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COLORADO SPRINGS COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING #8 

11 August 2017, 10:00 AM – 12:00 PM 
Suite 102, City Administration Building 
 
Attendees: 
Steering Committee 
Merv Bennett, Chair 
Jill Gaebler, Vice Chair 
Susan Davies 
Charles Deason 
Josh Green 
Maureen Juran  
Hannah Parsons 
Eric Phillips 
Jim Raughton 
Harry Salzman 
Tim Seibert 
Robert Shonkwiler 
Doug Stimple 
Taj Stokes 
 
 
 
 
 

Guests 
Dave  Munger, Executive Director, CONO 
Max Cupp, CONO 
Chamber, EDC Representative 
 
City of Colorado Springs 

Peter Wysocki, Community Planning & Development 
Director  
Carl Schueler, Comprehensive Planning Manager 
Conrad Olmedo, Comprehensive Planning 
Page Saulsbury, Comprehensive Planning 
Katie Hosch, Comprehensive Planning 
Jay Anderson, Civic Engagement Specialist, Office of 
the Mayor 

Consultant Team 

Bruce Meighen, Logan Simpson 
Cayla Cothron, Logan Simpson 
Megan Moore, Logan Simpson (via conference call) 
 

Meeting Summary: 

I. Introductions/ Opening Remarks (Merv Bennett) 

Councilman Bennett opened the meeting by explaining next steps within the process. A 
structure has been identified to allow for coordinated review of each chapter individually. 
Each meeting will offer the opportunity for discussion as a group on the critical 
components for each chapter, so that all members can be involved. Any word-smithing 
can be done at an individual level, with the submittal of comments to Carl and team.  

Once the draft plan is put together, the PlanCOS team will have the opportunity to put 
together the “road show” to present and gain feedback from the community. 

Until that point, SC members are asked to reach out to their respective communities, 
agencies, etc. to gain feedback on chapters through the process, and serve as a liaison 
for changes and comments. 

II. Outreach Summary To-Date (Carl Schueler) 

Carl gave a brief overview of each event and highlights from each. SC members were 
asked to voice their additional thoughts on common themes and feedback heard. 

(Please refer to the attached PowerPoint presentation for additional information) 

a. Young Professionals/ COS Envisions Event 

i. Additional common themes: 

1. Communication; attendees identified the willingness to be 
engaged, but the lack of being able to go to a single place and 
identify volunteer or collaboration opportunities/ events 
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2. Josh Green summarized what he heard as a  new, consolidated 
theme “Social Community” could include Thriving Economy, 
Vibrant Neighborhoods, and Culture and could represent more of 
the younger professional mindset and reflects more of their 
lifestyle and which could also respond to the desires of senior 
citizens 

3. Military Community and how to create an inviting community for 
the military; how to engage the military at a physical and 
community level 

4. Create a diversity-friendly environment (i.e. zero-vehicle residents, 
work-from-home, disabilities, etc.) 

b. El Pomar Heading Southeast Event 

i. Transportation was a key discussion item at the event including one-
vehicle households and limitations to transit use 

ii. Support for multiple cultures throughout the community   

c. Other Forums + Events (i.e. Housing Forum, School District Meeting, Co-
Creators Event) 

d. SpeakUp Survey #2 is now closed and has been replaced with discussion 
questions. It was confirmed that the last few hundred survey responses did not 
markedly change the previously reported results. 

III. Draft Plan Progress (Bruce Meighen) 

Bruce reviewed the overall structure for the draft plan chapter review over the next few 
months, and identified that the conversations had at each meeting will be integrated into 
updated versions of each chapter, coordinated in a final review meeting, and then issued 
for public release and comment. Key to focus on within individual and group reviews is 
“Are we making the community better over the next 5, 10 and 20 years?” 

Please refer to the attached PowerPoint presentation for additional information) 

a. Anticipated Review Cycle/ Schedule  

b. Goals for Plan Review 

c. Draft Plan: 

i. Format Examples/ Mock Ups  

ii. Annotated Outline  

1. Chapter 1 will serve as the executive summary 

2. Chapters 2 through 7 will address each Vision Theme and will 
utilize the same structure 

iii. Example Vision Theme Chapter (Chapter 2: Neighborhood Plans) 

1. Implementation Indicators: identifying specific metrics that can be 
utilize to measure and to make the city a better place and could be 
annually updated and presented to PC/CC; the indicators need to 
be realistic and address how the targets can be accomplished 
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2. Questions: to be utilized not only for development submittals, but 
also for city initiatives (i.e. code changes, programs, capital 
improvements, etc.) 

IV. Exercise: Plan Review and Enhancements (Bruce Meighen) 

Within small groups, SC members had the opportunity to discuss and provide comment 
on the example Vision Theme chapter (Chapter 2: Vibrant Neighborhoods).  

During the exercise, the SC was asked to identify: 

a. Highlights: What are the best practices/examples to include? 

b. Indicators: What 1 or 2 should be our keystone indicators? 

c. Questions: Are there additional questions we should ask? 

d. Policies: Are there enhancements/ additional policies? Are there red flag policies 
that should be discussed? 

V. Report Back 

a. Confirm that a density target of 10 DU/ac for new neighborhoods is not too high 
for the COS market 

b. Concerned about housing “affordability” and the mix of 60%/40% because there 
are no controls in place to regulate that 

c. Emphasize that the diversity is needed  

d. Connectivity indicators need to include bike/ sidewalks/ trails also, not just 
roadway intersection density, and that there can be mitigating factors that can 
make this difficult to achieve in some instances; however, the importance of 
intersection density was confirmed by some members 

i. Different neighborhoods have different levels of connectivity 

ii. Take the broader term of connectivity and break it into neighborhoods; for 
example localized transit is a big issue in SE 

iii. Include different metrics for different neighborhoods 

iv. Downtown should have a separate neighborhood typology due in part to 
its very high potential densities 

e. Add additional classifications for Changing Neighborhoods 

i. Ensure there are metrics for neighborhood identity and ethnic flavor 

f. Take into consideration current major and planned changes within the typologies 

i. Apply neighborhood boundaries and typologies when considering major 
projects and changes 

g. Integrate and take into consideration market forces (i.e. there is current market 
demand for one-level housing; but could make it more difficult to achieve 
densities in single-family situations 

i. Consider demographic breakdown within suggested/ targeted housing 
mix 

h. Address within zoning: 

i. Tiny homes/ micro-housing 
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ii. Mother-in-law quarters/ ADUs 

i. Endorse the importance of new and up-to-date Neighborhood Plans 

j. Consider neighborhood enclaves as they need a strong foundation and direction 
for development and through Neighborhood Plans 

k. Address prevention of degradation of properties: 

i. Rely on HOAs, but also identify possibilities if an HOA doesn’t exist or if 
one becomes defunct 

l. Identify financial impacts of new development on existing infrastructure 

m. Use context-sensitive strategies in conjunction with a balance with resiliency; 
however, there was also push back on the use of the term “context-sensitive” in 
the Plan unless its meaning and intent is better described - in particular, in most 
cases this should not imply simple preservation of the status quo 

n. Plan stormwater systems in context with the entire Plan, and with neighborhoods 

o. Separate the homeless issue and workforce attainable housing 

p. Potentially address “discouraged uses” in certain neighborhoods (i.e. uses that if 
allowed to proliferate, have a negative impact on the neighborhood, regardless of 
the  market) 

q. Balance questions on review criteria with zoning regulations 

r. Typology/ Framework Map revisions:  

i. Valley Hi and Park Hill should be identified as “Changing” 

ii. Infrastructure changes are being made within some of the historic 
neighborhoods 

s. There was also discussion concerning the extent to which the recommendations 
of the Plan should be more or less directive and emphatic, versus reliance on 
suggestion and encouragement. 

i. The consensus was that the language  should be fairly clear and 
directional in many cases 

ii. It was reiterated that the Comprehensive Plan is ultimately an advisory 
and not a regulatory document 

VI. Next Steps (Bruce Meighen)  

a. Upcoming Events:  

i. Fat Tire Bike Event (August 24) 

ii. Joint Planning Commission/ City Council Meeting (August 29) 

iii. SC Meeting #9 (tentative, September 22/29) 

b. Action Items: 

i. SC to submit additional comments in tracked changes by Thursday, 
August 17th  

ii. PlanCOS Team to send outlook appointments for distribution, meeting 
and comment response dates 
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iii. PlanCOS Team to send examples of other plans that are considered 
good examples of the type of plan we are looking to create (i.e. modular, 
graphic, innovative) 

 

 


