requires different 
building footprint size and shape as part of the different designs; and that no two 
buildings with the same design can be placed next to each other in the plan. 

• The 9 multi-family dwellings in the plan are centered around Tract H, across 
Lunar Court from the community center.  As discussed under the mix of 
housing types subsection, the plan provides the required variation. 

• Note that there is an equivalent standard for townhome dwellings with more 
than two units is in subsection 3.5.2(C), which needs a Modification request 
explained above in this report . 

• The multi-family building designs include 2 different building types ‘B’ and ‘C’, 
each with 3 different sizes (2-, 3- and 4-plexes); and 2 different styles are 
applied across these buildings.  In addition, color variation in the different 
styles adds additional variation.  Styles include clearly identifiable entrances 

Complies 
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and porches, varied roof forms, massing proportions, projecting and recessed 
features, and residential siding in lap and board-and-batten patterns.  Not all 
variations are evident in the attached plans but will be presented in full at the 
hearing.  Examples of the two building types ‘B’ and ‘C’ are shown below.   

      

 
 

 

5. Land Use Code Article 4 – Applicable Standards: 

A. DIVISION 4.21 – GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (C-G) 

This zone district is intended to be a setting for a wide range of community and regional retail uses, offices 
and personal and business services.  Secondarily it can also accommodate a wide range of other uses 
including creative forms of housing.  A tract of housing was never envisioned in the formation of the zone 
district, but is not precluded.  The only pertinent standard is the permitted use list. 

Applicable 
Code Standard 

Summary of Code Requirement and Analysis  Staff 
Findings 

4.4(B) – 
Permitted 
Uses 

The CG zoning permits the duplex, single-family attached and multi-family residential 
uses. 

Complies 
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6. Comprehensive Plan Background 

The Land Use Code’s purpose statement, per Section 1.2.2(a), is to ensure that all growth and development 
that occurs is consistent with City Plan, and its adopted components – which for this project includes the 
South College Corridor Plan. The following analysis summarizes the main ideas in City Plan and the corridor 
plan that are pertinent in terms of general alignment with the guiding vision and policies presented in such 
plans. 

A. CITY PLAN (2019) 

The City’s comprehensive plan, City Plan, was developed with the participation of thousands of community 
members and “articulates the community’s vision and core values; and establishes the overall policy foundation” 
to provide “high-level policy direction” towards achieving a shared community vision of growth and 
transportation throughout the City. 

Housing is a pervasive topic in the plan with a strong emphasis on a diverse range of housing options and a 
mix of housing types for various incomes and households, including ‘affordable’ and ‘attainable’ housing. 

These ideas are parts of the Vision and Values on p. 28 and 29, and in Principles and Policies on p. 42 of the 
plan. 

B. SOUTH COLLEGE CORRIDOR PLAN (2006) 

The main topics in this plan involve the highway itself and its commercial corridor.  It recognizes the 
commercial zoning on the subject property, and envisions commercial uses designed for neighborhood 
compatibility and transformation of the area over time with a more attractive pedestrian environment.  
Development of the property as a tract of solely residential development was simply never foreseen in 
comprehensive plan processes. 

The plan highlights the need for street and trail connections throughout the area, and specifically shows Mars 
Drive and a private trail connecting across the half-mile between Skyway and Trilby; and shows a local street 
connection to S. College.  The proposed development plan includes these specific components. 
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7. Findings of Fact/Conclusion 

In evaluating the request for the College and Trilby Project Development Plan #PDP220009, Staff makes the following 
findings of fact and conclusions: 

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 applicable criteria for approval of Modification of Standards 
located in Division 2.8 of the Land Use Code. 

Staff supports the request for Modification of Standards to subsection 3.5.2(D)(2) for one building that does 

not have a doorway on an end of the building that faces a local street. 

The modification would not be detrimental to the public good and the request satisfies criterion (4) in 

subsection 2.8.2(H) as explained in this report. 

Staff supports the request for Modification of Standards to subsection 3.5.2(D)(2) for street-facing facades on 
the ends of two buildings without doorways.  

The modification would not be detrimental to the public good and the request satisfies criterion (4) in 
subsection 2.8.2(H) because the two building ends are a negligible proportion of the building frontage along 
the streets, and he building design does not consist of impersonal blank utilitarian walls but rather consists of 
windows, quality materials, and articulation consistent with the quality design character of the building fronts.  
Therefore, the two buildings contribute to visual interest along the street. 

3. The Project Development Plan complies with relevant standards located in Article 3 – General Development 
Standards, subject to approval of the three Modifications of Standards. 

4. The Project Development Plan uses are permitted in Division 4.21 – General Commercial (CG) zone district in 
Article 4, with no other applicable zone district standards. 

 

8. Recommendation 

• Staff recommends that the Hearing Officer approve two Modifications of Standards to Land Use Code subsection 
3.5.2(C) for building footprint variation; and 3.5.2(D)(2) for a street-facing facade without a doorway. 

• Staff recommends that the Hearing Officer approve the College and Trilby Multi-Family Development Plan, 
#PDP220009 based on the Findings of Fact and supporting explanations found in the staff report and hearing 
materials. 
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9. Attachments 

1. Site Plan 
2. Landscape Plan 
3. Architecture 
4. Modification Request for Building Variation 
5. Modification Request for a Street-Facing Facade 
6. Utility Plans 
7. Plat 
8. Environmental Characterization Study 
9. Traffic Study 
10. Neighborhood Meeting Notes 
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LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 11,
TOWNSHIP 6 NORTH, RANGE 69 WEST  OF THE 6TH P.M.
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A PERMIT MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE CITY FORESTER BEFORE ANY TREES OR
SHRUBS AS NOTED ON THIS PLAN ARE PLANTED, PRUNED OR REMOVED IN THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.  THIS INCLUDES ZONES BETWEEN THE SIDEWALK AND CURB, MEDIANS
AND OTHER CITY PROPERTY. THIS PERMIT SHALL APPROVE THE LOCATION AND SPECIES
TO BE PLANTED. FAILURE TO OBTAIN THIS PERMIT IS A VIOLATION OF THE CITY OF FORT
COLLINS CODE SUBJECT TO CITATION (SECTION 27-31) AND MAY ALSO RESULT IN
REPLACING OR RELOCATING TREES AND A HOLD ON CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.

STREET TREE NOTE

A 
W

es
tri

an
 C

om
pa

ny

W
ES

T TR
ILB

Y R
O

A
D

SOUTH COLLEGE AVENUE

SOLAR COURT

W
ES

T TR
ILB

Y R
O

A
D

S
T TR

ILB
Y R

O

VAULT

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M



A PERMIT MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE CITY FORESTER BEFORE ANY TREES OR
SHRUBS AS NOTED ON THIS PLAN ARE PLANTED, PRUNED OR REMOVED IN THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.  THIS INCLUDES ZONES BETWEEN THE SIDEWALK AND CURB, MEDIANS
AND OTHER CITY PROPERTY. THIS PERMIT SHALL APPROVE THE LOCATION AND SPECIES
TO BE PLANTED. FAILURE TO OBTAIN THIS PERMIT IS A VIOLATION OF THE CITY OF FORT
COLLINS CODE SUBJECT TO CITATION (SECTION 27-31) AND MAY ALSO RESULT IN
REPLACING OR RELOCATING TREES AND A HOLD ON CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.

STREET TREE NOTE

A 
W

es
tri

an
 C

om
pa

ny

W
ES

T TR
ILB

Y R
O

A
D

SOUTH COLLEGE AVENUE

SOLAR COURT

VAULT VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULTVAULT

VAULT

MM

M

MM

M

MM

M

M

M

M M

M M

M

VAULT

M

M

M

M

M



A PERMIT MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE CITY FORESTER BEFORE ANY TREES OR
SHRUBS AS NOTED ON THIS PLAN ARE PLANTED, PRUNED OR REMOVED IN THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.  THIS INCLUDES ZONES BETWEEN THE SIDEWALK AND CURB, MEDIANS
AND OTHER CITY PROPERTY. THIS PERMIT SHALL APPROVE THE LOCATION AND SPECIES
TO BE PLANTED. FAILURE TO OBTAIN THIS PERMIT IS A VIOLATION OF THE CITY OF FORT
COLLINS CODE SUBJECT TO CITATION (SECTION 27-31) AND MAY ALSO RESULT IN
REPLACING OR RELOCATING TREES AND A HOLD ON CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.

STREET TREE NOTE

A 
W

es
tri

an
 C

om
pa

ny

W
ES

T TR
ILB

Y R
O

A
D

SOUTH COLLEGE AVENUE

SOLAR COURT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

M

M

M

M

M
M

MM

M

M M

M

M

MM

M

M

VAULT

M

M

M

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

MM



A PERMIT MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE CITY FORESTER BEFORE ANY TREES OR
SHRUBS AS NOTED ON THIS PLAN ARE PLANTED, PRUNED OR REMOVED IN THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.  THIS INCLUDES ZONES BETWEEN THE SIDEWALK AND CURB, MEDIANS
AND OTHER CITY PROPERTY. THIS PERMIT SHALL APPROVE THE LOCATION AND SPECIES
TO BE PLANTED. FAILURE TO OBTAIN THIS PERMIT IS A VIOLATION OF THE CITY OF FORT
COLLINS CODE SUBJECT TO CITATION (SECTION 27-31) AND MAY ALSO RESULT IN
REPLACING OR RELOCATING TREES AND A HOLD ON CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.

STREET TREE NOTE

A 
W

es
tri

an
 C

om
pa

ny

W
ES

T TR
ILB

Y R
O

A
D

SOUTH COLLEGE AVENUE

SOLAR COURT

ULT

VAULT

M

M

M

M

VAU
LT

VAU
LT

VAULT

M

M

M



A PERMIT MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE CITY FORESTER BEFORE ANY TREES OR
SHRUBS AS NOTED ON THIS PLAN ARE PLANTED, PRUNED OR REMOVED IN THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.  THIS INCLUDES ZONES BETWEEN THE SIDEWALK AND CURB, MEDIANS
AND OTHER CITY PROPERTY. THIS PERMIT SHALL APPROVE THE LOCATION AND SPECIES
TO BE PLANTED. FAILURE TO OBTAIN THIS PERMIT IS A VIOLATION OF THE CITY OF FORT
COLLINS CODE SUBJECT TO CITATION (SECTION 27-31) AND MAY ALSO RESULT IN
REPLACING OR RELOCATING TREES AND A HOLD ON CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.

STREET TREE NOTE

A 
W

es
tri

an
 C

om
pa

ny

W
ES

T TR
ILB

Y R
O

A
D

SOUTH COLLEGE AVENUE

SOLAR COURT
VAULT VAULT VAULT

VAULTVAULT

M

MM

MM

MM

M

M M

M M

M

M

M M M

M

M

VAU
LT

VAU
LT

VAULT

M



A PERMIT MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE CITY FORESTER BEFORE ANY TREES OR
SHRUBS AS NOTED ON THIS PLAN ARE PLANTED, PRUNED OR REMOVED IN THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.  THIS INCLUDES ZONES BETWEEN THE SIDEWALK AND CURB, MEDIANS
AND OTHER CITY PROPERTY. THIS PERMIT SHALL APPROVE THE LOCATION AND SPECIES
TO BE PLANTED. FAILURE TO OBTAIN THIS PERMIT IS A VIOLATION OF THE CITY OF FORT
COLLINS CODE SUBJECT TO CITATION (SECTION 27-31) AND MAY ALSO RESULT IN
REPLACING OR RELOCATING TREES AND A HOLD ON CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.

STREET TREE NOTE

A 
W

es
tri

an
 C

om
pa

ny

W
ES

T TR
ILB

Y R
O

A
D

SOUTH COLLEGE AVENUE

SOLAR COURT

VAULT

VAULT

VAULT

M

M

M

M M

M M

M

M

M

VAULT

M

M

M



A 
W

es
tri

an
 C

om
pa

ny

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

2. ALL PROTECTED EXISTING TREES SHALL BE PRUNED TO THE CITY OF FORT
COLLINS FORESTRY DIVISION STANDARDS.

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

4. NO DAMAGING ATTACHMENT, WIRES, SIGNS OR PERMITS MAY BE FASTENED TO
ANY PROTECTED TREE.

5. LARGE PROPERTY AREAS CONTAINING PROTECTED TREES AND SEPARATED
FROM CONSTRUCTION OR LAND CLEARING AREAS, ROAD RIGHTS-OF-WAY AND
UTILITY EASEMENTS MAY BE "RIBBONED OFF," RATHER THAN ERECTING
PROTECTIVE FENCING AROUND EACH TREE AS REQUIRED IN SUBSECTION (G)(3)
ABOVE. THIS MAY BE ACCOMPLISHED BY PLACING METAL T-POST STAKES A
MAXIMUM OF FIFTY (50) FEET APART AND TYING RIBBON OR ROPE FROM STAKE TO-STAKE
ALONG THE OUTSIDE PERIMETERS OF SUCH AREAS BEING CLEARED.

6. THE INSTALLATION OF UTILITIES, IRRIGATION LINES OR ANY UNDERGROUND
FIXTURE REQUIRING EXCAVATION DEEPER THAN SIX (6) INCHES SHALL BE
ACCOMPLISHED BY BORING UNDER THE ROOT SYSTEM OF PROTECTED
EXISTING TREES AT A MINIMUM DEPTH OF TWENTY-FOUR (24) INCHES. THE
AUGER DISTANCE IS ESTABLISHED FROM THE FACE OF THE TREE (OUTER BARK)
AND IS SCALED FROM TREE DIAMETER AT BREAST HEIGHT AS DESCRIBED IN THE
CHART BELOW. LOW PRESSURE HYDRO EXCAVATING AT DEPTHS OF TWENTY-FOUR (24) 
INCHES OR LESS. REFER TO THE CRITICAL ROOT ZONE (CRZ) DIAGRAM, FIGURE 2, FOR ROOT
PROTECTION GUIDELINES. THE CRZ SHALL BE INCORPORATED INTO AND SHOWN ON
DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR ALL EXISTING TREES TO  BE PRESERVED.

P F G D

A PERMIT MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE CITY FORESTER BEFORE ANY TREES OR
SHRUBS AS NOTED ON THIS PLAN ARE PLANTED, PRUNED OR REMOVED IN THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.  THIS INCLUDES ZONES BETWEEN THE SIDEWALK AND CURB, MEDIANS
AND OTHER CITY PROPERTY. THIS PERMIT SHALL APPROVE THE LOCATION AND SPECIES
TO BE PLANTED. FAILURE TO OBTAIN THIS PERMIT IS A VIOLATION OF THE CITY OF FORT
COLLINS CODE SUBJECT TO CITATION (SECTION 27-31) AND MAY ALSO RESULT IN
REPLACING OR RELOCATING TREES AND A HOLD ON CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.
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David Howell

To: Clark Mapes
Subject: FW: Request for Modification of Standard for Building Footprint Variation

From: Dana Ashoori <DAshoori@goddensudik.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2024 5:11 PM 
To: Clark Mapes <CMAPES@fcgov.com>; Kenneth Merritt <kmerritt@jrengineering.com> 
Cc: Kolby O’Herron <kolby.oherron@zocalodevelopment.com>; Chris Walla <CWalla@goddensudik.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Request for Modification of Standard Building Footprint Variation – Section 3.5.2(C) 
 

This Land Use Code subsection 3.5.2(C) requires variation among townhome buildings with more than 2 units, 
with at least 3 distinctly different building designs including significant variation in footprint size and shape. The 
standard requires that no two buildings with the same design can be placed next to each other in the plan. 
 

A modification is requested for 3-plex and 4-plex buildings with the same footprint size and shape to be placed 
next to each other in a number of locations in the plan.  These buildings present different designs in all other 
respects. 
 
Justification: 
 

 The whole plan with 85 buildings has wide variation throughout.  There are (3) townhome types (Series A, B, 
and C), and B and C have (3) sizes (2, 3 & 4-plex), which provide a total of (7) types.  Then (2) elevation 
styles are applied to each of those, which equals 14 different building designs. Furthermore, there are 4 
color schemes that can add more variation on top of these 14 designs. 

 Where the same footprints are placed next to each other, different building designs include entrances and 
porches, varied roof forms, projecting and recessed features, and residential siding in lap and board-and-
batten patterns. 

 This extensive variation will be presented in detail at the hearing.  

Best, 

Dana Ashoori 

Project Manager 

Godden | Sudik 
A R C H I T E C T S 

SEE WHAT COULD BE 

Single Family | Multi-Family | Custom Remodel 
ph. 303.455.4437 
goddensudik.com  
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David Howell

From: Kenneth Merritt <kmerritt@jrengineering.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2024 2:48 PM
To: Clark Mapes
Cc: Kolby O’Herron; Dana Ashoori; Chris Walla
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Request for Modification of Standard for Street-Facing Facade 

Hi Clark. 

Below is JR Planners & Engineers request for a Modification of Standard for Street-Facing Façade.  Please 
review and let me know if there is any further information you may need. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter! 

Ken 

 

Modification of a Standard for Street-Facing Facades – 3.5.2(D)(2) 

This standard requires that buildings with 4 or more dwelling units must have a doorway facing adjacent 
neighborhood streets (could be secondary patio doors.) The intent is to avoid impersonal blank ends of multi-
unit buildings, often with only utility meters as the most prominent feature, along neighborhood streets.  A 
doorway indicates the presence of people as an animating architectural feature. 

One such building has one end facing Rover Drive without a doorway. 

Summary of applicant justification: 

The applicants’ modification request is attached. It explains why the request is not detrimental to the public 
good; and meets criterion (4) “nominal and inconsequential from the perspective of the whole plan”: 

This is one such occurrence out of 85 buildings.  The interior of the building is a garage partly below grade, 
with the grade in the side yard sloping down along the building wall such that a doorway would be non-
functional.  The visual impact is mitigated by being located on a curve, and by two trees in the foreground 
closer to the sidewalk. 

 
Thank you for your consideration of this Request of Modification for Street-Facing Facades and we look forward to you 
review and possible approval. 
 
Sincerely,  
Ken Merritt 
 
Ken Merritt, APA, RLA 
Director of Planning 
 

JR Engineering, LLC 
2900 South College Avenue, Suite 3D 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80525 
Cell: 970-305-6754 
Kmerritt@jrengineering.com 
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Introduction 
This report constitutes the Ecological Characterization Study (ECS) required for the proposed development of College 
and Trilby Multi-Family Community within the General Commercial (CG) zone district in the City of Fort Collins. This ECS 
report is provided in association with a conceptual design (Appendix D) for the 50’ Natural Habitat Buffer Zone (NHBZ) 
and wetland mitigation required for this development. This ECS was completed by AloTerra Restoration Services to 
address requirements set forth in Article 3, section 3.4.1 of the City of Fort Collins Land Use Code.  
 

Project Description 
The College and Trilby Multi-Family Community (the Project) includes the development of 252 dwelling units, with 38 
duplex units, 202 two to three-story single-family townhomes, a dog park, and a community center (Figure 1). Most 
recently, this site was used to graze horses and cattle. Several species of mature trees exist on site, including both native 
and introduced species, that provide corridor habitat for a variety of wildlife, which will need to be included in 
mitigation efforts.   
 

Figure 1. Property map showing conceptual site plan developed by JR Engineering.
 

Property Location 
The approximately 39.18-acre property is located within the City of Fort Collins, Larimer County, Colorado. The northern 
border of the property is bordered by Skyway Drive and the Storage Star Facility, Highway 287 borders the eastern part 
of the property, to the south West Trilby Road, and to the west Foothills Gateway Inc. and the Skyview South subdivision 
(Figure 2). The southeastern corner of the property is also bordered by Ziggis Coffee and Waypoint Church.  

The center of the property lies approximately at 40.498552 N and -105.079374 W.  
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Figure 2.  Project location. 

Study Methods 
In fulfillment of the ECS requirements set forth in Article 3, section 3.4.1 of the City of Fort Collins Land Use Code, 
AloTerra staff acquired desktop data and conducted field surveys in support of our characterization of existing ecological 
and wildlife conditions, as well as other natural features occurring on the site. 

Ecological Field Assessment:  Week of April 18th, 2022; April 2, 2024 
Wildlife Field Review:  April 20th, 2022 

Desktop analysis included reviews and interpretations of aerial imagery, assessment of regional drainage patterns, IPAC 
database review (USFWS), groundwater conditions, and location of nearby natural areas. Field assessments included 
qualitative rapid assessments of native plant communities, weed populations, wetland and riparian areas, wildlife 
habitat conditions, and indicators of current wildlife occupation.  In addition, a formal wetland delineation was 
performed (Appendices A and B). The rapid assessment of vegetation was performed to compile a list of dominant and 
co-dominant species, and species present in each community at a lower cover. For the purposes of this study, a plant 
was considered dominant or co-dominant if it’s relative cover is greater than approximately 20%. Due to the timing of 
the vegetation survey, there may be several species present on site that, due to their phenological stage, were not 
readily observable at the time of this survey.  However, based on general disturbed site conditions, and the presence of 
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above ground features of the dominant species that are present, we are confident that this survey captured the species 
that together represent at least 90% of the above ground biomass of the site.  

Results 
The results of the field and desktop assessments are described below, with the associated natural features represented 
in Figure 3.  Approximately 99% of the project site is characterized as disturbed upland, with less than 1% of the site 
comprised of wetland and riparian communities in a degraded state or dominated by understories of exotic plants.   

 

Figure 3.  Mapped natural features within Project boundary. 
 
Site Description 
From a historical perspective, prior to modern development, we believe the project site to have been dominated by 
short-grass prairie within the Northwestern Great Plains ecoregion (level III ecoregion). The Project site previously had 
forested/shrub riparian, palustrine emergent wetlands, and riverine wetland features (Figure 4); however, the previous 
landowner eliminated these areas from unknown land use practices. The City of Fort Collins is not requiring mitigation 
for the lost forested/shrub riparian and freshwater emergent wetland areas. 
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Figure 4. Historic wetlands from the National Wetlands Inventory within the Project boundary. 
 
 

Currently, the upland areas are dominated by non-native weeds and soils that have been continually disturbed (Figure 5, 
Table 1). The wetland and associated riparian areas are of low native species diversity, low community complexity, and 
low structural diversity. Several mature cottonwood trees exist on site, along with Russian olive and Siberian elm. While 
structural and biological diversity is low, this area is still an important corridor habitat for a variety of wildlife (Appendix 
C). 

Soils are generally loam, clay loam, and clay (Table 1). The greatest habitat features include the wetland community and 
mature trees that exist on site.   
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Figure 5. Existing soil types within the Project boundary. 
 
Table 1. Soil type descriptions (data from USGS Web Soil Survey). 

Soil Type Map 
Symbol Slope Profile Parent Material Drainage 

Class 
Depth to 

Water Table 
Hydric 

Soil 
Fort Collins 
Loam 
(1.3 ac) 

35 0-3% 0-4”: Loam 
4-9”: Clay loam 
9-16”: Clay loam 
16-29”: Loam 
29-80”: Loam 

Pleistocene or older 
alluvium/eolian deposits 

Well 
drained 

>80” No 

Fort Collins 
Loam 
(0.6 ac) 

36 3-5% 0-5”: Loam 
5-8”: Clay loam 
8-18”: Clay loam 
18-24”: Loam 
24-84”: Loam 

Pleistocene or older 
alluvium/eolian deposits 

Well 
drained 

>80” No 

Kim Loam 
(11.2 ac) 

54 3-5% 0-7”: Loam 
7-60”: Clay loam 

Mixed alluvium Well 
drained 

>80” No 

Kim-Thedalund 
Loams 

56 3-
15% 

0-7”: Loam 
7-60”: Clay loam 

Mixed alluvium Well 
drained 

>80” No 
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Soil Type Map 
Symbol Slope Profile Parent Material Drainage 

Class 
Depth to 

Water Table 
Hydric 

Soil 
(19.6 ac) 
Longmont Clay 
(4.5 ac) 

63 0-3% 0-60”: Clay Clayey alluvium derived 
from shale 

Poorly 
drained 

>80” No 

Midway Clay 
Loam 
(0.53 ac) 

65 5-
25% 

0-4”: Clay loam 
4-19”: Clay 
19-23”: 
Weathered 
bedrock 

Material weathered from 
shale 

Well 
drained 

>80” No 

Wiley Silt Loam 
(0.03 ac) 

119 3-5% 0-6”: Silt loam 
6-15”: Silt loam 
15-60”: Silt loam 

Uniform eolian deposits Well 
drained 

>80” No 

Existing Infrastructure 
Existing infrastructure predominately includes culverts, fencing, and retention ponds outside of the property 
boundaries. Other existing infrastructure can be found in the JR Engineering plan set. 

Topography 
The Project site is generally flat, with a maximum slope of approximately 6%.  Proposed topography would range from 
4% to 10%, draining west to east. 

Natural Habitats and Features with Significant Ecological Value 
In this section we provide a checklist of required features as outlined in the ECS. No significant native plant communities 
were documented on the site apart from wetland vegetation and mature cottonwood trees. The plant cover in the 
remainder of the site is dominated by non-native species with low structural and biological diversity. 

Natural Communities or Habitats  

Aquatic: no;  Wetland and wet meadow: yes;   Native grassland: no;     
Riparian forest: no;  Urban plains forest: no;   Riparian shrubland: no;   Foothills forest: no;   
Foothills shrubland: no   

 
Special Features (enter yes/no, indicate on map, and describe details below):  

Significant remnants of native plant communities: no.   
Based on field conditions and analysis of aerial imagery, it is apparent no significant remnant native plant 
communities exist on site.  

Areas of significant geological or paleontological interest: not likely.  
A cultural and historical resources survey was not conducted as part of this assessment.  However, based on the 
history of the site, it is unlikely the site harbors significant cultural or historical resources.    

Any prominent views from or across the site?  no.   
No significant views can be seen, as much of the site is surrounded by urban developments.  

The pattern, species and location of any significant native trees and other native site vegetation.  
The only significant native vegetation occurring on the Project site includes small patches of coyote willow (Salix 
exigua) and baltic rush (Juncus balticus), and several mature cottonwood trees.  

         Pattern, species, and location of any significant non-native trees.  
Russian olive (Eleaganus angustifolia) and Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila) trees can be found throughout the property.  

Special habitat features   
The special habitat features on the project site include the wetlands; however, the quality of these wetlands are of 
moderate to poor condition and function. 
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Natural Habitats and Plant Communities 
The subsections below outline the conditions of native habitats existing on site:  wetlands, disturbed uplands, and ditch 
communities. Refer to Figure 3 for locations of these features. 

Wetland Communities 
AloTerra performed a formal wetland delineation on site (Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region, Version 2.0, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers March 2010) and a review of 
other aquatic features such as ponds and streams. Two wetland types were identified: palustrine scrub shrub and 
palustrine emergent. There were no Original High-Water Mark (OHWM) indicators within the ditch communities 
onsite, therefore an OHWM survey was not performed.  

Palustrine Scrub Shrub 
Dominant & Co-Dominant Species 
Coyote willow (Salix exigua), canary reedgrass (Phalaris arundinaceae), common mint (Mentha arvensis), teasel 
(Dipsacus laciniatus), milkweed (Asclepias speciosa), unknown Poa spp were dominant across this community at 
time of sampling. 

Palustrine Emergent 
Dominant & Co-Dominant Species 
Canary reedgrass (Phalaris arundinaceae) and Baltic rush (Juncus balticus) were dominant across this community at 
time of sampling. 

 
Disturbed Upland Plant Communities  
Description   
Upland areas within the project area are highly disturbed and predominately vegetated by non-native flora. While 
many species overlapped, topography of these two areas is mainly what differentiated them, as the upper disturbed 
community was perched above the rest of the property.  

Lower 
Dominant & Co-Dominant Species 
Smooth brome (Bromus inermis), cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), thistle (Cirsium arvense), teasel (Dipsacus 
laciniatus), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum), musk thistle (Carduus 
nutans), kochia (Kochia spp.), and bindweed (Convovulus arvensis) were dominant across this community at time of 
sampling. 

Upper 
Dominant & Co-Dominant Species 
Musk thistle (Carduus nutans), Russian thistle (Salsola collina), Russian olive (Eleaganus angustifolia), mullein 
(Verbascum thapsus), Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), kochia (Kochia spp.), bindweed (Convovulus arvensis), 
nightshade (Solanum spp.), burdock (Arctium lappa), horsetail (Conyza canadensis), rabbitbrush (Ericameria 
nauseosa), hoary tansy aster (Machaeranthera canescens), smooth brome (Bromus inermis), cheatgrass (Bromus 
tectorum), curly dock (Rumex crispus), alfalfa (Medicago sativa), knapweed (Centaurea spp.), and baltic rush (Juncus 
balticus) were dominant across this community at time of sampling. 
 
Ditch Communities 
Description 
There are three ditch communities on site: ash, cottonwood, and the remnant upland ditch. All three ditch 
communities were once connected by the irrigation ditch that ran north to south on the property (Figure 4). 
However, likely from the previous owner’s land use practices, the irrigation ditch has been dissected into three 
communities that are distinct based on canopy cover.  

Ash 
Dominant & Co-Dominant Species 
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Ash (Fraxinus spp.), curly dock (Rumex crispus), smooth brome (Bromus inermis), teasel (Dipsacus laciniatus), 
unknown forbsand cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) were dominant across this community at time of sampling. 

Cottonwood 
Dominant & Co-Dominant Species 
Cottonwood (Populus deltoides), curly dock (Rumex crispus), smooth brome (Bromus inermis), unknown forbs, and 
cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) were dominant across this community at time of sampling. 

Remnant Upland 
Dominant & Co-Dominant Species 
Curly dock (Rumex crispus), smooth brome (Bromus inermis), unknown forbs, and cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) 
were dominant across this community at time of sampling. 
 

 
Figure 6. Mitigation areas. 
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Table 2. Mitigation required based on City of Fort Collins Land Use Code 

Mitigation Type Buffer Requirement 
(feet) 

Habitat Area  
(acres) 

Buffer Area  
(acres) 

Total Mitigation 
Area (acres) 

(columns 3 + 4) 
PEM Wetland 100’ 0.92 2.27 3.5 PSS Wetland 100’ 0.31 
NW Corner 
Wetland 50’ 0.001 0.12 0.121 

Ditch Habitat 
(Upland) 50’ 0.68 5.15 5.83 

   Total Mitigation 
Required: 9.45 acres 

Proximity to Designated Natural Areas 
The Project property is 0.41 miles east of Hazaleus Natural Area, 0.2 miles west of Prairie Dog Meadow Natural Area, 
and 0.28 miles south of Redtail Grove Natural Area. 

Wildlife (see Appendix C for full report) 

Federally Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species  
On April 25, 2022 an official species list was documented by U.S Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s Information for Planning and Consultation IPAC: http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ was obtained by using known ranges 
of federally listed species in The Project area. A list was also unofficially obtained from the 2016 Colorado Natural 
Heritage Program database by looking at known sightings of sensitive species near Kingfisher Wetland project area. On 
April 30, 2022 an AloTerra Restoration Services field technician conducted a site visit in order to assess suitable habitat 
for known listed and sensitive animal species.   

Table 3 lists provides a record of the Federally listed species that could occur within the area of the proposed project 
(39.1 acres). The table includes (a) the common name of the species (b) the scientific name of the species (c) the status 
of the species in question (d) whether the species should be excluded and (e) the reasoning why the species should be 
excluded. 

The reasoning of excluding species from the list of concerned species is given based off a variety of reasons including: 
1) No suitable habitat was found during site visit, The range of the species in is such that the species is highly 
unlikely to not known near occur within the Project site; 
2) No suitable habitat was found during the site review; and/or 
3) No records for the species exist within the Project site. 

Table 3. Federally listed terrestrial and aquatic species that may occur or be affected by actions within the Project. 

Common Name Species Status Species 
Excluded Reason for Exclusion 

Mammals 
Preble’s meadow jumping 
mouse Zapus hudsonius preblei Threatened No No detection during survey 

Canada lynx Lynx canadensis Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not present. 
Birds 
Mexican spotted owl Strix occidentalis lucida Threatened Yes Critical habitat does not overlap 

with project site 
Whooping crane Grus americana Endangered Yes Range does not overlap with project 

site 
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Common Name Species Status Species 
Excluded Reason for Exclusion 

Least tern Sterna antillarum Endangered Yes Range does not overlap with project 
site 

 Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened Yes Range does not overlap with project 
site 

Fish 
Pallid sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus Endangered Yes Species and habitat are not present. 

Greenback cutthroat 
trout 

Oncorhynchus clarkii stomias Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not present. 

Plants 
Colorado butterfly plant Gaura neomexicana var. 

coloradensis 
Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not present. 

Ute ladies-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not present. 
Western prairie fringed 
orchid 

Plantanthera praeclara Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not present. 

North Park phacelia Phacelia formosula Endangered Yes Found in higher elevation range 
(8,000-8,300 ft)  

Sourced from IPAC :http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ website. Note- Some species may be affected downstream from water source. 
*There are no federally designated critical habitats within the Project area. 

Rare Plants 
The rare plant survey resulted in no evidence of Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) or Colorado butterfly plant 
(Gaura neomexicana var. coloradenesis) in the project area. 

Sensitive Species 
The sensitive species list is derived from the U.S. Forest Service (https://www.fs.usda.gov) and Colorado Parks and 
Wildlife data on present sensitive species ranges and distributions (USFS, 2005). The Regional Forester’s sensitive list is 
evaluated by examining viable risk of species; these species are categorized as R2 sensitive, not R2 sensitive, or, not a 
concern. Suitable habitat was also determined by a site visit conducted by AloTerra Restoration Services on November 
01, 2021. Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act no activity that 
“takes, transports, barters, or exports the listed migratory birds or eagles is permissible unless it is sanctioned by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The sensitive species list includes migratory birds that could use The Project area as a 
breeding, over-wintering, or stopover site.   

The species found in Table 4 below are compiled from lists of at-risk species that have potential habitat or occurrence in 
the Project area, specifically in the vicinity of the documented wetland. The table is organized as followed: (a) The 
common name of the species, (b) The scientific name of the species, (c) The status of the species in question, (d) 
Whether or not the species should be excluded, and (e) The reasons why the species should be excluded. 
 
Table 4. Federally listed terrestrial and aquatic species that may occur or be affected by the actions within the Project. 

Common name Species Status Species 
Excluded Reasons for exclusion 

Mammals 
Fringed myotis Myotis thysanodes Forest Service 

Sensitive 
Yes Found in coniferous forest and mixed 

pine 
 

Townsend’s big-
eared bat 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Habitat requirements are not in 
range 

Black-tailed prairie 
dog 

Cynomys ludovicianus Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes No colonies were found in the 
Project site 

White-tailed prairie 
dog 

(Ocynomys leucurus) 
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes No colonies were found in the 
Project site  

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
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Common name Species Status Species 
Excluded Reasons for exclusion 

Kit fox Vulpes macrotis Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Range does not overlap with project 
site 

Swift fox Vulpes velox Forest Service 
Sensitive 

No No detection during survey 

Birds 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 
Forest Service 
Sensitive 

No No detection during survey 

Cassin’s sparrow Aimophila cassinii Bird of Conservation 
Concern 

Yes Range does not overlap with project 
site 

Lesser yellowlegs Tringa flavipes 
 

Bird of Conservation 
Concern 

Yes Range does not overlap with project 
site 

Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia State threatened No No detection during survey 
Black Swift Cypseloides niger Forest Service 

Sensitive 
Yes Habitat requires cliffs limited in 

Colorado 
Chestnut-collared 
longspur 

Calcarius ornatus 
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Site location does not overlap with 
species range 

Sandhill Crane Antigone canadensis 
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Suitable habitat is not evident in 
project site 

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus Forest Service 
Sensitive 

No No detection during survey 

Swainson’s Hawk Buteo swainsoni  
 

Federal Species of 
Concern 

No No detection during survey 

Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus 
savannarum  
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Native species range does not meet 
area requirements 

Fish 
Plains Minnow Hybognathus plactius State Endangered Yes Suitable habitat is not evident in 

project site 
Plains topminnow Fundulus sciadicus Forest Service 

Sensitive 
Yes Suitable habitat is not evident in 

project site 
Flannelmouth Sucker Catostomus latipinnis 

 
Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Suitable habitat is not evident in 
project site 

Amphibians 
Northern leopard 
frog 

Lithobates pipiens Forest Service 
Sensitive 

No No detection during survey 

Plains leopard frog Lithobates  blairi Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Range does not overlap with project 
site 

Species list was sourced from U.S. Forest Service https://www.fs.usda.gov Rocky Mountain Region and USFWS Migratory birds for 
the Mountain-Prairie Region updated 2017.  
Migratory bird list was sourced from USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern  
 https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php. 

Other Wildlife 
As previously discussed in the sections on Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species and Sensitive Species of 
Concern, the proposed project should minimally impact populations of species that have ranges that do or may 
potentially overlap with the Project area.  

During the site visit two active raptor nests were found (Figure 7). A great-horned owl (Bubo virginianus) nest was 
located in an old-growth cottonwood tree on the northeast corner of the property. One adult and one fledgling were 
seen on the nest. In the southwest corner, also in an old-growth cottonwood, an adult red-tailed hawk (Buteo 
jamaicensis) was seen brooding in the nest and a second adult was perched nearby. The nest was heavily guarded by the 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/r2/landmanagement/?cid=stelprdb5390116
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
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adults from raiding crows. The property also has a large, active black-tailed prairie dog colony that occupies well over 
three quarters of the property, with 2,016 active burrows documented (Figure 7). The extent of the prairie dog colony 
extends to the west in the areas seen in Figure 7. There were no signs of swift fox dens nor were there any burrowing 
owls observed. Two killdeers (Charadrius vociferus) were seen foraging and may be nesting as well. Other common birds 
such as American robin (Turdus migratorius), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), Eurasian collared-dove (Streptopelia 
decaocto), and Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya) were observed flying through the area.  

 

Figure 7. Locations of red-tailed hawk and great horned owl nests, as well as extents of black-tailed prairie dog colony. 

Natural Habitat Buffer Zone (NHBZ) Design and Recommendations 
AloTerra’s concept design for wetland mitigation and NHBZ (Appendix D) would result in significant ecological uplift of 
wetland, riparian, and upland areas, providing potential habitat for a great variety of wildlife, including those species 
listed in Tables 3 and 4 of this report.  

Forestry Mitigation 
A formal forestry survey was conducted on April 13, 2022 by Christine Holtz with the City of Fort Collins. Tree mitigation 
will include 27.5 trees (Table 5). 
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Table 5. Tree mitigation list documented by City of Fort Collins Forestry Department. 
# Species Stems DBH (inches) Condition Forestry Mitigation 
1 Crabapple  9 fair minus 1.5 
2 Russian olive  9 and 8 fair minus 1.5 

3 Russian olive 3 7 - 8 fair 1.5 

4 Siberian elm  26 fair minus 2 

5 Siberian elm  6 and 9 fair minus 1.5 

6 Siberian elm   dead 0 

7 Siberian elm   dead 0 

8 Siberian elm  7 dead 0 

9 Cottonwood  11 and 8 poor 2 

10 Ash (cloud) 50  fair 2 

11 Cottonwood  29 and 19 poor 3 

12 Cottonwood  18 poor 2 

13 Cottonwood  36 fair minus 2.5 

14 Cottonwood  30 fair minus 3 

15 Cottonwood 8 14 - 26 poor 5 
    Total: 27.5 

 

Noxious Weeds 
A preliminary weed (non-native plants) list is provided in the above site plant community sections above. Of the weeds 
present, those species of greatest management concern include smooth brome (Bromus inermis), Canada thistle 
(Cirsium arvense), teasel (Dipsacus laciniatus), (and reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinaceae). These species are difficult 
to eradicate without intensive chemical treatment methods due to their perennial growth habits.  

Wetland, Riparian, and Upland Enhancement 
Wetland mitigation and NHBZ designs will include native seed mixes with wetland, riparian, and upland mixes (see 
Appendix D for preliminary plant lists). All seed mixes will combine grass, grass-like species, and flowering forbs to 
attract pollinators. Species lists are designed to fill all ecological niches so that there is minimal chance of noxious weed 
intrusion. This also allows for restoration of soil through different rooting patterns and zones. 

Native container plants throughout the wetland mitigation and NHBZ areas are also recommended to increase the 
amount of diversity within the Project area. Examples include bulrushes and sedges for the wetland and riparian areas, 
and fruiting shrubs and small trees for the upland areas. 

To build upon the sustainability goals of AloTerra, the City of Fort Collins, and College and Trilby, we encourage using as 
many on-site materials as possible, to minimize the fuel consumption, carbon emissions, and other impacts associated 
with materials import. This includes, but not limited to, using existing downed trees as features throughout the NHBZ, 
which can provide diverse habitat for wildlife throughout the corridor, and act as natural benches for visitors. Excavated 
soil in the wetland mitigation and NHBZ areas can be used as on-site fill for development purposes, to reduce the need 
to import fill to the site. 

Formal wetland delineation forms (Appendix A) and an Approved Jurisdictional Determination have been submitted to 
USACE, with the understanding that because of the isolated nature of the two wetlands onsite, they will not be 
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considered Water’s of the US (WOTUS) and will not require any further permitting or mitigation under USACE. However, 
wetland mitigation will be required by the City of Fort Collins.  

AloTerra proposes a wetland design that increases diversity and ecological function. This would be achieved by 
excavating and grading the wetland to attain a greater variety of hydrologic conditions. Topography should be designed 
to support emergent, mesic meadow, and facultative wetland species, which will transition to riparian habitats where 
willows and mesoriparian/xeroriparian shrubs can be planted (Figure 8). 

 
Figure 8. Example wetland cross section. 

Development Activities   
The project is currently in the Preliminary Development Plan phase. Construction should avoid impacting important 
suitable habitat for sensitive or endangered species. In order to minimally impact sensitive or migratory bird 
populations, it is important to avoid impacting any potential nesting sites (cottonwood trees or thick vegetation on the 
surface). During construction, Colorado Park and Wildlife Regulations pertaining to red-tailed hawks should be followed.  
 

Prairie Dog Mitigation 
As directed by the City of Fort Collins, the black-tailed prairie dog population will need to be mitigated before 
construction begins. Follow up surveys must take place to ensure proper mitigation. A plan must be created and 
implemented adhering to one of the following options included in the Land Use Code Requirements (Land Use Code 
Section 3.4.1).  Since this site is greater than one acre, and development activities require the removal of prairie dogs, 
mitigation must occur due to lost ecological value.  Options can be viewed on the Flow Chart following Land Use Code 
Requirements.  Mitigation might consist of several methods.   
 
Geographic location and “Areas of Concern” (Off-site continuation of prairie dog colony) can be viewed on Figure 7. Due 
to development activities and the establishment of the NHBZ on the western border, all areas of concern must be 
mitigated to ensure the NHBZ is not impacted by future prairie dog “re-intrusion”. 
 
A payment in lieu can be made to the City of Fort Collins to mitigate for prairie dogs by 1) Trap, Euthanize, and Donate; 
2) Live Relocation; or 3) Fumigation-Carbon Monoxide.  Pricing will be negotiated with the City of Fort Collins Natural 
Areas, depending on contractor and site-specific conditions.  Recommended by the City of Fort Collins is Active 
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Relocation, followed by Trap, Euthanize, and Donate; so that other species recovery programs can benefit.  Ethically 
euthanized black-tailed prairie dogs may be donated to the Rocky Mountain Raptor Center or The National Black-Footed 
Ferret Conservation Center (NBFFCC), but strict guidelines must be followed. Detailed information on the Raptor Center 
can be obtained by contacting the Rocky Mountain Raptor Center at 970-484-7756 or info@rmrp.org. Information on 
the NBFFCC can be found by contacting one of the following personnel: 
 

Tyler Tretten 970-897-2730 x62221 
tyler_tretten@fws.gov 

NBFFCC Fish & Wildlife 
Biologist 

Dr. Della Garelle, 
DVM 

970-897-2730 x62223 
della_garelle@fws.gov 

NBFFCC Veterinarian  

Justin Chuven 970-897-2730 x62230 
justin_chuven@fws.gov 

NBFFCC Deputy Recovery 
Coordinator 

Robyn Bortner 970-897-2730 x62226 
robyn_bortner@fws.gov 

NBFFCC Fish & Wildlife 
Biologist 

 

Issues regarding the timing of development-related activities stemming from the ecological character of the area.  
Because there are active raptor nests within the Project boundary, CPW regulations for red-tailed hawks must be 
followed during construction. A 450’ buffer around the nesting site must be shown on design plans with a note that no 
construction within the buffer may occur within the first year of development. 

Measures needed to mitigate projected adverse impacts of development on natural habitats and features.   
During construction there should be setbacks, silt fence, and erosion control to help mitigate any adverse impacts to 
existing wetland and riparian features that will remain on site. 

Summary 
In summary, while the overall quality and diversity of this site is low, it still provides important corridor habitat to 
wildlife, which should be maintained. However, we believe that the proposed development would have minimal impact 
to sensitive or rare wildlife or plants, natural features, and other important ecological functions and conservation 
elements in the region. Additionally, the proposed wetland mitigation and NHBZ would create overall ecological uplift of 
the site and enhance the quality of plant communities and connectivity of habitat for wildlife by establishing multiple 
plant community types with varying structural and functional diversity.  
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DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(May 2010 Regional Supplement to 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coastal Regions, Version 2.0) 

 
Project/Site: Core Spaces City/County: Fort Collins/Larimer Sampling Date: 04/15/2022 
Applicant/Owner: AloTerra/Private Land Owner  State: CO Sampling Point:  SP3  
Investigator (s): Sarah Smith Section/Township/Range:    
Landform (Hillslope, Terrace, etc.): Local Relief: Concave   Slope (%): 1% 
Subregion (LRR):  Lat:                    Lon:  Datum:   
Soil Map Unit Name:     NWI Classification: PEM 
 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes 
 
Are Vegetation  Yes ; Soil, No; or Hydrology No; significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 
Are Vegetation No; Soil, No; or Hydrology No: naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Include a map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  Y Is the sampled area within a wetland:  Y 
Hydric Soil Present:  Y 
Wetland Hydrology Present: Y 
 
Remarks: Area is dominated by canary reedgrass. Landscape is a bowl like shape where uplands to the north, south, and 
west drain to. Culvert at the eastern side of wetland that drains under HWY 287. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (USE SCIENTIFIC NAMES) 
 
Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 25 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet 
 % Cover Species? Status Number of dominant species 
1.     that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   1 (A) 
2.     
3.    Total no. of dominant  
4.     species across all strata:  1 (B) 
5. 
              = Total Cover  Percent of Dominant spp. 
   That are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100% (A/B) 
Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 9 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
 % Cover Species? Status 
1. Salix exigua 7 No OBL Prevalence Index Worksheet 
2.           Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 
3.     OBL spp: xx x1 =  
4.     FACW spp: 100 x2 =200 
5.     FAC spp: xx x3 = 
 7 = % Total Shrub Cover FACU spp: xx x4 = 
   UPL spp: xx x5 =  
   Column totals:  (A)100 (B)200 
    
   Prevalence Index (B/A) = 2 
 
  



Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 1.0 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
 % Cover Species? Status ____ 1. Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation 
1. Phalari 100 Yes FACW _X__ 2. Dominance test  is > 50% 
2.     _X__ 3. Prevalence index is < 3.01 
3.     ____ 4. Morphological adaptations1 (provide  

4.          Supporting data in remarks or attach) 

5.     ____ 5. Wetland non-vascular plants1 
6.     ____ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 
7.               (explain) 
8.    1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

9.    be present, unless disturbed or problematic 

10.    
11.    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  Yes  
                    100= % Total Herb Cover  
 
Woody Vine Strat. (Plot Size: 9 sq.m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
  % Cover Species? Status 
1.     
2.    
     = % Total Absolute Woody Vine Cover  
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:  0                         % Litter Cover in Herb Stratum: 95 
 
  REMARKS:  
 

 
 
SOILS 
Profile Description (describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
Depth                Matrix                                         Redox Features                                    
(inches) Color (moist)     %     Color (moist)       %     Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks 
0-6.5 10YR2/1 99 7YR4/6    1 C M Silty Clay 
6.5-16 10YR4/2 25 10YR5/6    5 C M Silty clay 
 10YR3/1 70 
 
 
1Type:  C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matric, CS = Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix. 

 
Hydric Soil Indicators (Applicable to all Land Resource Regions unless otherwise indicated) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy redox (S5) __ 2cm muck (A10) 
__ Histic epipedon (A2) __ Stripped matrix (S6) __ Red parent material (TF2) 
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy mucky mineral (F1, except MLRA 1) __ Very shallow dark surface (TF12) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy gleyed matrix (F2) __ Other (explain) 
__ Depleted below dark surface (A11) __ Depleted matrix (F3) 
__ Thick dark surface (A12) __ Redox dark surface (F6) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

__ Sandy mucky mineral (S1)      N/A  __ Depleted dark surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, unless 

__ Sandy gleyed matrix (S4) _X Redox depressions (F8) disturbed or problematic 
 
Restrictive Layer (if present)     Hydric Soil Present?     Yes 
 Type: 
 Depth (inches):  
   

 Remarks:   
Salt deposits throughout soil stratum. 



HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators 
Primary Indicators (Minimum of one required. Check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
__ Surface water (A1) __ Water stained leaves (B9) __ Water stained leaves (B9) 
__ High water table (A2) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  
__ Saturation (A3) __ Salt crust (B11) _X_ Drainage patterns (B10) 
__ Water marks (B1) __ Aquatic invertebrates (B13) __ Dry season water table (C2) 
__ Sediment deposits (B2) __ Hydrogen sulfide odor (C1) __ Saturation visible on aerial imagery (C9) 
__ Drift deposits (B3) __ Oxidized rhizospheres along roots (C3) _X_ Geomorphic position (D2) 
__ Algal mat or crust (B4) __ Presence of reduced iron (C4) __ Shallow aquitard (D3) 
__ Iron deposits (B5) __ Recent iron reduction in tilled soils (C6) __ FAC-neutral test (D5) 
__ Surface soil cracks (B6) __ Stunted or stressed plants (D1) (LRRA) __ Raised ant mounds (D6) (except LRRA) 
_X_ Inundation visible on aerial imagery (B7) __ Other (explain in remarks) __ Frost-heave hummocks (D7) 
__ Sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8)  
   

 
Field Observations:                             Wetland Hydrology Present?     Yes 
Surface water present:  N Depth (inches):  
Water table present:  N Depth (inches):   
Saturation present:  N Depth (inches):   
(includes capillary fringe) 
 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if 
available: 
   
   

Remarks: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FORM NOTES 
Stratum:  1. Tree stratum – Consists of woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter at breast height (DBH), 
regardless of height. 2. Sapling/shrub stratum – Consists of woody plants less than 3 in. DBH, regardless of height. 3. 
Herb stratum – Consists of all herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including herbaceous vines, regardless of size. 4. Woody 
vines – Consists of all woody vines, regardless of height. 
 
FAC-neutral Test for determining Wetland Hydrology (Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2.0). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers March 2010) 
 
The FAC-neutral test is performed by compiling a list of dominant plant species across all strata in the community, and 
dropping from the list any species with a Facultative indicator status (i.e., FAC, FAC–, and FAC+). The FAC-neutral test is 
met if more than 50 percent of the remaining dominant species are rated FACW and/or OBL. This indicator may be used 
in communities that contain no FAC dominants. If there are an equal number of dominants that are OBL and FACW 
versus FACU and UPL, non-dominant species should be considered. This indicator is only applicable to wetland hydrology 
determinations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(May 2010 Regional Supplement to 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coastal Regions, Version 2.0) 

 
Project/Site: Core Spaces City/County: Fort Collins/Larimer Sampling Date: 04/15/2022 
Applicant/Owner: AloTerra/Private Land Owner  State: CO Sampling Point:  SP4  
Investigator (s): Sarah Smith Section/Township/Range:    
Landform (Hillslope, Terrace, etc.): Local Relief: Concave   Slope (%): 1% 
Subregion (LRR):  Lat:                    Lon:  Datum:   
Soil Map Unit Name:     NWI Classification: None 
 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes 
 
Are Vegetation  Yes ; Soil, No; or Hydrology No; significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 
Are Vegetation No; Soil, No; or Hydrology No: naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Include a map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  N Is the sampled area within a wetland:  N 
Hydric Soil Present:  Y 
Wetland Hydrology Present: Y 
 
Remarks: Area is dominated by canary reedgrass. Landscape is a bowl like shape where uplands to the north, south, and 
west drain to. Culvert at the eastern side of wetland that drains under HWY 287. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (USE SCIENTIFIC NAMES) 
 
Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 25 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet 
 % Cover Species? Status Number of dominant species 
1.     that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   (A) 
2.     
3.    Total no. of dominant  
4.     species across all strata:   (B) 
5. 
              = Total Cover  Percent of Dominant spp. 
   That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  (A/B) 
Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 9 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
 % Cover Species? Status 
1.     Prevalence Index Worksheet 
2.                            Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 
3.     OBL spp: xx x1 =  
4.     FACW spp: 100 x2 =200 
5.     FAC spp: xx x3 = 
  = % Total Shrub Cover FACU spp: xx x4 = 
   UPL spp: xx x5 =  
   Column totals:  (A) (B) 
    
   Prevalence Index (B/A) =  
 
  



Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 1.0 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
 % Cover Species? Status ____ 1. Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation 
1. Bromus inermis 75 Yes UPL ___ 2. Dominance test  is > 50% 
2. Pascopyrum smithii 25 Yes UPL ___ 3. Prevalence index is < 3.01 
3.     ____ 4. Morphological adaptations1 (provide  

4.          Supporting data in remarks or attach) 

5.     ____ 5. Wetland non-vascular plants1 
6.     ____ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 
7.               (explain) 
8.    1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

9.    be present, unless disturbed or problematic 

10.    
11.    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  No  
                    100= % Total Herb Cover  
 
Woody Vine Strat. (Plot Size: 9 sq.m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
  % Cover Species? Status 
1.     
2.    
     = % Total Absolute Woody Vine Cover  
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:  0                         % Litter Cover in Herb Stratum: 95 
 
  REMARKS:  
 

 
 
SOILS 
Profile Description (describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
Depth                Matrix                                         Redox Features                                    
(inches) Color (moist)     %     Color (moist)       %     Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks 
0-4 10Y3/1 100        Silty Clay 
4-6.5 10YR3/1 75 7.5YR4/6    1 C M Silty clay 
 10YR4/2 29 
6.5-19 10YR3/1 15 7.5YR4/6    6 C M Clay  
 10YR4/3 80 
1Type:  C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matric, CS = Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix. 

 
Hydric Soil Indicators (Applicable to all Land Resource Regions unless otherwise indicated) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy redox (S5) __ 2cm muck (A10) 
__ Histic epipedon (A2) __ Stripped matrix (S6) __ Red parent material (TF2) 
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy mucky mineral (F1, except MLRA 1) __ Very shallow dark surface (TF12) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy gleyed matrix (F2) __ Other (explain) 
__ Depleted below dark surface (A11) __ Depleted matrix (F3) 
__ Thick dark surface (A12) __ Redox dark surface (F6) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

__ Sandy mucky mineral (S1)      N/A  __ Depleted dark surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, unless 

__ Sandy gleyed matrix (S4) _X Redox depressions (F8) disturbed or problematic 
 
Restrictive Layer (if present)     Hydric Soil Present?     Yes 
 Type: 
 Depth (inches):  
   

 Remarks:   
Salt deposits throughout soil stratum. 



HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators 
Primary Indicators (Minimum of one required. Check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
__ Surface water (A1) __ Water stained leaves (B9) __ Water stained leaves (B9) 
__ High water table (A2) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  
__ Saturation (A3) __ Salt crust (B11) _X_ Drainage patterns (B10) 
__ Water marks (B1) __ Aquatic invertebrates (B13) __ Dry season water table (C2) 
__ Sediment deposits (B2) __ Hydrogen sulfide odor (C1) __ Saturation visible on aerial imagery (C9) 
__ Drift deposits (B3) _X_ Oxidized rhizospheres along roots (C3) _X_ Geomorphic position (D2) 
__ Algal mat or crust (B4) __ Presence of reduced iron (C4) __ Shallow aquitard (D3) 
__ Iron deposits (B5) __ Recent iron reduction in tilled soils (C6) __ FAC-neutral test (D5) 
__ Surface soil cracks (B6) __ Stunted or stressed plants (D1) (LRRA) __ Raised ant mounds (D6) (except LRRA) 
__ Inundation visible on aerial imagery (B7) __ Other (explain in remarks) __ Frost-heave hummocks (D7) 
__ Sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8)  
   

 
Field Observations:                             Wetland Hydrology Present?     Yes 
Surface water present:  N Depth (inches):  
Water table present:  N Depth (inches):   
Saturation present:  N Depth (inches):   
(includes capillary fringe) 
 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if 
available: 
   
   

Remarks: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FORM NOTES 
Stratum:  1. Tree stratum – Consists of woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter at breast height (DBH), 
regardless of height. 2. Sapling/shrub stratum – Consists of woody plants less than 3 in. DBH, regardless of height. 3. 
Herb stratum – Consists of all herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including herbaceous vines, regardless of size. 4. Woody 
vines – Consists of all woody vines, regardless of height. 
 
FAC-neutral Test for determining Wetland Hydrology (Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2.0). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers March 2010) 
 
The FAC-neutral test is performed by compiling a list of dominant plant species across all strata in the community, and 
dropping from the list any species with a Facultative indicator status (i.e., FAC, FAC–, and FAC+). The FAC-neutral test is 
met if more than 50 percent of the remaining dominant species are rated FACW and/or OBL. This indicator may be used 
in communities that contain no FAC dominants. If there are an equal number of dominants that are OBL and FACW 
versus FACU and UPL, non-dominant species should be considered. This indicator is only applicable to wetland hydrology 
determinations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(May 2010 Regional Supplement to 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coastal Regions, Version 2.0) 

 
Project/Site: Core Spaces City/County: Fort Collins/Larimer Sampling Date: 04/15/2022 
Applicant/Owner: AloTerra/Private Land Owner  State: CO Sampling Point:  SP5  
Investigator (s): Sarah Smith Section/Township/Range:    
Landform (Hillslope, Terrace, etc.): Local Relief: Concave   Slope (%): 1% 
Subregion (LRR):  Lat:                    Lon:  Datum:   
Soil Map Unit Name:     NWI Classification: PEM 
 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes 
 
Are Vegetation  Yes ; Soil, No; or Hydrology No; significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 
Are Vegetation No; Soil, No; or Hydrology No: naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Include a map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  Y Is the sampled area within a wetland:  Y 
Hydric Soil Present:  Y 
Wetland Hydrology Present: Y 
 
Remarks: Area is dominated by canary reedgrass. Landscape is a bowl like shape where uplands to the north, south, and 
west drain to. Culvert at the eastern side of wetland that drains under HWY 287. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (USE SCIENTIFIC NAMES) 
 
Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 25 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet 
 % Cover Species? Status Number of dominant species 
1.     that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   1(A) 
2.     
3.    Total no. of dominant  
4.     species across all strata:  1 (B) 
5. 
              = Total Cover  Percent of Dominant spp. 
   That are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (A/B) 
Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 9 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
 % Cover Species? Status 
1.     Prevalence Index Worksheet 
2.                            Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 
3.     OBL spp: xx x1 =  
4.     FACW spp: 99 x2 =198 
5.     FAC spp: xx x3 = 
  = % Total Shrub Cover FACU spp: xx x4 = 
   UPL spp: xx x5 =  
   Column totals:  (A) 99 (B) 198 
    
   Prevalence Index (B/A) = 1 
 
  



Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 1.0 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
 % Cover Species? Status ____ 1. Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation 
1. Phalaris arundinacea 99 Yes FACW _X__ 2. Dominance test  is > 50% 
2. Rumex crispus 5 No UPL _X__ 3. Prevalence index is < 3.01 
3. Taraxacum officinale <1 No UPL ____ 4. Morphological adaptations1 (provide  

4.          Supporting data in remarks or attach) 

5.     ____ 5. Wetland non-vascular plants1 
6.     ____ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 
7.               (explain) 
8.    1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

9.    be present, unless disturbed or problematic 

10.    
11.    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  Yes  
                    100= % Total Herb Cover  
 
Woody Vine Strat. (Plot Size: 9 sq.m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
  % Cover Species? Status 
1.     
2.    
     = % Total Absolute Woody Vine Cover  
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:  <1%                         % Litter Cover in Herb Stratum: 95 
 
  REMARKS:  
 

 
 
SOILS 
Profile Description (describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
Depth                Matrix                                         Redox Features                                    
(inches) Color (moist)     %     Color (moist)       %     Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks 
0-5 10YR2/1 100     Silty clay loam 
5-16 10YR3/2 25 7.5YR5/8 1 C M Silty clay 
 10YR4/2 75 2.5YR4/8 1 C PL 
 
1Type:  C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matric, CS = Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix. 

 
Hydric Soil Indicators (Applicable to all Land Resource Regions unless otherwise indicated) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy redox (S5) __ 2cm muck (A10) 
__ Histic epipedon (A2) __ Stripped matrix (S6) __ Red parent material (TF2) 
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy mucky mineral (F1, except MLRA 1) __ Very shallow dark surface (TF12) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy gleyed matrix (F2) __ Other (explain) 
__ Depleted below dark surface (A11) __ Depleted matrix (F3) 
__ Thick dark surface (A12) __ Redox dark surface (F6) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

__ Sandy mucky mineral (S1)      N/A  __ Depleted dark surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, unless 

__ Sandy gleyed matrix (S4) _X Redox depressions (F8) disturbed or problematic 
 
Restrictive Layer (if present)     Hydric Soil Present?     Yes 
 Type: 
 Depth (inches):  
   

 Remarks:   
Salt deposits throughout soil stratum. 



HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators 
Primary Indicators (Minimum of one required. Check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
__ Surface water (A1) __ Water stained leaves (B9) __ Water stained leaves (B9) 
__ High water table (A2) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  
__ Saturation (A3) __ Salt crust (B11) _X_ Drainage patterns (B10) 
__ Water marks (B1) __ Aquatic invertebrates (B13) __ Dry season water table (C2) 
__ Sediment deposits (B2) __ Hydrogen sulfide odor (C1) __ Saturation visible on aerial imagery (C9) 
__ Drift deposits (B3) _X_ Oxidized rhizospheres along roots (C3) _X_ Geomorphic position (D2) 
__ Algal mat or crust (B4) __ Presence of reduced iron (C4) __ Shallow aquitard (D3) 
__ Iron deposits (B5) __ Recent iron reduction in tilled soils (C6) __ FAC-neutral test (D5) 
__ Surface soil cracks (B6) __ Stunted or stressed plants (D1) (LRRA) __ Raised ant mounds (D6) (except LRRA) 
__ Inundation visible on aerial imagery (B7) __ Other (explain in remarks) __ Frost-heave hummocks (D7) 
__ Sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8)  
   

 
Field Observations:                             Wetland Hydrology Present?     Yes 
Surface water present:  N Depth (inches):  
Water table present:  N Depth (inches):   
Saturation present:  N Depth (inches):   
(includes capillary fringe) 
 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if 
available: 
   
   

Remarks: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FORM NOTES 
Stratum:  1. Tree stratum – Consists of woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter at breast height (DBH), 
regardless of height. 2. Sapling/shrub stratum – Consists of woody plants less than 3 in. DBH, regardless of height. 3. 
Herb stratum – Consists of all herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including herbaceous vines, regardless of size. 4. Woody 
vines – Consists of all woody vines, regardless of height. 
 
FAC-neutral Test for determining Wetland Hydrology (Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2.0). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers March 2010) 
 
The FAC-neutral test is performed by compiling a list of dominant plant species across all strata in the community, and 
dropping from the list any species with a Facultative indicator status (i.e., FAC, FAC–, and FAC+). The FAC-neutral test is 
met if more than 50 percent of the remaining dominant species are rated FACW and/or OBL. This indicator may be used 
in communities that contain no FAC dominants. If there are an equal number of dominants that are OBL and FACW 
versus FACU and UPL, non-dominant species should be considered. This indicator is only applicable to wetland hydrology 
determinations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(May 2010 Regional Supplement to 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coastal Regions, Version 2.0) 

 
Project/Site: Core Spaces City/County: Fort Collins/Larimer Sampling Date: 04/15/2022 
Applicant/Owner: AloTerra/Private Land Owner  State: CO Sampling Point:  SP6  
Investigator (s): Sarah Smith Section/Township/Range:    
Landform (Hillslope, Terrace, etc.): Local Relief: Concave   Slope (%): 1% 
Subregion (LRR):  Lat:                    Lon:  Datum:   
Soil Map Unit Name:     NWI Classification: None 
 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes 
 
Are Vegetation  Yes ; Soil, No; or Hydrology No; significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 
Are Vegetation No; Soil, No; or Hydrology No: naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Include a map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  N Is the sampled area within a wetland:  N 
Hydric Soil Present:  Y 
Wetland Hydrology Present: N 
 
Remarks: Area is dominated by canary reedgrass. Landscape is a bowl like shape where uplands to the north, south, and 
west drain to. Culvert at the eastern side of wetland that drains under HWY 287. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (USE SCIENTIFIC NAMES) 
 
Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 25 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet 
 % Cover Species? Status Number of dominant species 
1.     that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   (A) 
2.     
3.    Total no. of dominant  
4.     species across all strata:   (B) 
5. 
              = Total Cover  Percent of Dominant spp. 
   That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  (A/B) 
Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 9 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
 % Cover Species? Status 
1.     Prevalence Index Worksheet 
2.                            Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 
3.     OBL spp: xx x1 =  
4.     FACW spp:  x2 = 
5.     FAC spp: xx x3 = 
  = % Total Shrub Cover FACU spp: xx x4 = 
   UPL spp: xx x5 =  
   Column totals:  (A)  (B)  
    
   Prevalence Index (B/A) = 1 
 
  



Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 1.0 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
 % Cover Species? Status ____ 1. Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation 
1. Bromus inermis 99 Yes UPL ___ 2. Dominance test  is > 50% 
2. Dipsacus laciniatus 1 No UPL ___ 3. Prevalence index is < 3.01 
3.     ____ 4. Morphological adaptations1 (provide  

4.          Supporting data in remarks or attach) 

5.     ____ 5. Wetland non-vascular plants1 
6.     ____ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 
7.               (explain) 
8.    1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

9.    be present, unless disturbed or problematic 

10.    
11.    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  No  
                    100= % Total Herb Cover  
 
Woody Vine Strat. (Plot Size: 9 sq.m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
  % Cover Species? Status 
1.     
2.    
     = % Total Absolute Woody Vine Cover  
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:  <1%                         % Litter Cover in Herb Stratum: 95 
 
  REMARKS:  
 

 
 
SOILS 
Profile Description (describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
Depth                Matrix                                         Redox Features                                    
(inches) Color (moist)     %     Color (moist)       %     Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks 
0-7 10YR3/2 100     Silty clay loam    
7-16 10YR4/4 95 7.5YR4/6 1 C M Silty clay  
 10YR3/1 5 
 
1Type:  C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matric, CS = Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix. 

 
Hydric Soil Indicators (Applicable to all Land Resource Regions unless otherwise indicated) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy redox (S5) __ 2cm muck (A10) 
__ Histic epipedon (A2) __ Stripped matrix (S6) __ Red parent material (TF2) 
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy mucky mineral (F1, except MLRA 1) __ Very shallow dark surface (TF12) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy gleyed matrix (F2) __ Other (explain) 
__ Depleted below dark surface (A11) __ Depleted matrix (F3) 
__ Thick dark surface (A12) __ Redox dark surface (F6) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

__ Sandy mucky mineral (S1)      N/A  __ Depleted dark surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, unless 

__ Sandy gleyed matrix (S4) _X Redox depressions (F8) disturbed or problematic 
 
Restrictive Layer (if present)     Hydric Soil Present?     Yes 
 Type: 
 Depth (inches):  
   

 Remarks:   
Salt deposits throughout soil stratum. 



HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators 
Primary Indicators (Minimum of one required. Check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
__ Surface water (A1) __ Water stained leaves (B9) __ Water stained leaves (B9) 
__ High water table (A2) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  
__ Saturation (A3) __ Salt crust (B11) __ Drainage patterns (B10) 
__ Water marks (B1) __ Aquatic invertebrates (B13) __ Dry season water table (C2) 
__ Sediment deposits (B2) __ Hydrogen sulfide odor (C1) __ Saturation visible on aerial imagery (C9) 
__ Drift deposits (B3) __ Oxidized rhizospheres along roots (C3) _X_ Geomorphic position (D2) 
__ Algal mat or crust (B4) __ Presence of reduced iron (C4) __ Shallow aquitard (D3) 
__ Iron deposits (B5) __ Recent iron reduction in tilled soils (C6) __ FAC-neutral test (D5) 
__ Surface soil cracks (B6) __ Stunted or stressed plants (D1) (LRRA) __ Raised ant mounds (D6) (except LRRA) 
__ Inundation visible on aerial imagery (B7) __ Other (explain in remarks) __ Frost-heave hummocks (D7) 
__ Sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8)  
   

 
Field Observations:                             Wetland Hydrology Present?     No 
Surface water present:  N Depth (inches):  
Water table present:  N Depth (inches):   
Saturation present:  N Depth (inches):   
(includes capillary fringe) 
 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if 
available: 
   
   

Remarks: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FORM NOTES 
Stratum:  1. Tree stratum – Consists of woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter at breast height (DBH), 
regardless of height. 2. Sapling/shrub stratum – Consists of woody plants less than 3 in. DBH, regardless of height. 3. 
Herb stratum – Consists of all herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including herbaceous vines, regardless of size. 4. Woody 
vines – Consists of all woody vines, regardless of height. 
 
FAC-neutral Test for determining Wetland Hydrology (Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2.0). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers March 2010) 
 
The FAC-neutral test is performed by compiling a list of dominant plant species across all strata in the community, and 
dropping from the list any species with a Facultative indicator status (i.e., FAC, FAC–, and FAC+). The FAC-neutral test is 
met if more than 50 percent of the remaining dominant species are rated FACW and/or OBL. This indicator may be used 
in communities that contain no FAC dominants. If there are an equal number of dominants that are OBL and FACW 
versus FACU and UPL, non-dominant species should be considered. This indicator is only applicable to wetland hydrology 
determinations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(May 2010 Regional Supplement to 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coastal Regions, Version 2.0) 

 
Project/Site: Core Spaces City/County: Fort Collins/Larimer Sampling Date: 04/15/2022 
Applicant/Owner: AloTerra/Private Land Owner  State: CO Sampling Point:  SP7  
Investigator (s): Sarah Smith Section/Township/Range:    
Landform (Hillslope, Terrace, etc.): Local Relief: Concave   Slope (%): 1% 
Subregion (LRR):  Lat:                    Lon:  Datum:   
Soil Map Unit Name:     NWI Classification: PSS 
 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes 
 
Are Vegetation  Yes ; Soil, No; or Hydrology No; significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 
Are Vegetation No; Soil, No; or Hydrology No: naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Include a map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  Y Is the sampled area within a wetland:  Y 
Hydric Soil Present:  Y 
Wetland Hydrology Present: Y 
 
Remarks: Area is dominated by canary reedgrass. Landscape is a bowl like shape where uplands to the north, south, and 
west drain to. Culvert at the eastern side of wetland that drains under HWY 287. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (USE SCIENTIFIC NAMES) 
 
Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 25 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet 
 % Cover Species? Status Number of dominant species 
1.     that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   (A) 1 
2.     
3.    Total no. of dominant  
4.     species across all strata:   (B)1 
5. 
              = Total Cover  Percent of Dominant spp. 
   That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  (A/B) 100 
Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 9 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
 % Cover Species? Status 
1. Salix exigua 30 Yes OBL Prevalence Index Worksheet 
2.                            Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 
3.     OBL spp: 30 x1 = 30 
4.     FACW spp:  x2 = 
5.     FAC spp: xx x3 = 
 30 = % Total Shrub Cover FACU spp: xx x4 = 
   UPL spp: xx x5 =  
   Column totals:  (A) 30 (B) 30 
    
   Prevalence Index (B/A) = 1 
 
  



Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 1.0 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
 % Cover Species? Status ____ 1. Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation 
1. Mentha arvensis 1 No FACW _X__ 2. Dominance test  is > 50% 
2. Poa spp. 1 No N/A __X_ 3. Prevalence index is < 3.01 
3. Asclepias speciosa 1 No FAC ____ 4. Morphological adaptations1 (provide  

4. Dipsacus laciniatus 1 No UPL       Supporting data in remarks or attach) 

5.     ____ 5. Wetland non-vascular plants1 
6.     ____ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 
7.               (explain) 
8.    1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

9.    be present, unless disturbed or problematic 

10.    
11.    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  Yes  
                    4= % Total Herb Cover  
 
Woody Vine Strat. (Plot Size: 9 sq.m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
  % Cover Species? Status 
1.     
2.    
     = % Total Absolute Woody Vine Cover  
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:  <1%                         % Litter Cover in Herb Stratum: 90 
 
  REMARKS:  
Houndstongue in willow carr. 

 
 
SOILS 
Profile Description (describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
Depth                Matrix                                         Redox Features                                    
(inches) Color (moist)     %     Color (moist)       %     Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks 
0-7 10YR2/2 100     silty clay loam  
7-18 10YR4/3 90 7.5YR4/6 1 C M silty clay 
 10YR3/1 10 
 
1Type:  C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matric, CS = Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix. 

 
Hydric Soil Indicators (Applicable to all Land Resource Regions unless otherwise indicated) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy redox (S5) __ 2cm muck (A10) 
__ Histic epipedon (A2) __ Stripped matrix (S6) __ Red parent material (TF2) 
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy mucky mineral (F1, except MLRA 1) __ Very shallow dark surface (TF12) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy gleyed matrix (F2) __ Other (explain) 
__ Depleted below dark surface (A11) __ Depleted matrix (F3) 
__ Thick dark surface (A12) __ Redox dark surface (F6) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

__ Sandy mucky mineral (S1)      N/A  __ Depleted dark surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, unless 

__ Sandy gleyed matrix (S4) _X Redox depressions (F8) disturbed or problematic 
 
Restrictive Layer (if present)     Hydric Soil Present?     Yes 
 Type: 
 Depth (inches):  
   

 Remarks:   
Salt deposits throughout soil stratum. 



HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators 
Primary Indicators (Minimum of one required. Check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
__ Surface water (A1) __ Water stained leaves (B9) __ Water stained leaves (B9) 
__ High water table (A2) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  
__ Saturation (A3) __ Salt crust (B11) _X_ Drainage patterns (B10) 
__ Water marks (B1) __ Aquatic invertebrates (B13) __ Dry season water table (C2) 
__ Sediment deposits (B2) __ Hydrogen sulfide odor (C1) __ Saturation visible on aerial imagery (C9) 
__ Drift deposits (B3) __ Oxidized rhizospheres along roots (C3) _X_ Geomorphic position (D2) 
__ Algal mat or crust (B4) __ Presence of reduced iron (C4) __ Shallow aquitard (D3) 
__ Iron deposits (B5) __ Recent iron reduction in tilled soils (C6) __ FAC-neutral test (D5) 
__ Surface soil cracks (B6) __ Stunted or stressed plants (D1) (LRRA) __ Raised ant mounds (D6) (except LRRA) 
__ Inundation visible on aerial imagery (B7) __ Other (explain in remarks) __ Frost-heave hummocks (D7) 
__ Sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8)  
   

 
Field Observations:                             Wetland Hydrology Present?     Yes 
Surface water present:  N Depth (inches):  
Water table present:  N Depth (inches):   
Saturation present:  N Depth (inches):   
(includes capillary fringe) 
 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if 
available: 
   
   

Remarks: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FORM NOTES 
Stratum:  1. Tree stratum – Consists of woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter at breast height (DBH), 
regardless of height. 2. Sapling/shrub stratum – Consists of woody plants less than 3 in. DBH, regardless of height. 3. 
Herb stratum – Consists of all herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including herbaceous vines, regardless of size. 4. Woody 
vines – Consists of all woody vines, regardless of height. 
 
FAC-neutral Test for determining Wetland Hydrology (Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2.0). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers March 2010) 
 
The FAC-neutral test is performed by compiling a list of dominant plant species across all strata in the community, and 
dropping from the list any species with a Facultative indicator status (i.e., FAC, FAC–, and FAC+). The FAC-neutral test is 
met if more than 50 percent of the remaining dominant species are rated FACW and/or OBL. This indicator may be used 
in communities that contain no FAC dominants. If there are an equal number of dominants that are OBL and FACW 
versus FACU and UPL, non-dominant species should be considered. This indicator is only applicable to wetland hydrology 
determinations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(May 2010 Regional Supplement to 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coastal Regions, Version 2.0) 

 
Project/Site: Core Spaces City/County: Fort Collins/Larimer Sampling Date: 04/15/2022 
Applicant/Owner: AloTerra/Private Land Owner  State: CO Sampling Point:  SP8  
Investigator (s): Sarah Smith Section/Township/Range:    
Landform (Hillslope, Terrace, etc.): Local Relief:    Slope (%): 1% 
Subregion (LRR):  Lat:                    Lon:  Datum:   
Soil Map Unit Name:     NWI Classification: None 
 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes 
 
Are Vegetation  Yes ; Soil, No; or Hydrology No; significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 
Are Vegetation No; Soil, No; or Hydrology No: naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Include a map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  N Is the sampled area within a wetland:  N 
Hydric Soil Present:  Y 
Wetland Hydrology Present: N 
 
Remarks: Area is dominated by canary reedgrass. Landscape is a bowl like shape where uplands to the north, south, and 
west drain to. Culvert at the eastern side of wetland that drains under HWY 287. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (USE SCIENTIFIC NAMES) 
 
Tree Stratum (Plot Size: 25 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test Worksheet 
 % Cover Species? Status Number of dominant species 
1.     that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   (A)  
2.     
3.    Total no. of dominant  
4.     species across all strata:   (B) 
5. 
              = Total Cover  Percent of Dominant spp. 
   That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  (A/B)  
Shrub Stratum (Plot Size: 9 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
 % Cover Species? Status 
1. 30 Yes OBL Prevalence Index Worksheet 
2.                            Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 
3.     OBL spp:  x1 =  
4.     FACW spp:  x2 = 
5.     FAC spp: xx x3 = 
 30 = % Total Shrub Cover FACU spp: xx x4 = 
   UPL spp: xx x5 =  
   Column totals:  (A)  (B)  
    
   Prevalence Index (B/A) =  
 
  



Herb Stratum (Plot Size: 1.0 sq. m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
 % Cover Species? Status ____ 1. Rapid test for hydrophytic vegetation 
1. Bromus inermis 95 Yes UPL ___ 2. Dominance test  is > 50 
2. Juncus balticus 5 No FAC ___ 3. Prevalence index is < 3.01 
3.     ____ 4. Morphological adaptations1 (provide  

4.          Supporting data in remarks or attach) 

5.     ____ 5. Wetland non-vascular plants1 
6.     ____ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 
7.               (explain) 
8.    1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

9.    be present, unless disturbed or problematic 

10.    
11.    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present:  Yes  
                    100= % Total Herb Cover  
 
Woody Vine Strat. (Plot Size: 9 sq.m.) Absolute Dominant Indicator 
  % Cover Species? Status 
1.     
2.    
     = % Total Absolute Woody Vine Cover  
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum:  <1%                         % Litter Cover in Herb Stratum: 90 
 
  REMARKS:  

 
 
SOILS 
Profile Description (describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
Depth                Matrix                                         Redox Features                                    
(inches) Color (moist)     %     Color (moist)       %     Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks 
0-16 10YR4/2 98 7.5YR4/6     2 C M silty clay loam 
 
 
1Type:  C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matric, CS = Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location:  PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix. 

 
Hydric Soil Indicators (Applicable to all Land Resource Regions unless otherwise indicated) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 
__ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy redox (S5) __ 2cm muck (A10) 
__ Histic epipedon (A2) __ Stripped matrix (S6) __ Red parent material (TF2) 
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy mucky mineral (F1, except MLRA 1) __ Very shallow dark surface (TF12) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy gleyed matrix (F2) __ Other (explain) 
__ Depleted below dark surface (A11) __ Depleted matrix (F3) 
__ Thick dark surface (A12) __ Redox dark surface (F6) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

__ Sandy mucky mineral (S1)      N/A  __ Depleted dark surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present, unless 

__ Sandy gleyed matrix (S4) _X Redox depressions (F8) disturbed or problematic 
 
Restrictive Layer (if present)     Hydric Soil Present?     Yes 
 Type: 
 Depth (inches):  
   

 Remarks:   
Salt deposits throughout soil stratum. 



HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators 
Primary Indicators (Minimum of one required. Check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
__ Surface water (A1) __ Water stained leaves (B9) __ Water stained leaves (B9) 
__ High water table (A2) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B)  
__ Saturation (A3) __ Salt crust (B11) __ Drainage patterns (B10) 
__ Water marks (B1) __ Aquatic invertebrates (B13) __ Dry season water table (C2) 
__ Sediment deposits (B2) __ Hydrogen sulfide odor (C1) __ Saturation visible on aerial imagery (C9) 
__ Drift deposits (B3) __ Oxidized rhizospheres along roots (C3) __ Geomorphic position (D2) 
__ Algal mat or crust (B4) __ Presence of reduced iron (C4) __ Shallow aquitard (D3) 
__ Iron deposits (B5) __ Recent iron reduction in tilled soils (C6) __ FAC-neutral test (D5) 
__ Surface soil cracks (B6) __ Stunted or stressed plants (D1) (LRRA) __ Raised ant mounds (D6) (except LRRA) 
__ Inundation visible on aerial imagery (B7) __ Other (explain in remarks) __ Frost-heave hummocks (D7) 
__ Sparsely vegetated concave surface (B8)  
   

 
Field Observations:                             Wetland Hydrology Present?     No 
Surface water present:  N Depth (inches):  
Water table present:  N Depth (inches):   
Saturation present:  N Depth (inches):   
(includes capillary fringe) 
 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if 
available: 
   
   

Remarks: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FORM NOTES 
Stratum:  1. Tree stratum – Consists of woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter at breast height (DBH), 
regardless of height. 2. Sapling/shrub stratum – Consists of woody plants less than 3 in. DBH, regardless of height. 3. 
Herb stratum – Consists of all herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including herbaceous vines, regardless of size. 4. Woody 
vines – Consists of all woody vines, regardless of height. 
 
FAC-neutral Test for determining Wetland Hydrology (Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2.0). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers March 2010) 
 
The FAC-neutral test is performed by compiling a list of dominant plant species across all strata in the community, and 
dropping from the list any species with a Facultative indicator status (i.e., FAC, FAC–, and FAC+). The FAC-neutral test is 
met if more than 50 percent of the remaining dominant species are rated FACW and/or OBL. This indicator may be used 
in communities that contain no FAC dominants. If there are an equal number of dominants that are OBL and FACW 
versus FACU and UPL, non-dominant species should be considered. This indicator is only applicable to wetland hydrology 
determinations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

Appendix B:  Wetland Delineation Photos 
 

 
Figure 1. PEM wetland delineation vegetation (left) and soils (right) sampling. 



 

 

 
Figure 2. PEM wetland delineation vegetation (left) and soils (right) sampling. 
 



 

 

  
Figure 3. PEM wetland delineation vegetation (left) and soils (right) sampling. 
 



 

 

 
Figure 4. PEM wetland delineation vegetation (left) and soils (right) sampling. 
 



 

 

  
Figure 5. PSS wetland delineation vegetation (left) and soils (right) sampling. 
 
 



 

 

 
Figure 6. PSS wetland delineation vegetation (left) and soils (right) sampling. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Appendix C:  Wildlife Review 
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Core Spaces (hereafter referred to as the Project) site is located in Fort Collins, Colorado in Larimer County 
(Figure 1). The property is bordered by Highway 287 on the east, Skyway Dr to the north, Trilby Rd to the south 
and Constellation Dr residential housing to the west. Although not connected, The Prairie Dog Meadow Natural 
Area lies less than half a mile to the east of the Project. Currently The Project is used for agricultural purposes 
and is proposed to undergo housing development.  The project area is dominated by uplands. Within the Project 
contains several old growth cottonwood trees (Populus deltoides) on the north and south borders. Herbaceous 
plants across the site were dominated by non-native species, such as smooth brome (Bromus inermis). Riparian 
areas were dominated by canary reedgrass (Phalaris arundinaceae) and coyote willow (Salix exigua).  

 

Figure 1. Location of Core Spaces in Fort Collins, Colorado.  
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The purpose of this wildlife review is to assess the probable effects on federally listed species and sensitive 
species in the proposed Project site, per Section 7 of the 1973 Endangered Species Act. Under the actions, 
consultations, and recommendations of the USFWS, in cooperation with Colorado Parks and Wildlife. The 
authorized organization must ensure, with the best scientific data available, that there will be no negative 
change or destruction to critical habitats in the Project area (USFWS, 2013).  

On April 25, 2022 an official species list was documented by U.S Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s Information for Planning and Consultation IPAC: http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ was obtained by using 
known ranges of federally listed species in The Project area. A list was also unofficially obtained from the 2016 
Colorado Natural Heritage Program database by looking at known sightings of sensitive species near Kingfisher 
Wetland project area. On April 30, 2022 an AloTerra Restoration Services field technician conducted a site visit in 
order to assess suitable habitat for known listed and sensitive animal species.   

Table 1 lists provides a record of the federally listed Federally listed species that could occur within the area of 
the proposed project (38 acres). The table includes (a) the common name of the species (b) the scientific name 
of the species (c) the status of the species in question (d) whether or not the species should be excluded and (e) 
the reasoning why the species should be excluded. 

The reasoning of excluding species from the list of concerned species is given based off a variety of reasons 
including: 

1) No suitable habitat was found during site visit, The range of the species in is such that the species is 
highly unlikely to not known near occur within the Project site; 
2) No suitable habitat was found during the site review; and/or 
3) No records for the species exist within the Project site. 

Table 1. Federally listed terrestrial and aquatic species that may occur or be affected by actions within the 
Project. 

Common Name Species Status Species 
Excluded 

Reason for Exclusion 

Mammals 
Preble’s meadow 
jumping mouse 

Zapus hudsonius preblei Threatened No 
No detection during survey 

Canada lynx Lynx canadensis Threatened Yes 
Species and habitat are not 
present. 

Birds 

Mexican spotted owl Strix occidentalis lucida Threatened Yes 
Critical habitat does not overlap 
with project site 

Whooping crane Grus americana Endangered Yes 
Range does not overlap with 
project site 

Least tern Sterna antillarum Endangered 
Yes Range does not overlap with 

project site 

 Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened 
Yes Range does not overlap with 

project site 
Fish 
Pallid sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus Endangered Yes Species and habitat are not 

present. 
Greenback cutthroat 
trout 

Oncorhynchus clarkii stomias Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not 
present. 
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Common Name Species Status 
Species 
Excluded 

Reason for Exclusion 

Plants 
Colorado butterfly plant Gaura neomexicana var. 

coloradensis 
Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not 

present. 
Ute ladies-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not 

present. 
Western prairie fringed 
orchid 

Plantanthera praeclara Threatened Yes Species and habitat are not 
present. 

North Park phacelia Phacelia formosula Endangered Yes Found in higher elevation range 
(8,000-8,300 ft)  

Sourced from IPAC :http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ website. Note- Some species may be affected downstream from water 
source. 
*There are no federally designated critical habitats within the Project area. 

Since 1998, the Preble’s Meadow Jumping Mouse (Zapus hudsonius preblei) has been federally listed as 
threatened by the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service. In Colorado, they are also listed as Species of Greatest 
Conservation Needs, considered sensitive by the US Forest Service, and critically imperiled according to the 
Colorado Natural Heritage Program. Declining PMJM populations are due to predation, habitat degradation, and 
fragmentation. In Colorado, the PMJM can be found up to elevations around 7,000 feet east of the Front Range, 
and west to the shortgrass prairie. (USFWS, 2013) 

Preble’s meadow jumping mice are found in areas with natural hydrological processes that create a dense 
riparian area with biologically diverse herbaceous plants. PMJM have been found in environments with a variety 
of plant species, frequently in areas with a thick layer of grasses and forbs that create cover.  Studies show that 
the specific species composition of herbaceous plants is not as important to supporting populations, but that 
suitable habitat needs to have a higher percentage of ground cover in the vicinity to open water. Most PMJM 
were found within areas with a higher density of the shrub layer consisting mostly of willows. The mice use 
adjacent grassy uplands as far as approximately 300 feet from the 100-year floodplain to “hibernate” during the 
colder months. These nests are called hibernacula and can be found under the cover of snowberry, chokecherry, 
cottonwoods, gooseberry, and other willow species. 

Section 4 of the Endangered Species Act (1973) prevents any funded or authorized agency to take action that 
would negatively affect lands labeled as PMJM Critical habitat.  Critical Habitat is defined by areas currently 
occupied by the species or potential areas in which the species could establish. In 2013, The Fish and Wildlife 
Service revised the critical habitat designation for the Preble’s meadow jumping mouse (shapefiles found at: 
https://www.fws.gov/mountain-
prairie/es/species/mammals/preble/CRITICAL%20HABITAT/CRITICALHABITATindex.htm.). The approximate 
50,000 acres designated for critical habitat occur adjacent to streams and rivers in the Colorado foothill and 
mountain regions. PMJM critical habitat is located in Boulder, Broomfield, Douglas, El Paso, Jefferson, Larimer 
and Teller Counties (USFWS, 2014). Currently there is no critical habitat designated in the Project area (USFWS, 
2010). Although the Project area does not have optimal habitat due to lack of desired upland vegetation, 
presence of PMJM cannot be confirmed without a thorough survey of the area. 

The rare plant survey resulted in no evidence of Spiranthes diluvialis (Ute ladies’-tresses) or Gaura neomexicana 
var. coloradenesis (Colorado Butterfly Plant) in the Project area. 

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/


4 | P a g e  
 

The sensitive species list is derived from the U.S. Forest Service (https://www.fs.usda.gov) and Colorado Parks 
and Wildlife data on present sensitive species ranges and distributions (USFS, 2005). The Regional Forester’s 
sensitive list is evaluated by examining viable risk of species; these species are categorized as R2 sensitive, not 
R2 sensitive, or, not a concern. Suitable habitat was also determined by a site visit conducted by AloTerra 
Restoration Services on November 01, 2021. Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act no activity that “takes, transports, barters, or exports the listed migratory birds or 
eagles is permissible unless it is sanctioned by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The sensitive species list 
includes migratory birds that could use The Project area as a breeding, over-wintering, or stopover site.   

The species found in Table 2 below are compiled from lists of at-risk species that have potential habitat or 
occurrence in the Project area, specifically in the vicinity of the documented wetland. The table is organized as 
followed: (a) The common name of the species, (b) The scientific name of the species, (c) The status of the 
species in question, (d) Whether or not the species should be excluded, and (e) The reasons why the species 
should be excluded. 
 

Table 2. Federally listed terrestrial and aquatic species that may occur or be affected by the actions within the 

Project. 

Common name Species Status 
Species 

Excluded 
Reasons for exclusion 

Mammals 
Fringed myotis Myotis thysanodes Forest Service 

Sensitive 
Yes Found in coniferous forest and 

mixed pine 
 

Townsend’s big-
eared bat 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Habitat requirements are not in 
range 

Black-tailed prairie 
dog 

Cynomys ludovicianus Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes No colonies were found in the 
Project site 

White-tailed prairie 
dog 

(Ocynomys leucurus) 
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes No colonies were found in the 
Project site  

Kit fox Vulpes macrotis Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Range does not overlap with 
project site 

Swift fox Vulpes velox Forest Service 
Sensitive 

No No detection during survey 

Birds 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 
Forest Service 
Sensitive 

No No detection during survey 

Cassin’s sparrow 
Aimophila cassinii Bird of Conservation 

Concern 
Yes Range does not overlap with 

project site 
Lesser yellowlegs Tringa flavipes 

 
Bird of Conservation 
Concern 

Yes Range does not overlap with 
project site 

Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia State threatened No  

Black Swift 
Cypseloides niger 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Habitat requires cliffs limited in 
Colorado 

Chestnut-collared 
longspur 

Calcarius ornatus 
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Site location does not overlap 
with species range 

Sandhill Crane Antigone canadensis 
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Suitable habitat is not evident in 
project site 
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Common name Species Status 
Species 

Excluded 
Reasons for exclusion 

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus Forest Service 
Sensitive 

No No detection during survey 

Swainson’s Hawk Buteo swainsoni  
 

Federal Species of 
Concern 

No No detection during survey 

Grasshopper 
sparrow 

Ammodramus 
savannarum  
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Native species range does not 
meet area requirements 

Fish 
Plains Minnow Hybognathus plactius State Endangered Yes Suitable habitat is not evident in 

project site 
Plains topminnow Fundulus sciadicus Forest Service 

Sensitive 
Yes Suitable habitat is not evident in 

project site 
Flannelmouth 
Sucker 

Catostomus latipinnis 
 

Forest Service 
Sensitive 

Yes Suitable habitat is not evident in 
project site 

Amphibians 
Northern leopard 
frog 

Lithobates pipiens Forest Service 
Sensitive 

No No detection during survey 

Plains leopard frog 
Lithobates  blairi Forest Service 

Sensitive 
Yes Range does not overlap with 

project site 
Species list was sourced from U.S. Forest Service https://www.fs.usda.gov Rocky Mountain Region and USFWS Migratory 
birds for the Mountain-Prairie Region updated 2017.  
Migratory bird list was sourced from USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern  
 https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php. 

Historically Swift fox (Vulpes velox) populations declined due to habitat fragmentation and loss, competition, 
trapping, and collateral damage when trying to kill wolves. In Colorado they are listed as Special Concern and 
classified as a sensitive species by USFS Region 2. They range throughout western United States but are found in 
higher abundances in Colorado than Montana, Nebraska, and South Dakota, where they still have not reached 
historical population levels. The fox appears to not be affected by heavily grazed ecosystems and can be found 
in a variety of habitat types that include short-grass and mid-grass prairies, including a variety of agricultural 
land types. In these areas, vegetation is typically dominated by blue grama, buffalograss, western wheatgrass, 
and sagebrush. Fox dens have been found in areas with low vegetation on slight slopes in well-drained sites, 
with soil types that include silty loam or loam. The species are not directly reliant on riparian areas and can be 
found up to 3 miles away from any source of water. (Marks et al., 2005). No dens were sighted in the Project 
area. Due to the size of the proposed Project area, there should be minimal impacts to swift fox populations.  

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is found only in North America (CPW, n.d.). Populations declined in 
the early-mid 20th century due to impacts from pesticides (mainly DDT), disturbance and loss of trees for nesting 
habitat. The eagle was consequently placed on the Endangered Species List. However, with the ban on the 
pesticide DDT and protection of nesting habitat, the eagles have substantially recovered, with Endangered 
status reduced to Threatened in 1995 and with further recovery was de-listed nationally. The bald eagle was 
removed from the Colorado list of threatened and endangered species in 2009. Bald eagles can be found 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/r2/landmanagement/?cid=stelprdb5390116
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
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throughout much of Colorado during both summer and winter and can be observed near reservoirs and major 
rivers such as the South Platte. Eagles will roost and nest in large cottonwood trees, roosting communally in the 
winter for warmth. Bald eagles have a varied diet, with nests often found near water in tall trees, building nests 
that can be 7 to 8 feet across. No nests or signs of bald eagles were seen during site visit on November 01, 2021.  
Any bald eagles that may be using the area should not be negatively affected by the Project, especially if large 
trees can be protected from construction activities.  

The Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is considered locally uncommon to fairly common on the Colorado 
eastern plains and rare to uncommon in mountain parks and on the western slope (Andrews and Righter 1992). 
These small raptors are distinguished by their long legs, round head and have no ear tufts. They feed on insects, 
small mammals and reptiles, foraging in grasslands and pastures and other agricultural lands. Although they can 
excavate nesting holes in sandy soil they prefer to use empty burrows made by other animals, primarily rodents. 
These ground nesters are often seen in and closely tied to prairie dog towns. Burrowing owl populations have 
drastically declined due to habitat lost to agriculture and development. During the site visit a large active prairie 
dog colony was found, but no burrowing owls were observed. 

The Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) is a Tier 2 Species of Greatest Conservation Need in Colorado and a Forest 
Service Sensitive Species in Region 2. These raptors reside in a variety of habitats year-around, including 
grasslands and marshes. They reside throughout Colorado, with higher densities on the eastern plains, short-
grass prairies and western valleys. In the eastern plains these birds breed in a variety of ecosystems, preferring 
large wetlands (>250 acres) with dense vegetation (7-10 inches in height). Nests are found either on the ground 
or on a platform usually near open water. More specifically, nests are commonly found hidden in wetland 
vegetation, where cover is taller than 60 cm.  (Slater, 2005) During the site visit on November 01, 2021 no 
northern harrier was sighted, and no nests were found. The Project development is unlikely to negatively impact 
the species due to the species range and scope of the Project. 

The Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni) is found throughout Colorado in open areas, usually native short and 
tall grass prairies, and agricultural lands. Since the 1980s, Swainson Hawk populations declined in many parts of 
its range due to removal of riparian habitat, and lack of nest site availability (Bechard, 2010). The raptors’ home 
range varies between about 170 to 21,550 acres depending on the amount of forage and water available. Nests 
will frequently be found in a lone tree or post in these grasslands, but they can also be found along riparian 
areas among a cluster of trees within their home range. The nests are found in a variety tree species including 
cottonwood (Populus sp.), willows (Salix sp.), sycamores (Platanus sp.), and walnut (Juglans sp.) These hawks are 
a migratory bird species, listed on the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, traveling from North America to breed in the 
summer to South America for wintering. (Woodbridge, 1998) This raptor has a high tolerance for human 
disturbance and can be found in areas with high human activity, although there can be nest abandonment if 
there is high-intensity disturbance or construction near a nesting tree. When nests occur, they are usually found 
15-30 feet above ground. AloTerra Restoration Service’s wildlife technician conducted a field assessment on 
November 01, 2021 and found no nests in the proposed construction area. The Swainson’s Hawk should not be 
negatively affected by the Project due to the extensive size of their home range and minimal effect to potential 
nesting sites from construction activities.  

Northern leopard frogs (Lithobates blairi) are found statewide in Colorado and are currently listed as a Tier 1 
Species of Greatest Conservation Need. Population declines are due to climate change, invasive diseases, habitat 
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loss, pollution, and predation. The frogs can be found in the western United States in elevations up to 11,000 
feet. This species can inhabit a variety of riparian areas including stream channels, sloughs, reservoirs, gravel 
pits, and oxbows. For breeding and foraging purposes, the frogs prefer dense vegetation with heights around 6 
to 12 inches and more than 30 percent cover. Northern leopard frog breeding sites commonly occur in semi-
permanent ponds or wetlands with water depths to 25 to 40 inches. Water quality is an important factor for 
most amphibians, needing unpolluted sites with water that is well oxygenated and pH balanced (6.1-7) (CPW, 
2005).  Through the winter, leopard frogs hibernate on the bottom of ponds located beneath 1-1.5 feet of rock 
where water depths were at least 2 feet. Construction associated with The Project may impact individuals that 
were not identified during the general survey, but due to the size and location of the construction project it is 
not likely to result in a decline in population toward federal listing.  

 
As previously discussed in the sections on Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Species and Sensitive Species 

of Concern, the proposed project should minimally impact populations of species that have ranges that do or 

may potentially overlap with the Project area.  

During the site visit two active raptor nests were found (Figure 6). A great-horned owl (Bubo virginianus) nest 

was located in an old-growth cottonwood tree on the northeast corner of the property. One adult and one 

fledgling were seen on the nest. In the southwest corner, also in an old-growth cottonwood, an adult red-tailed 

hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) was seen brooding in the nest and a second adult was perched nearby. The nest was 

heavily guarded by the adults from raiding crows. The property also has a large, active black-tailed prairie dog 

colony that occupies well over three quarters of the property, with 2,016 active burrows documented (Figure 6). 

There were no signs of swift fox dens nor were there any burrowing owls observed. Two killdeer (Charadrius 

vociferus) were seen foraging and may be nesting as well. Other common birds such as American robin (Turdus 

migratorius), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), Eurasian collared-dove (Streptopelia decaocto), and Say’s 

phoebe (Sayornis saya) were observed flying through the area.  
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Figure 2. Locations of red-tailed hawk and great horned owl nests, as well as extents of black-tailed prairie dog 
colony. 

 
Construction should avoid impacting important suitable habitat for sensitive or endangered species. In order to 
minimally impact sensitive or migratory bird populations, it is important to avoid impacting any potential nesting 
sites (cottonwood trees or thick vegetation on the surface). During construction, Colorado Park and Wildlife 
Regulations pertaining to red-tailed hawks should be followed. As directed by the City of Fort Collins, the black-
tailed prairie dog population will need to be euthanized before construction begins, and a pre-construction 
survey will need to be conducted to determine if the population has been eradicated. Ethically euthanized black-
tailed prairie dogs may be donated to the Rocky Mountain Raptor Center, but strict guidelines must be followed. 
Detailed information can be obtained by contacting the Rocky Mountain Raptor Center at 970-484-7756 or 
info@rmrp.org. 
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REVEGETATION, SOILS, AND BIOENGINEERING NOTES
1. Cont ai ner s  ( shr ubs  and t r ees)  shal l  be protected from beaver and other wildlife using the "plant protection" detail in plan set, where located above the bankfull elevation. Containers (shrubs) located below bankfull shall be protected from potential foot traffic with two wood stakes such that the above ground portion of the stake is at least as high as the canopy of the shrub container plant. Containers (herbaceous) shall not be fenced or staked.
2. All soil applied to the site must be free of Colorado state noxious and Colorado A and B listed weed propagules, and shall not contain more than 0.01% by dry weight of cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), smooth brome (Bromus inermis), or Canada thistle (Cirsium arvensis). Project engineer or their representative shall approve all imported soil and fill for weed content before material is purchased.
3. A soil test shall be required for any import soils that may be required. The following soil chemistry characteristics must not be exceeded in soils that both receive seed or plant materials and have either been amended or installed between or over riprap:

a. Soil pH shall be between 5.8 and 7.8.
b. Soil electrical conductivity (using ECe method) shall be less than 2.0 dS/m (less than 2.0 mS/cm, less than 2,000 uS/cm, less than 2.0 mmho/cm). Imported compost shall not exceed 4.0 dS/m, regardless of the ratio at which it is incorporated into the topsoil or subsoil.
c. Sodium absorption ratio of soils or imported compost shall be less than 3.
d. Soil organic matter shall be between 10% and 20% by dry weight. The desired portion of recalcitrant organic matter, as a percentage of total organic matter, is between 10% and 40% by dry weight.
e. In general, nitrogen supplementing is not recommended for native plant restoration, except in very small quantities when a deficiency in native or imported topsoil is noted. Based on the soil test, nitrogen additions may be required by the project engineer.
f. In seeded areas, if imported topsoil is deficient in nitrogen and low in organic matter, soil amendments used shall include biosol (300-400 lbs/acre) and humate (300-500 lbs/acre) or similar. Compost may also be mixed with native soil to meet organic content requirements, only if the resultant topsoil meets the above soil chemistry criteria.

4. All seed must be inspected by the contractor prior to installation, and all tags must be maintained for documentation. All seed must be labeled as "certified" by the Colorado seed growers association and shall not include the presence of noxious or invasive species prohibited under the Colorado seed act. Seed must be free of Colorado state noxious and Colorado A and B listed weed propagules shall not contain more than 0.01% by dry weight of cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), smooth brome 
(Bromus inermis), or Canada thistle (Cirsium arvensis). Project engineer or their representative shall approve all seed mixes for weed content and substitutions before seed is purchased. Seed identification and certification tags shall be provided to the project manager for review and approval prior to use.

5. A restoration ecologist should be consulted when reviewing weed-free seed, soil, mulch, and soil amendment products, including the list of potential weeds present in the product in question. 
6. Seeding shall be broadcast at rates listed in seed mix, raked into the soil surface to a depth of between 0.25 and 0.5 inches deep, and covered with mulch at a rate that attains 70% soil coverage and is no deeper than 1".
7. THE SEED MIXES SHALL BE APPLIED TO AREAS AS SHOWN ON THE PLAN SET.
8. Mulch shall be aesthetically pleasing, and be able to withstand windspeeds up to 60 mph and remain in place. 
9. Wood straw or wood shred shall be used for surface mulch on seeded and planted areas. If wood shred is used, it shall contain a diversity of wood fiber lengths, with less than 10% fines (i.e., less than 2" in length). If approved by the project manager, alternative weed-free and wind resistant mulch may be used.

10. The placement of surface mulch over seeded areas shall occur a maximum of 96 hours after seeding. Each shrub or tree planting shall be treated with mulch according to typical details. Mulch shall be kept 1-2 inches away from stems of shrubs and trees. Herbaceous plants shall not be mulched, except where indicated in the plan set.
11. Certified weed-free mulch shall be used in all situations. Proper labeling for each bale or lot of mulch used is required. Project manager has the right to inspect and reject bales if they are suspected to contain unacceptable weed contents. Specifically, smooth brome (Bromus inermis), cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvensis), fireweed (Kochia scoparia), and other aggressive exotic plant species shall not be present in mulches used for the project. A restoration ecologist or 

botanist should be consulted when reviewing the weed-free mulch product. A list of potential weeds present in the mulch and the product information shall be provided to the project manager and project designer for review and approval prior to use. Hay, regardless of the source, shall not be used as a mulch.
12. Containers (herbaceous and woody) shall be planted as specified in the “plant palette" and "planting schedule" tables, and "revegetation construction details" of this plan set.
13. Each plant container must contain a label identifying the species in the container. Labels shall be left with the plant and be available for inspection by the project manager and project designer prior to installation, and must be kept in the ground following transplanting, for follow-up identification.
14. Ecotypic (i.e., sourced from genetically local populations) plant materials are required when available. Refer to the plant materials yellow pages (www.southernrockiesseed.org) for a list of vendors who carry ecotypic plant materials in Colorado. When ecotypes are not available, site adapted cultivars may be approved by the project manager if they are suited to the unique conditions of the site. For the purposes of this project, ecotypes are those plant materials (cuttings, seeds, or berries) whose 

origin meets the following criteria. Genetically unmodified native plant material that is sourced not more than 1,000 feet higher or lower (and preferentially not more than 500 feet higher or lower) in elevation than the work site, and not more than 100 miles north or south of the work site.
15. Shrubs and trees planted as container stock or bare-root stock shall be surrounded by a planting depression, including an irrigation berm, of 2" deep at the center of the depression, and 18” in diameter from berm to berm.
16. Due to the poor condition of substrate in which container stock will be installed, amended backfill (approved loam soil mix with between 20-40% organic matter by volume) shall be placed around their root balls to a width at least twice the diameter of the root ball and to a depth of at least one quarter the depth of the root ball. Amended backfill shall be tamped moderately to remove air pockets and watered thoroughly while backfilling around the root ball. Shall cover the root ball when roots are 

exposed on the upper surface of root ball.
17. Cuttings shall be installed within areas labeled as mesic or facultative hydroseres (i.e. zones), or as indicated in the plan set. These locations are generally at or near bankfull elevation. Cuttings shall be cottonwoods or willows, as specified in the "planting palette" of this plan set. Willow cuttings shall be installed at a frequency indicated in the "planting schedule". Harvesting and installation of cuttings (willow/cottonwood) shall follow the "field guide for harvesting and installing willow and cottonwood 

cuttings" (www.synergy3.org). Cuttings shall be ecotypes harvested from native populations.
18. Soil lifts, joint planting, and other bioengineering treatments shall follow typical details of the plan set.
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EROSION CONTROL MATTING - STAKE LAYOUT DETAIL

PLAN VIEW NOT TO SCALE

Stakes or staples 18" o.c. in

bottom of backfilled trench

Erosion control blanket

Stakes or staples

EROSION CONTROL MATTING

CROSS SECTION NOT TO SCALE

Overlap 12" of

upwind/upstream

fabric on top of

downwind/downstream

fabric

Overlap 12" of

upgradient fabric

on top of lower

gradient fabric

Stakes or staples

Stake pattern detail

D
O

W
N

H
IL

L

S
L
O

P
E

Overlap (TYP.)

6"

Erosion control blanket

EROSION CONTROL MATTING - TRENCH DETAIL

CROSS SECTION NOT TO SCALE

Backfilled trench

Stake or staple

6"

6"

PREVAILING WIND

AND/OR STREAM FLOW DIRECTION

6"

NOTES:
1.

2. 

 Remove all rocks and logs greater than 4” diameter (�st size) and seed area 
before applying erosion matting.
Before installing erosion matting, decompact and prepare seedbed as 
indicated in project-speci�c restoration notes.

3. Seed and harrow area.
4. Use 100% biodegradable matting.
5.

6. 

 Lay blankets loosely and install according to project speci�cations with staples 
or wood stakes to secure matting. 
Stakes will have a maximum spacing of 24” on all sides in a checkerboard 
pattern. 

7. Upwind portions of erosion control shall overlap 12” over the top of downwind 
portion. When applicable, upgradient portions of blanket shall overlap 12” of 
downgradient portions of blanket. Stakes shall be installed in a zig-zag 
pattern every 12”.

8. Erions control blankets shall be keyed into soil at the top of slope and 
upstream ends of project to a depth of 6”. These trenches shall be secured 
using staples or wood stakes, 18” on center, then back�lled with soil and 
tamped well.

9. Density of stakes is depending on slope; clari�ed in project-speci�c restoration 
notes.

SHRUB PLANTING

CROSS SECTION NOT TO SCALE

25 - 50% Deeper than rootball

2x Rootball 
diameter

NOTES:
1.Broken or crumbling rootballs will be

rejected.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Care should be taken not to damage the
shrub or rootball when removing it from
its container.
Backf ll around rootball with soil that
does not exceed specif cations in
restoration notes.
Excavate planting pit 2x the diameter fo
the rootball and 25-50% deeper than
height of rootball.
Add backf ll around rootball in 2” layers,
watering each layer before applying the
next of soil.
Add 2” of mulch to cover 18” of the
ground/dripline, leaving 1” open around
trunk of shrub.
Use part of the excavated soil to build an
irrigation berm at the edge of dripline,
about 1-2” high and 3-4” wide. Import
soil as needed from nearby harvest sites.

2x depth of mulch
Irrigation berm
Undisturbed soil

Amended backf ll

Container shrub Leave 3-4 later branches 
and terminal branch (do not 
cut terminal buds)

Soil (dry)

Max 5’ above 
ground

Min. 3' of cutting 
below ground

6” min.

Capillary 
fringe

Low-season 
water table

COTTONWOOD POLE PLANTING

CROSS SECTION (TYPICAL) NOT TO SCALE

NOTES:
1.

2.

 All harvested cottonwood cuttings shall be lively and straight, 
harvested within 50 miles of the project site, and no more than 
500' lower or higher in elevation than the project site.
 If harvested, cuttings shall be obtained from approved 
sources using a sharp tool.

3. The pole should be approximately 8' in length.
4.

5.

 Cutting shall have a basal end of 1.0-2.0” in diameter. The top 
ends shall have the terminal bud with three lateral branches 
beneath the terminal bud intact.
The contractor shall provide for the proper care, storage, and 
handing of the cuttings. During all stages of construction, the 
cuttings shall be protected from exposure to wind and direct 
sunlight.

6.

7.

8.

9.

 Cuttings shall soak for 10-20 days prior to installation, 
maintaining well oxygenated water while soaking.
The bottom 2" should be re-cut at an angle immediately 

prior to installation.
An auger or hammer drill must be used to create a pilot hole 
prior to installation of cottonwood poles. Backfill with very 
wet sand or loam, and tamp to ensure no voids develop 
around stem.
 Other suggested willow and cottonwood harvest guidelines 
are found at www.aloterraservices.com

12” min.

WILLOW CUTTING

CROSS SECTION NOT TO SCALE

8-12” above 
ground surface

Willow cutting

NOTES:
1. All willow cuttings shall be sound, healthy specimens. Plant 

materials that have serious injuries, insect pests, diseases or 
are overly dry, will be rejected.

2. If harvested, cuttings shall be obtained from approved sources 
using a sharp tool. Cuttings shall be long enough to reach 
depth of 6” into the groundwater during the driest times of 
the year.

3. Cutting shall have a basal end of 0.50-1.5” in diameter. The top 
ends shall be blunt and butt ends shall be cut at 45 degrees. 
They shall be stripped of all but two or three healthy terminal 
stems.

4. The contractor shall provide for the proper care, storage, and 
handing of the cuttings. During all stages of construction, the 
cuttings shall be protected from exposure to wind and direct 
sunlight.

5. Prior to installation, the contractor shall �ag all planting 
locations for approval by owner’s rep. Adjustments to these 
locations may be required to meet �eld conditions.

6. If cuttings cannot be installed directly into the required depth 
due to soil conditions, a dibble bar, auger or other tool shall 
be used to create a pilot hole. Space around hole must be 
eliminated to ensure good soil-stem contact.

7. Additional industry standards should be followed to ensure 
high survival rates.

Pilot hole

Existing soil

Lowest seasonal 
groundwater level

6” min

Min 8” of soil 
above low season 

groundwater

Pack soil against 
planted  cutting.
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Executive Summary 
 

JR Engineering (JR) has completed a review of the traffic impacts resulting from the proposed development of 

the Trilby & College Paired-Residential Community (Project) in Fort Collins, Colorado (City). 

 

The objectives of this Traffic Impact Study (TIS) are: 

 

 Estimate site-generated traffic and route trips onto adjacent streets. 

 Perform traffic operations analysis for 2024 Opening Day and 2045 Future scenarios. 

 Make recommendations for roadway improvements to accommodate new traffic. 

 

The methodology, content, and findings of this TIS are consistent with the following documents: 

 

 Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards (LCUASS) – Chapter 4 – Transportation Impact Study 

 

The base assumptions form according to LCUASS is included in Appendix A. 

 

Key Findings of this TIS 
 

 Levels of Service 

o Most movements operate at LOS D or better in 2022, with the exception of some movements 

at the signalized intersections, which operate at LOS E or F. 

o Most movements are expected to operate at LOS D or better in 2024. Planned improvements at 

the intersection of Trilby & College are expected to improve operations. 

o Some movements are expected to operate at LOS E or F in 2045. 

 Queue Lengths 

o Most queue lengths at the study intersections are acceptable. 

o Some queues may interfere with driveways, turn lanes, and minor streets. 

 Pedestrian Facilities 

o Existing pedestrian facilities are mostly satisfactory. 

o Improvements will be made to sidewalks and signalized intersection crossings. 

 Recommendations 

o JR recommends an eastbound right turn lane at Trilby & College by 2024. This would be an 

interim mitigation jointly funded between the City and the Project. 
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Introduction 
 

JR has completed a review of the existing and forecasted traffic operations in the vicinity of the planned Trilby 

& College Paired-Residential Community. A vicinity map is included in Figure 1. 

 

 
Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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Land Uses 
 

The Project is anticipated to contain the following land uses: 

 

 Residential (268 dwelling units) 

o Duplex (38 dwelling units) 

o Townhome (230 dwelling units) 

 6,500 S.F. Recreation Center 

 11.6 Acres of Open Space 

 

Study Intersections 
 

Six intersections were analyzed as part of this TIS. Five of them are external to the site, and one is internal. The 

study intersections, along with a site plan, are shown in Figure 2. 

 

Trilby & College Intersection Improvements 
 

Improvements are planned for the intersection of Trilby Road & College Avenue, including the following: 

 

 Widening Trilby Road to accommodate two through lanes in each direction 

 Adding NB and SB dual left turn lanes 

 Adding EB and WB right turn lanes 

 

These improvements are being designed by the City of Fort Collins. Discussions will be held with the City to 

determine to what extent the Project will need to contribute to these improvements. For the purposes of this 

TIS, it is assumed that these improvements will be completed by 2024, the anticipated opening day of the 

Project. However, JR also analyzed a “no-build” scenario in which these improvements are not completed by 

2024. In this case, JR recommends that an eastbound right turn lane be added to the intersection as an interim 

mitigation. This turn lane is warranted with existing traffic volumes and should be jointly funded between the 

City and the Project. 

 

Trilby & Mars Intersection South Leg 
 

The intersection of Trilby & Mars will be a T-intersection in 2024. By 2045, there is expected to be a south leg 

to this intersection. A nominal amount of background traffic was added to this south leg in the 2045 condition. 
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Figure 2: Site Plan and Study Intersections 
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Traffic Volumes and Distribution 
 

Existing Traffic Volumes 
 

Existing traffic volumes were obtained on Wednesday, April 27, 2022 by All Traffic Data Services for each of 

the external intersections. Traffic counts are included in Appendix C. Existing volumes are shown in Figure 5. 

 

Background Traffic 
 

Growth Rate 
 

JR applied a 1% growth rate to the existing traffic volumes to account for future regional development. This 

growth rate is consistent with the reference traffic impact studies, described below. 

 

Reference Traffic Impact Studies 
 

In addition to the 1% growth rate, JR considered the traffic impacts from nearby developments. A map 

showing these developments in relation to the Project site is shown in Figure 3. The following developments 

(each analyzed by Delich Associates) were considered for this TIS: 

 

 Mars Landing – This development was analyzed in August 2019. Site-generated traffic volumes from 

this future development were added to the background traffic for this TIS. 

 Sun Communities – This development was analyzed in March 2021. Site-generated traffic volumes 

from this future development were added to the background traffic for this TIS. 

 South College Storage – This development was analyzed in March 2017. Since the development is 

already built and operational, no site-generated traffic was added for this TIS. 

 Lakeview on the Rise – This development was analyzed in February 2016. Since the development is 

already built and operational, no site-generated traffic was added for this TIS. 

 

Background traffic volumes are shown in Figure 7 (2024) and Figure 9 (2045). 
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Site-Generated Traffic Volumes 
 

Site-generated traffic volumes were estimated using ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. The Trilby & 

College development is expected to generate the following trips: 

 

 Average Daily Trips: 2,239 

 AM Peak Entering Site: 38 

 AM Peak Exiting Site: 107 

 PM Peak Entering Site: 113 

 PM Peak Exiting Site: 70 

 

A trip generation report is included in Appendix D. Site-generated traffic volumes are shown in Figure 6. 

 

Distribution of Site-Generated Traffic 
 

Site-generated traffic was routed onto adjacent streets according to the distribution in Figure 4. 

 

Total Traffic 
 

Total traffic is the sum of background and site-generated traffic. JR forecasted total traffic volumes at the 

study intersections in the years 2024 (Opening Day) and 2045 (Future). Total traffic volumes are shown in 

Figure 8 (2024) and Figure 10 (2045). 

 

  



 

 

Trilby & College – Traffic Impact Study  10 | P a g e  
 

 

 
Figure 3: Reference Traffic Impact Studies 

 

  



 

 

Trilby & College – Traffic Impact Study  11 | P a g e  
 

 

 
Figure 4: Site-Generated Traffic Distribution 
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Existing (2022) Traffic Volumes

Existing traffic volumes at the external study intersections are included in Figure 5. Existing lane geometry is shown.

Figure 5: Existing (2022) Traffic Volumes
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Site-Generated Traffic Volumes

Site-generated traffic volumes at the study intersections are included in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Site-Generated Traffic Volumes

E1

16 (52)

6
3

 (4
3

)

Skyway Dr

M
ars D

r

E2

3 (9)
1 (2)

10 (7)
53 (36)

1
3

 (4
3

)
6

 (1
2

)

C
o

lle
ge A

ve

Skyway Dr E3

8 (5)

7
 (1

4
)

Site Access

C
o

lle
ge A

ve

E4

6 (17)

15 (9)
16 (10)

7
 (2

3
)

7
 (4

)
1

 (1
)

Trilby Rd

C
o

lle
ge A

ve

E5

13 (40)

2 (7)

5
 (3

)

3
1

 (1
9

)

I1

3 (5)

4 (9)

5 (3)
14 (10)

7
 (2

0
)

1
4

 (2
0

)
3

 (2
)

1
4

 (1
0

)

Trilby Rd

M
ars D

r

M
ars D

r
Site Access

E1 E2

E3

E4E5

I1

Trilby & College – Traffic Impact Study

Legend

AM (PM)

Stop Control



14 | P a g e

Opening Day (2024) Background Traffic Volumes

2024 background traffic volumes at the study intersections are included in Figure 7. Proposed lane geometry is shown.

Figure 7: Opening Day (2024) Background Traffic Volumes
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Opening Day (2024) Total Traffic Volumes

2024 total traffic volumes at the study intersections are included in Figure 8. Proposed lane geometry is shown.

Figure 8: Opening Day (2024) Total Traffic Volumes
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Future (2045) Background Traffic Volumes

2045 background traffic volumes at the study intersections are included in Figure 9. Proposed lane geometry is shown.

Figure 9: Future (2045) Background Traffic Volumes
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Future (2045) Total Traffic Volumes

2045 total traffic volumes at the study intersections are included in Figure 10. Proposed lane geometry is shown.

Figure 10: Future (2045) Total Traffic Volumes
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Traffic Operations Analysis 
 

Traffic operations were analyzed using HCM 6th Edition methodology. Synchro reports are included in 

Appendix E. 

 

Levels of Service 
 

JR analyzed each of the study intersections for peak hour level of service (LOS). Table 1 includes the LOS for 

each movement in the existing condition (2022). Table 2 includes the forecasted LOS for background traffic 

and total traffic in the year 2024. Table 3 includes the forecasted LOS for background traffic and total traffic in 

the year 2045. In each of these tables, seconds of delay are shown in parentheses for movements operating at 

LOS F. 

 

Table 1: 2022 Existing Levels of Service 

 Intersection Movement 
AM Peak 

LOS 
PM Peak 

LOS 

 
E1 – Skyway & Mars 

NB Approach A A 

SB Approach A A 

 
E2 – Skyway & College* 

EB Approach D E 

WB Approach D E 

NB Left A A 

NB Through A A 

NB Right A A 

SB Left A A 

SB Through A A 

SB Right A A 

OVERALL A A 

 
E3 – Access & College EB Right B C 

 
E4 – Trilby & College* 

EB Left F (163s) F (123s) 

EB Through/Right F (109s) F (135s) 

WB Left D E 

WB Through/Right D F (89s) 

NB Left B E 

NB Through C C 

NB Right B B 

SB Left C C 

SB Through A C 

SB Right A B 

OVERALL D D 

  *Existing signal timing collected from reference traffic impact studies 
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Table 2: 2024 Opening Day Levels of Service 

 
Intersection Movement 

AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS 

 
Background 

Traffic 
Total 

Traffic 
Background 

Traffic 
Total 

Traffic 

 

E1 – Skyway & 
Mars 

NB Approach A A A A 

SB Approach A B A B 

 

E2 – Skyway & 
College 

EB Approach D D D D 

WB Approach D C D D 

NB Left A A B B 

NB Through A C A A 

NB Right A B A A 

SB Left A B A A 

SB Through A A B B 

SB Right A A A A 

OVERALL A B A B 

 

E3 – Local & 
College 

EB Right B B C C 

 

E4 – Trilby & 
College* 

EB Left D E D D 

EB Through D D D D 

EB Right A A A A 

WB Left C D D D 

WB Through D D D D 

WB Right A A A A 

NB Left D D D E 

NB Through C B B B 

NB Right A A A A 

SB Left D D D E 

SB Through B A C C 

SB Right A A A A 

OVERALL C C C C 

 

E5 – Trilby & 
Mars 

EB Left N/A A N/A A 

SB Approach N/A D N/A D 

 
I1 – Local & Mars 

EB Approach N/A A N/A A 

WB Approach N/A A N/A A 

  *Levels of service assume full build-out of improvements to the Trilby & College intersection 
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Table 3: 2045 Future Levels of Service 

 
Intersection Movement 

AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS 

 
Background 

Traffic 
Total 

Traffic 
Background 

Traffic 
Total 

Traffic 

 

E1 – Skyway & 
Mars 

NB Approach A A A A 

SB Approach B B B B 

 

E2 – Skyway & 
College 

EB Approach D D E E 

WB Approach D D D D 

NB Left A A C D 

NB Through A A A A 

NB Right A A A A 

SB Left A A A A 

SB Through A B C C 

SB Right A A A A 

OVERALL A B B B 

 

E3 – Local & 
College 

EB Right B B C D 

 

E4 – Trilby & 
College* 

EB Left E F (138s) E F (96s) 

EB Through D D D E 

EB Right A A A A 

WB Left D D E E 

WB Through D D E E 

WB Right A A A A 

NB Left E E F (93s) F (92s) 

NB Through C C C C 

NB Right A A A A 

SB Left E E E E 

SB Through C C B B 

SB Right A A A A 

OVERALL D D D D 

 

E5 – Trilby & 
Mars 

EB Left A A A A 

WB Left A A A A 

NB Approach D E E E 

SB Approach D F (66s) E F (70s) 

 
I1 – Local & Mars 

EB Approach N/A A N/A A 

WB Approach N/A A N/A A 

  *Levels of service assume full build-out of improvements to the Trilby & College intersection 
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No-Build Scenario at Trilby & College Intersection 
 

JR analyzed a no-build scenario at the intersection of Trilby & College. In this scenario, it was assumed that the 

proposed improvements to the Trilby & College intersection do not get built by 2024. 

 

Levels of service for this scenario are included in Table 4. JR considered three conditions: (1) background 

traffic with no intersection improvements, (2) total traffic with no intersection improvements, and (3) total 

traffic with an eastbound right turn lane installed as a mitigation. Seconds of delay are shown in parentheses 

for movements operating at LOS F. 

 

Table 4: 2024 Opening Day Levels of Service – No-Build at Trilby & College 

 

Intersection Movement 

AM Peak LOS PM Peak LOS 

 
Back-

ground 
Traffic 

Total 
Traffic 

Total 
Traffic 

with EBR 

Back-
ground 
Traffic 

Total 
Traffic 

Total 
Traffic 

with EBR 

 

E4 – Trilby 
& College 

EB Left F (81s) F (81s) F (81s) F (102s) F (102s) F (99s) 

EB T/R F (92s) F (116s) N/A F (140s) F (167s) N/A 

EB Through N/A N/A D N/A N/A D 

EB Right N/A N/A D N/A N/A D 

WB Left E E C F (108s) F (96s) D 

WB T/R F (114s) F (123s) F (116s) F (127s) F (142s) F (134s) 

NB Left E E E F (121s) F (160s) F (120s) 

NB Through D D D D D D 

NB Right C C C C C C 

SB Left F (103s) F (123s) F (97s) F (93s) F (100s) F (94s) 

SB Through D D D E E E 

SB Right C C C C C C 

OVERALL E E D E F (82s) E 

 

 

Discussion on Levels of Service 
 

In the existing condition (2022), most movements operate satisfactorily (LOS D or better). However, some 

movements at the signalized intersections operate poorly at LOS E or F. As discussed previously in this TIS, 

improvements are planned for the intersection of Trilby & College to address operational concerns. 

 

In the year 2024, levels of service for background traffic are mostly expected to be satisfactory (LOS D or 

better). Total traffic operations are expected to be similar, with only minor impacts from site-generated 

traffic. Some movements may operate at LOS E. 
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In the year 2045, some movements may reach LOS E or F under background traffic conditions. However, most 

movements are anticipated to operate at LOS D or better. Under total traffic conditions, levels of service are 

similar, with only minor impacts from site-generated traffic. The southbound approach of the intersection of 

Trilby & Mars is expected to operate at LOS F with total traffic. Also, the eastbound left movement at Trilby & 

College is expected to fail with total traffic. 

 

In the no-build scenario at Trilby & College, multiple movements are expected to fail in 2024 with both 

background and total traffic. The recommended eastbound right turn lane improves traffic operations to 

similar conditions as the background traffic scenario. 

 

Queue Lengths 
 

JR analyzed each of the study intersections for 95th percentile queue lengths using HCM 6th Edition 

methodology. Table 5 includes the queue lengths for the year 2022 with existing traffic. Table 6 includes the 

queue lengths for the year 2024 with total traffic. Table 7 includes the queue lengths for the year 2045 with 

total traffic. 

 

Table 5: 2022 Existing 95th Percentile Queue Lengths 

 Intersection Movement 
AM Peak 

Queue (ft) 
PM Peak 

Queue (ft) 

 
E1 – Skyway & Mars 

NB Approach <25 <25 

SB Approach <25 <25 

 
E2 – Skyway & College 

EB Approach 125 116 

WB Approach 60 100 

NB Left <25 <25 

NB Through 294 141 

NB Right <25 <25 

SB Left <25 <25 

SB Through 226 536 

SB Right <25 <25 

 
E3 – Local & College EB Right <25 <25 

 
E4 – Trilby & College 

EB Left 310 224 

EB Through/Right 578 561 

WB Left 112 167 

WB Through/Right 397 503 

NB Left 89 313 

NB Through 490 488 

NB Right <25 41 

SB Left 92 197 

SB Through 262 485 

SB Right 30 105 
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Table 6: 2024 Opening Day 95th Percentile Queue Lengths 

 Intersection Movement 
AM Peak 

Queue (ft) 
PM Peak 

Queue (ft) 

 
E1 – Skyway & Mars 

NB Approach <25 <25 

SB Approach <25 <25 

 
E2 – Skyway & College 

EB Approach 212 144 

WB Approach 55 84 

NB Left <25 <25 

NB Through 540 358 

NB Right <25 <25 

SB Left <25 <25 

SB Through 233 690 

SB Right <25 <25 

 
E3 – Local & College EB Right <25 <25 

 
E4 – Trilby & College* 

EB Left 212 126 

EB Through 124 110 

EB Right 79 66 

WB Left 104 122 

WB Through 103 126 

WB Right 70 37 

NB Left 86 144 

NB Through 454 415 

NB Right <25 30 

SB Left 58 80 

SB Through 254 580 

SB Right <25 76 

 
E5 – Trilby & Mars 

EB Left <25 <25 

SB Approach <25 <25 

 
I1 – Local & Mars 

EB Approach <25 <25 

WB Approach <25 <25 

 *Queue lengths assume full build-out of improvements to the Trilby & College intersection 
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Table 7: 2045 Future 95th Percentile Queue Lengths 

 Intersection Movement 
AM Peak 

Queue (ft) 
PM Peak 

Queue (ft) 

 
E1 – Skyway & Mars 

NB Approach <25 <25 

SB Approach <25 <25 

 
E2 – Skyway & College 

EB Approach 303 305 

WB Approach 72 157 

NB Left <25 27 

NB Through 289 289 

NB Right <25 <25 

SB Left <25 <25 

SB Through 307 1145 

SB Right <25 29 

 
E3 – Local & College EB Right <25 <25 

 
E4 – Trilby & College* 

EB Left 293 282 

EB Through 163 193 

EB Right 165 149 

WB Left 134 217 

WB Through 140 237 

WB Right 120 66 

NB Left 112 229 

NB Through 694 679 

NB Right <25 68 

SB Left 80 122 

SB Through 442 923 

SB Right 73 89 

 
E5 – Trilby & Mars 

EB Left <25 <25 

WB Left <25 <25 

NB Approach <25 <25 

SB Approach 48 38 

 
I1 – Local & Mars 

EB Approach <25 <25 

WB Approach <25 <25 

 *Queue lengths assume full build-out of improvements to the Trilby & College intersection 
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No-Build Scenario at Trilby & College Intersection 
 

JR analyzed a no-build condition at the intersection of Trilby & College. In this condition, JR assumed total 

2024 traffic volumes with existing lane geometry (no improvements) at Trilby & College. 95th percentile queue 

lengths for this scenario are included in Table 8. 

 

Table 8: 2024 Opening Day Queue Lengths – No-Build at Trilby & College 

 Intersection Movement 
AM Peak 

LOS 
PM Peak 

LOS 

 
E4 – Trilby & College 

EB Left 305 263 

EB Through/Right 617 696 

WB Left 164 257 

WB Through/Right 520 672 

NB Left 225 432 

NB Through 613 644 

NB Right <25 73 

SB Left 174 354 

SB Through 388 895 

SB Right <25 114 

 

 

Discussion on Queue Lengths 
 

In 2022, a few concerns with queuing exist: 

 

 SBT queuing at Skyway & College may block access to the southbound turn lanes. 

 Eastbound queuing at Trilby & College may block access to the church driveway. 

 Westbound queuing at Trilby & College may block multiple driveways and Debra Drive. 

 NBT queuing at Trilby & College may block access to the northbound turn lanes. 

 SBT queuing at Trilby & College may block access to the southbound turn lanes. 

 

In 2024, queuing is expected to improve substantially at the intersection of Trilby & College, as a result of 

planned improvements. Still, the following concerns with queuing exist: 

 

 NBT queuing at Skyway & College may block access to the northbound turn lanes. 

 SBT queuing at Skyway & College may block access to the southbound turn lanes. 

 NBT queuing at Trilby & College may block access to the northbound turn lanes. 

 SBT queuing at Trilby & College may block access to the southbound turn lanes. 

 

  



 

 

Trilby & College – Traffic Impact Study  26 | P a g e  
 

 

In 2045, queue lengths are expected to be greater than those in 2024 as a result of larger traffic volumes. Still, 

the concerns with queuing are generally the same as in 2024, with one additional concern: 

 

 SBT queuing at Skyway & College may block the intersection of Saturn & College, in addition to 

blocking access to the southbound turn lanes at Skyway Drive. 

 

In the no-build scenario at Trilby & College, queuing issues are anticipated in 2024 with total traffic. Turn lanes 

are not sufficiently long to handle the expected queues. Additionally, some queue lengths would likely affect 

upstream intersections and driveways. 

 

Comparison of Queuing with Background Traffic vs. Total Traffic 
 

Queuing for the NBT/SBT movements along College Avenue is mostly a result of background traffic. Site-

generated traffic has only a minor impact on these queue lengths. 

 

Site-generated traffic has a more significant impact on NB/SB turning movements along College Avenue, as 

well as EB/WB movements along Skyway Drive and Trilby Road. 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Analysis 
 

Existing Pedestrian Facilities 
 

Existing sidewalks are located in the following places near the Project site: 

 

 South side of Skyway Drive, between Gateway Center Drive and College Avenue 

 East side of Mars Drive, between Skyway Drive and northern limit of Project site 

 West side of College Avenue, between RIRO intersection and Trilby Road 

 North side of Trilby Road, between church access and College Avenue 

 

In the existing condition, sidewalks are absent at the following places: 

 

 West side of College Avenue, between Skyway Drive and RIRO intersection 

 North side of Trilby Road, between western limit of Project site and church access 

 

Existing Bicycle Facilities 
 

Skyway Drive: A bicycle lane exists on the south side. No bicycle lane is present on the north side. 

 

College Avenue: No bicycle lanes are present on either side. Intermittent shoulders may be used by cyclists. 

 

Trilby Road: Shoulders exist on both sides and may be used by cyclists. 

 

Links to Neighboring Land Uses 
 

JR analyzed pedestrian links to other land uses within 1,320 feet of the Project site. Figure 11 shows the 

approximate area analyzed. Additionally, schools within 1.5 miles of the site were considered. The pedestrian 

analysis worksheet according to LCUASS is included in Appendix B. 

 

Improvements will be made to local pedestrian facilities including sidewalks and signalized intersection 

crossings. Specifically, sidewalks will be added along Trilby Road and College Avenue as part of the Project. The 

planned improvements to the Trilby & College intersection are expected to enhance pedestrian crossings. 
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Figure 11: Pedestrian Analysis Area 
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Conclusion 
 

Below is a summary of conclusions and findings of this TIS. 

 

Levels of Service 
 

2022: In the existing condition, most intersection movements operate satisfactorily (LOS D or better). 

However, some movements at the signalized intersections face operational issues, including some movements 

at LOS E or F. 

 

2024: Most movements at the study intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better in 2024 with 

total traffic. Levels of service at the intersection of Trilby & College are expected to improve as a result of the 

planned intersection improvements. 

 

2045: Most movements at the study intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better in 2045 with 

total traffic. However, multiple study intersections may experience movements that operate at LOS E or F. 

 

Queue Lengths 
 

Estimated 95th percentile queues are mostly acceptable. However, a few operational concerns exist, including: 

 

 NBT/SBT movements along College Avenue may block access to NB/SB turn lanes at both Skyway Drive 

and Trilby Road. 

 SBT movement at Skyway & College has an estimated queue of 1,145 feet in 2045, which may interfere 

with access to Saturn Drive to the north. 

 

Pedestrian Facilities 
 

Pedestrian facilities are mostly satisfactory in the vicinity of the Project site due to the area’s primarily 

residential character. Improvements are expected to be made to sidewalks adjacent to the site, as well as 

signalized intersection crossings at Trilby & College. 

 

Recommendations 
 

At the intersection of Trilby & College, JR recommends adding an eastbound right turn lane if the full 

improvements are not completed by 2024. This turn lane would be jointly funded between the City and the 

Project. 

 

  



 

 

   
 
 

College and Trilby Multifamily (Core Spaces) Neighborhood Meeting 
Meeting Summary June 6, 2022 

 
 

City Staff – Attendees: Clark Mapes, Planning; Steve Gilchrist, Traffic Operations 
 
  

Applicant Contact: 
Ken Merritt, JR Engineering 

Project Information Presented: 
 

• The proposed plan is for about 268 dwelling units in a mix of duplexes and townhomes, mix of 2 
and 3 story buildings. 

• The plan extends Mars Drive across the property from north to south, with additional internal 
streets and a n-s trail connection across the western edge of the property. 

• A community building with pool is included in the plan. 

• The developer is coordinating with a City capital project to expand the Trilby intersection with S. 
College Ave. 

• Wetland, stormwater detention, and a natural area buffer around the wetland are major 
aspects of the plan. 

 

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

C: The Trilby intersection already #1 crash location in City; wait until that intersection is improved. 
Dangerous.  Overpopulated. Throw more bodes into it is foolhardy. 
A: would do a Traffic Study, identify improvements needed, and do them with the project as warranted.  
The City has a capital project that will probably start construction in 2023.  Will be looking at that along 
with the project. 
A: We are working with City to do a bike lane along Trilby. Then going west, there’s quite a bit of bike 
use on a wide shoulder. Probably construct on the coattails of City Capital Project. 
 
Q: I live in Ridgewood Hills [to the south of Trilby] – there’s a whole lot of development going on the 
south end of that neighborhood, with a light at Triangle Dr. that people use to get to Avondale, and cut 
through the neighborhood to get over to Shields because there’s no safe access from College to Shields 
for people to keep out of our neighborhood. Why can’t you build a road through the natural area to the 
south, over to Shields.  When something happens at Trilby, Avondale gets used for that.  

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 



A: (City) We’re keeping an eye on Avondale/Trilby for a light.  The last time we looked at that with a 
proposed plan, it did not warrant a signal. Connectivity is limited – we understand.  College to Shields is 
a challenge.  Ridgewood Hills has a 5th filing to signalize Triangle Drive. 
 
Q: Doubling the population seems like it needs to include services like restaurants etc.  What are 
Constellation and Skyway – Collectors?  I live in the Aurora subdivision.  College/Trilby is critical.  Messy.  
Any consideration to overflow of traffic on Skyway?  To College?  I have had a difficult time for almost 25 
yrs. Getting through the light.  The soil is bentonite, hard to build on it. 
 
A: Commercial restaurant etc. uses generate more traffic, I think you’ll find this more compatible.  About 
the soils – we  appreciate that, are aware of that.  Developer and builder will give attention to designing 
foundations for that. 
 
A: (City) Constellation is a local street.  Skyway is not  a Collector.  Mars is a Collector. 
 
Q: [Street] had to get speed bumps put in.   
 
Q: Sale or rent? 
A: Rent.  It’s a unified ownership and operation.   
A: Will do a traffic study to confirm whether capacity can be accommodated on those existing streets. It 
will include Mars Landing. 
A: There will be increased traffic but Mars also adds additional connectivity.  Any time there are 
concerns with speeding, Traffic Ops wants to hear about that and has a program that can make changes 
if warranted. 
 
Q: There was a meeting at Fossil Creek Park showing street improvements – what was going to happen. 
A: Street improvements happen mostly with development; and once in a while with special public 
capital projects.  The South College Corridor Plan meeting was about a long term vision for future 
change.  It identifies major needs for funding, and change would come over decades. 
 
Q: Why not go through open space – with a new roadway to Shields. 
 
Q: Flooding overflows into our subdivision [Skyview?] Pond outlets blocked, snakes, branches, carpets. 
A: The detention ponds in this plan will be maintained by both this HOA and the City. 
 
Q: I found a traffic study for Skyway and Constellation.  Mars Landing takes it over 1000, and a Local ios 
limited to 1000.  Can we isolate Mars from Skyway?  
A: (City)The overall approach to connectivity is to not overwhelm any one street.  The traffic study will 
look at that, and that’s a purpose of this meeting, to i.d. things to look for in the study.  We will look at 
that in the TIS. 
 
C: All those people will need water, fire, police, etc. 
A: Developers are required to pay capital expansion fees to keep up with the growth of the city. 
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