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591 ,k a,b,c,d

Need to discuss This in detail. Lot areas should be minimums. Lot frontages have problem with minimum on curves and cul-de-sacs. Garages attached look like

they have to meet the accessory building section. If goal is to make garage not in front lets move regular setback to 15' front . Why is the side yard accessory

so great on dd5 and dd6. Need to look at all lot coverage scenarios, what does it include? Looks like % to small. Accessory buildings setback only 2' create a lot

of building code questions as well as drainage issues.  MD numbering needs to be reversed.
AC 7/21/2009

744 1.0.0 No definition for reverse frontage lot.  Is there a need for it? Staff 8/10/2009

737 1.0.0 Where is the information required on all the applications? Staff 8/10/2009

350 1.1.2

Last sentence: It may be appropriate to define where these would be applicable outside of the corporate boundaries. With the exception of possible right of

way requirements determined with plats within the one mile boundary, there may be limited City jurisdiction.

County 7/16/2009

217 1.1.2 

Authority & Jurisdiction, some areas outside of the incorporated area in the /ƛǘȅΩǎPlanning Jurisdiction. I am unclear as to how we can apply these regulations

to any areas not within the city limits. Staff 7/2/2009

102 1.1.3 g Should the phrase  "zoning districts" be used rather than simply the term "districts." PC 6/15/2009

66 1.2.0 When the word board is used in later sections, is the Board of Adjustments who you are referring to? AC 6/17/2009

152 1.2.1 Table 1.1 Administrative Approval has always required adjacent property owner notification? Staff 6/30/2009

103 1.2.1 Table 1-1

What if briefly define (using one word) all the abbreviations used in the table (i.e., PC, CC and BoA). May be helpful if do something similar to what was done

for "R", "D" etc.   PC 6/15/2009

1 1.2.1 Like the Text Amendment and Administrative Plat options AC 6/17/2009

2 1.2.1

Don't like the Optional and required neighborhood meeting s.  They should only be shown if required.  I have tried these before and had little participation.

AC 6/17/2009

65 1.2.1

Recommended or optional needs to be looked at.  Is it required or not?

AC 6/17/2009

196 1.2.1

Summary Table - Final Plat shows no published notice nor mailed notice is required, yet on 2.1.3 Final Plat says a published notice is required but mailed notice

is not required. I am concerned that the surrounding property owners do not have to be notified.

Staff 6/30/2009

225 1.2.1

I have heard, in several meetings, that the Development 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊΩǎposition will not be affected by the UDC. However, that is not what it says. The current

wording effectively does away with that position. Staff 7/2/2009

218 1.2.1 Summary Table Staff 7/2/2009

210 1.2.2 2

How many positions will be eliminated by virtue of this section? Will the appointed Director be required to take the ICC Chief Building Official test, become a

Certified Engineer, or a Traffic Engineer, as required by ordinance to do these jobs? How much authority needs to be given to any one person within a city

government?  What about checks and balances? Staff 7/2/2009
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168 1.2.2 3b

City Engineer authority needs to be clarified. This sections gives the City Engineer the authority to review but is not very clear regarding final decisions as other

sections are for Development Director. Who is then responsible for final decisions on engineering designs? Final decision on drainage, traffic and other

infrastructure issues should remain within the Engineering Department. Especially flood plain decisions which are specifically the City Engineer's responsibility

by ordinance (Chapter 13.24 of City Code).

Staff 6/30/2009

489 1.2.2 3b

City Engineer authority needs to be clarified. This sections gives the City Engineer the authority to review but is not very clear regarding final decisions as other

sections are for Development Director. Who is then responsible for final decisions on engineering designs? Final decision on drainage, traffic and other

infrastructure issues should remain within the Engineering Department. Especially flood plain decisions which are specifically the City Engineer's responsibility

by ordinance (Chapter 13.24 of City Code).

Staff 7/20/2009

3 1.2.2 a
Will the appointed director have enough time to make and attend all meetings were decisions need to be made.

AC 6/17/2009

104 1.2.2 a 3rd sentence - should it be "officer" instead of "office." PC 6/15/2009

198 1.2.2 A

Director shall be the person appointed by the City Council or City Manger to head the Planning and Development Department. This I understand. However,

when a Effect of Decision is to be made on a application will these applications need to be approved by "Matt" before we may issue them. Please clarify.

Staff 6/30/2009

226 1.2.2 a Delete reference to City Manager Staff 7/2/2009

334 1.2.2 a The Director is appointed by the Mayor, not the City Manager Staff 7/15/2009

227 1.2.2 a.2.d

This section needs to be deleted. The development director does not have the final decision on all permits that are required by City ordinances i.e.: noise

permits, right of way permits, parade permits, liquor permits, BOPU permits, building permits, grading permits and right of way permits, to name just a few.

Staff 7/2/2009

105 1.2.2 a1a What if use the phrase "Code Amendments" or "UDC Amendments" instead of "Text Amendments". PC 6/15/2009

106 1.2.2 a2c

Should it state "Administrative Use Approvals" instead of "Administrative Approvals."

PC 6/15/2009

107 1.2.2 a2d Should it specify "Temporary Use Permits." PC 6/15/2009

171 1.2.2 b

List City Engineer's review authority and decision-making authority as it relates to developments (i.e. Impact Studies, Construction Plans, Grading Permits, ROW

permits, Acceptance of Development Construction, Survey Control, Subdivision Standard Waivers,  etc.)

Staff 6/30/2009

335 1.2.2 b
The City Engineer's responsibilities should be laid out similar to 1.2.2.a

Staff 7/15/2009

75 1.2.2 c

There is no mention of development office. They need to be involved to keep the information flowing between developer, director and City Engineer. 

other 6/17/2009

67 1.2.2
What is the appeal process for the director's decisions?

AC 6/17/2009

109 1.2.3 a3 and 4 "Subdivision" spelling needs to be consistent. PC 6/15/2009

Page 2 of 34



UDC Completed Draft Review Comments to Date 9-29-2009

comments recieved in writing

Summer 2009

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

B C D E G H

110 1.2.3 b

Is it correct that the Planning Commission has the authority to make the final decision concerning prelim. plats. The chart reflects that the PC has the authority

to only make a recommendation as to prelim. plats. 
PC 6/15/2009

4 1.2.3 b.

If they Planning Commission is the decision making authority why do we go onto council

AC 6/17/2009

5 1.2.3 c.
Why would Planning Commission be the appeal authority when they don't have authority anywhere else.

AC 6/17/2009

108 1.2.3

Why no "Establishment" and "Meetings" sections for the Planning Commission similar to subsections a and b in Section 1.2.5 - Board of Adjustment

PC 6/15/2009

219 1.2.3 

Planning Commission, we need to fix these sections to make sure we are not requiring the Planning Commission to make final decisions on actions or final

appeal decisions. Staff 7/2/2009

6 1.2.4 a.3 Now the Council is the decision making authority AC 6/17/2009

111 1.2.5 a When it states "zoning regulations" does that mean the "UDC" or "these regulations".
PC 6/15/2009

112 1.2.5 d

Is this correct.  If so, I think Table 1-1 needs to be correct to reflect the appeal authority.  The table reflects "D/H" instead of "A" for Administrative appeals. 

PC 6/15/2009

153 1.2.5 BOA consists of 7 members, meeting dates are the 3rd Thursday of each month in the City Municipal Building Staff 6/30/2009

220 1.2.5 

Board of Adjustment, we need to check with State Statute on the number of members. We have a real problem getting a quorum for these meetings and 5

members would be problematic. I would like to stay with seven members if possible. On appeal authority, we need to add in all of the things that the Board

deals with, such as appeal of Directors' decisions. Staff 7/2/2009

113 1.3.2 a

1st sentence - typo - "party" instead of "parting."  Further, the phrases "compel own motion" and "require to procedures" are confusing.

PC 6/15/2009

228 1.3.2 a,b,c

What is this section trying to say? Whatever it is, I ŘƻƴΩǘthink it gets the job done. For example the City does not and cannot subpoena witnesses. The City has

ŎƻǳǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōƻŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǎǳōǇƻŜƴŀΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ά/ƛǘȅέ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ŎŀƴΩǘΦ

Staff 7/2/2009

114 1.3.2 d 1st sentence - 2nd line - Insert "at" between "and" and "any". PC 6/15/2009

229 1.3.2 d change and to, at Staff 7/2/2009

115 1.3.3 a

Last sentence is a little confusing. What if delete phrase "in the case of such building, structure, or land" which is at the end of the sentence. 

PC 6/15/2009

230 1.3.3 a

Zoning regulations should apply to land use, not buildings and structures. Buildings and structures are regulated by other provisions of the City Code. This

entire paragraph is not necessary. Anyone can go to court and file for an injunction. This language is confusing and misleading. A highly paid consultant should

not just reprint the current language, when the current language has problems.

Staff 7/2/2009

231 1.3.3 b,c

The City Code has penalty provisions (see section 1.24 of the City Code). These regulations should reference that section for penalties. Most if not all the

ǇŜƴŀƭǘȅ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ /ƻŘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ мΦнпΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘƘƛǎΚStaff 7/2/2009

251 1.3.3 c Is this Statute?  Has it always been in our code? PC 6/15/2009

68 1.3.3 Is this the law? AC 6/17/2009
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116 1.3.4 a Is the "development director" the "Director." PC 6/15/2009

232 1.3.4 a

delete the phrase άƘŜŀƭǘƘhazard or ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅέas the development director is not qualified nor empowered to make that determination. What is an

άŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅέΣwhere is it defined and who makes that determination? This language should not be in the current zoning ordinance. A highly paid consultant

should not just reprint the current language, when the current language has problems.

Staff 7/2/2009

118 1.3.4 d Is the phrase "if the provisions of this sub-section cannot be accomplished" talking about the certified letter requirement? PC 6/15/2009

117 1.3.4

Does this section mean that before the City can seek an injunction the Director must give the owner 20 working days (or less)  to cease the violation?

PC 6/15/2009

119 1.3.5 a 2nd sentence - 7th line - Should use "these regulations" instead of "the regulations." PC 6/15/2009

120 1.3.5 b 1st sentence - first line -  Delete the second "not." PC 6/15/2009

7 1.3.5 b. Like the fact you can ask for a waiver similar to Road, Street Standards might want to add to other articles. AC 6/17/2009

233 1.3.6 b add space between 2. and 3. Staff 7/2/2009

8 1.3.6 b1,c2,e Should all go to one person AC 6/17/2009

351 1.3.6 c.1 & f.

I have this huge aversion with the word "grandfathered".  Uses and structures are either conforming, non-conforming or legal non-conforming.

County 7/16/2009

121 1.3.6 c2
Should the term "Director" be used instead of "development director."

PC 6/15/2009

234 1.3.6 e

Delete the reference to building official, that position does not track, nor have any way to track, zoning issues. The reference should be to the development

director, or similar person. Staff 7/2/2009

221 1.3.6 

bƻƴπ/ƻƴŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜǎΣ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ /Σ bǳƳōŜǊ оΦ ²Ŝ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǿƻǊŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΦ ²Ŝ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǎǘƻǊŀƎŜΦ

Staff 7/2/2009

235 1.3.7 This section needs to make it clear that fees can only be amended by city council. Staff 7/2/2009

154 1.4. c. services
We need a definition for Adult Day Care,  I am currently researching but if anyone has any good examples????

Staff 6/30/2009

215 1.4. Interpretation, Page 1-16, What does the term "Political Subdivision" under Sign, Flag/Banner mean?  Pg. 1-16 Staff 7/2/2009

222 1.4.

Interpretation, Section d. Computations of time, we need to fix this to deal only with calendar days and then edit the entire document to be consistent with this.

Staff 7/2/2009

345 1.4.0

"Subdivision":  The definition for subdivision implies that lot splits or divisions into two lots would be exempt from the subdivision requirements.  True??

County 7/16/2009

76 1.4.0 Definition of Activity Center; are there different levels of activity centers?
other 6/17/2009

77 1.4.0 Definition of Pedestrian Shed other 6/17/2009

9 1.4.1 d2-3 Couldn't we come up with one way to figure amount of days AC 6/17/2009

122 1.4.1 d3 2nd sentence - 3rd line - Should the term "may" after "holidays" be switched to "shall." PC 6/15/2009

149 1.4.1 d3 I think the phrase "more than" after "time period is" needs to be deleted. PC 6/15/2009

236 1.4.1 e

This needs major revision, the development director does not have authority over all ordinances adopted by the city. If he does, why have a mayor. See

comment on section 1.2.2a.2.d. Staff 7/2/2009
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211 1.4.1 e. Conflicts, shouldn't the Mayor, or the City Attorney be the one resolving conflicts that may end up in litigation?, Pg. 1-9 Staff 7/2/2009

10 1.4.2 c. Is this the same as the building code AC 6/17/2009

212 1.4.2 c.3 This paragraph needs to include wind mill generators. Pg. 1-9 Staff 7/2/2009

213 1.4.2 e.3

Why are utility rooms not included in the square footage of the floor area? When a building is on the market for sale it is advertised with that square footage.

Pg. 1-10 Staff 7/2/2009

11 1.4.2 g5 If the lot is not square the line would go across the side boundary line.
AC 6/17/2009

12 1.4.2 g6 An illustration would be helpful AC 6/17/2009

123 1.4.2 h Is there a section "h" as it goes from "g" to "i" PC 6/15/2009

13 1.4.2 i1c
Couldn't we include a distance to cover this.  Looks like it could become a headache when people want to enclose

AC 6/17/2009

124 1.4.2 i1c Should the "and" be after subsection "c" and not "b" PC 6/15/2009

14 1.4.2 j

This has been a long standing interpretation issue. What is the difference between a deck and porch. Also this means the patio could extend to the row line.

Then you also have the enclosure issue later. AC 6/17/2009

125 1.4.2 k4 1st sentence - add "are" after "sign" and before "no." PC 6/15/2009

69 1.4.2 Get rid of "+/-" on set backs AC 6/17/2009

70 1.4.2 Explain Accessory Building coverage AC 6/17/2009

71 1.4.2 Minimum 1.33 shall be rounded up.  Is this the current standard? AC 6/17/2009

72 1.4.2 Would like to see staff work with a sign company on this. AC 6/17/2009

223 1.4.2 

LƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 5ƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴŀƭ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣΧ²Ŝ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ҍκπ м Ŧƻƻǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎƻŘŜΦ 

Staff 7/2/2009

184 1.4.3

"Bicycle Route, 

Bikeway"

These two definitions seem to be circular and yet contradictory. A better definition for "Bicycle Route" might be "A system of bicycle trails and bikeways,

designated by appropriate route markers."
Staff 6/30/2009

185 1.4.3 "Crosswalk"

This definition isn't completely consistent with MUTCD. Section 3E.01, for example, lists only white and yellow as colors of pavement that have meaning.

FHWA is really moving towards stating that crosswalks must be defined with retro reflective white pavement markings and we shouldn't create conflicting

regulations.  Also, as we learned at the Pedestrian Workshop last week, crosswalk markings are intended for drivers, not for pedestrians.

Staff 6/30/2009

186 1.4.3 "Fence"

This definition might be a little too broad. We don't allow "fences" in the right-of-way, but we do allow "man-made partitions to be erected as a dividing

marker or barrier." Staff 6/30/2009

187 1.4.3 "Intersection"
"The junction of two or more streets"

Staff 6/30/2009

188 1.4.3 Generally

As forewarning, I'm sure I'm going to find additional terms in the document that will need to be defined. I've already found "pedestrian shed" in Section

7.1.3.a.6 Staff 6/30/2009

15 1.4.3

Change of Use - If this is used for site plans you would need to do a new one for anything on the site. Maybe need to add site plan level variations to help

distinguish and help support reuse of sites and buildings.  Some improvement is usually better than no improvement. AC 6/17/2009

16 1.4.3 covenant - should add private somewhere in the language unless the City is going to enforce AC 6/17/2009
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17 1.4.3 Garage - What about business garages like the Village.
AC 6/17/2009

18 1.4.3 Open Space - What areas will this definition be targeted toward to look at the impacts of the definition
AC 6/17/2009

19 1.4.3 Parking Lot - What is the designation for less than 5 spaces and is it significant
AC 6/17/2009

73 1.4.3 Sub-Division need to space out words AC 6/17/2009

256 1.4.3 Definition of Change of Use would trigger a site plan requirement at some low thresholds. AC 6/23/2009

96 1.4.3

Need a defined term for Redevelopment and allow for incentives for someone to redevelop property. It is very difficult to redevelop property and bring it in

compliance with codes designed for new developments.
other 6/17/2009

97 1.4.3

Regional Detention Facilities refers to current Storm Drainage Manual. The current Storm Drainage Manual needs to be updated in conjunction with this new

development code.
other 6/17/2009

126 1.4.3 Greenway misspelled PC 6/15/2009

214 1.4.3

Defined terms, why does it have to be complicated with terms like "Building, Attached", and "Building, Detached"? Why not more like a real dictionary in

alphabetical order "Attached Building" and so on.  It needs to be laid out more like Chapter 17, definitions of the current code.

Staff 7/2/2009

237 1.4.3

Start of construction is confusing and ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘwork as written. It talks about άŦƛǊǎǘplacement of a permanent ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜέthen goes on to talk about the

excavation for a structure. It needs to be defined as one or the other, it ŎŀƴΩǘbe both. An excavation is the removal of material, not placement of permanent

building materials. A highly paid consultant should not just reprint the current language for something of this magnitude. How does case law define start of

construction?  Look at the Fort Collins municipal code for a good definition of start of construction.  Their language is much better than this proposed language.

Staff 7/2/2009

238 1.4.3 ¢ƘŜ ŎƻŘŜǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǇŀǊǘȅ ǿŀƭƭέΦStaff 7/2/2009

239 1.4.3

Definitions in general: It would be nice if the definitions were more in line with accepted practice and the building codes. This is a current problem with the

zoning ordinance. Staff 7/2/2009

224 1.4.3 Defined Terms, are all of our current terms included in this section? Staff 7/2/2009

21 1.4.4 c.
Lodging Bed and Breakfast - What is the significance of 6 rooms and what changes if you go to hotel

AC 6/17/2009

189 1.4.4 e

The definitions of the various types of Outdoor Sales seems to imply that they are allowed on a public sidewalk. Carol I. might have a procedure for regulating

these and we need to ensure our regulations are coordinated with hers. Staff 6/30/2009

336 1.4.4 e The last sentence of "Warehouse Retail (>100k)" is very awkward. Staff 7/15/2009

20 1.4.4 Is this only applicable to Article 5?  Might have questions later AC 6/17/2009

74 1.4.4 Heavy Industrial is the only use with unlimited outside storage. AC 6/17/2009

240 1.4.4
²ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άǳǎŜ ǘŀōƭŜέ ƛƴ !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ рΚ

Staff 7/2/2009

241 1.4.4

²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŦŜŜ ǎƛƳǇƭŜέ ƳŜŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ƛǎ ƛǘ ǳǎŜŘΦ /ƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΦ  ! ŦŜŜ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ƭƻǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀ ƭŜƎŀƭΣ ōǳƛƭŘŀōƭŜ ƭƻǘΦ

Staff 7/2/2009

242 1.4.4
A townhouse does not always have a single common wall.  This is a conflict with the codes regulating building construction.

Staff 7/2/2009

243 1.4.4 Make sure that the child care definitions comply with DFS rules. Staff 7/2/2009
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22 1.4.6 a
If they do not pre determine why does the plan need to be changed for the city to go from open space to commercial

AC 6/17/2009

192 1.4.7 (or elsewhere)

It needs to be noted that this code is not the only code that must followed. Some others include Building Code and City of Cheyenne Board of Public Utilities

Construction Specifications and Standard Drawings (both adopted by the City Council) or Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and Americans with

Disabilities Act (both imposed upon the City by the Federal government).

Staff 6/30/2009

190 1.4.7 a Add "engineering" as a type of industry standard that can be adopted. Staff 6/30/2009

191 1.4.7 a

Including industry standards in Appendix A seems to imply that the UDC must be amended to add additional industry standards. I assume this is not the intent.

It seems following APA would be better. Staff 6/30/2009

250 1.4.7 b Require the Director to run this through Planning Commission prior to use. PC 6/15/2009

246 2.0.0 20
Appeals to an Administrative decision should go to the department for review.  It should go to the Attorney's office.

Frank Cole 6/23/2009

255 2.0.0 Please include flowchart.  They really help to illustrate processes.
AC 6/23/2009

488 2.0.0

In general, where are the specific requirements for plats? Somewhere we need it to say that floodplain boundaries must be shown on the plat. This is

something that the City receives credit for from FEMA in the Community Rating System and it is important that it be listed on a checklist for what is required on

a plat. Staff 7/20/2009

254 2.1.0 Include process for Plats within 1-mile of City.  
AC 6/23/2009

81 2.1.0

Division of land:  After the homebuilders meeting last night, the review criteria needs to be discussed in relation to the Comprehensive Plan.

other 6/17/2009

170 2.1.0

In general, where are the specific requirements for plats? Somewhere we need it to say that floodplain boundaries must be shown on the plat. This is

something that the City receives credit for from FEMA in the Community Rating System and it is important that it be listed on a checklist for what is required on

a plat.
Staff 6/30/2009

333 2.1.0 A procedure is needed for street vacations. Staff 7/15/2009

150 2.1.1 2b
not "lots" but "density"

AC 6/23/2009

127 2.1.1 a

2nd sentence is confusing.  Don't understand the phrase "These adjustments have little or no public infrastructure is anticipated in association"  

PC 6/15/2009

193 2.1.1 a

The second sentence is quite awkward. Maybe change to ϦΧƭƛǘǘƭŜor no public infrastructure anticipated in ΧϦ(striking the word "is"). The second half of that

sentence is quite unclear as well. Staff 6/30/2009

24 2.1.1 b This reads as if the owner does not need to sign in all categories is this true. AC 6/17/2009

194 2.1.1 b1a

One use I can see of this section is to dedicate additional public right-of-way where improvements could not quite be contained within the platted right-of-way.

Currently, we do this by affidavit or quitclaim, neither of which is ideal.
Staff 6/30/2009

25 2.1.1 b3 What is the significance of 4 lots and if you have more do you do additional admin plat ex South Park.
AC 6/17/2009

26 2.1.1 c4 Can this be signed  by these two by State Statutes and why wouldn't you have the people that sign a regular plat AC 6/17/2009

23 2.1.1
Like the idea of Administrative Plats

AC 6/17/2009
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155
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159

160
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163

B C D E G H

352 2.1.1 Would the administrative plats be valid for County plats within the one mile area? County 7/16/2009

29 2.1.2 5
This reads as if it won't be referred. Is that correct?

AC 6/17/2009

28 2.1.2 4d
What happens if this does not occur in all tabling areas

AC 6/17/2009

151 2.1.2 4d Only 2 meetings AC 6/23/2009

27 2.1.2 b Again does the owner sign AC 6/17/2009

98 2.1.2 c Mailings to adjacent property owners will not be required under the new code?
other 6/17/2009

337 2.1.2 c.5 Add a new bullet (4) "Public Comments" and a new bullet (c) "Deny". Staff 7/15/2009

252 2.1.2 c.5. Determine if City Council Appeal is the proper term for this action.  Confusing with PC being a recommending body.
PC 6/15/2009

338 2.1.2 c.6

If a preliminary plat is phased, is there a time limit on subsequent (i.e., after the first) phases after which the remainder of the preliminary plat expires?

Staff 7/15/2009

128 2.1.2 c2a

Does this mean that the plat will be on the agenda at the next scheduled PC meeting  or any PC  meeting within the 60 day time period. 

PC 6/15/2009

129 2.1.2 c2c Capitalize "planning commission." PC 6/15/2009

130 2.1.2 c4a and b Misspelled "Recommend" PC 6/15/2009

176 2.1.2 d.5 shouldn't there be a time limit on the age of the tech reports and studies?? Staff 6/30/2009

99 2.1.2 d.6

The statement that all lots shall be buildable does not address a lot that is set aside for storm water or open space that may not be buildable.

other 6/17/2009

63 2.1.2
Will we be including a process for reviewing plats within the 1-mile boundary?

6/17/2009

353 2.1.2 & 2.1.3
There is likely a need to better define the process for plats within the one mile boundary.

County 7/16/2009

197 2.1.3 2

Published notice shall be published in at least 15 days but no more than 21 days prior to the scheduled Planning Commission meeting. We are at 30 days at this

time. In 2.1.3 (2a) It states staff shall schedule complete app. For review before the Planning Commission. The review shall be scheduled for the next meeting

between 15 to 60 days. Two concerns here - if we go with the 15 days it will not give the staff time to get comments back, staff report completed, packets out,

and even the 15 day published notice would not work. Second if we go with 60 days then there is no reason the public should not have sooner notice. Please

clarify

Staff 6/30/2009

32 2.1.3 2a Nice developer incentive to be able to skip the Planning commission again notice might be an issue AC 6/17/2009

30 2.1.3 b According to earlier the City Council wasn't the decision making body the Planning Commission is. AC 6/17/2009

31 2.1.3 c2

In all categories when is the mail notice sent. We have to turn in with application the mailing, but if we mail and it is not complete then we have a lot of people

noticed for the wrong meeting. AC 6/17/2009

245 2.1.3 d Concern regarding requirement for Engineering Drawings approval prior to final plat recording. (Review Criteria 4).
AC 6/23/2009

33 2.1.3 d4

Huge change in philosophy!!!! Are the developers and engineering department okay with idea. What happens when we get busy again and the engineering

department gets behind the development schedule.
AC 6/17/2009

Page 8 of 34



UDC Completed Draft Review Comments to Date 9-29-2009

comments recieved in writing

Summer 2009

164

165
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182

183

184

185

186

B C D E G H

36 2.2.1 5
Is this state statute?  Would like to see rewritten.

AC 6/17/2009

34 2.2.1 3.b

In zoning does this mean you could apply for CB and the PC could say we would recommend NB instead and the developer would not start over if he agrees.

AC 6/17/2009

354 2.2.1 c.2 & b.3

The 140 foot notice is identified throughout the entire document. Where did the 140 ft. come from and is this an adequate notice area? We would

recommend a minimum of 300 ft. and reserve the ability of the Director to enlarge that area as necessary.

County 7/16/2009

131 2.2.1 c.3

Does the applicant have to sign an affidavit indicating that he mailed to all property owners?   What about certified mail being required?

PC 6/15/2009

35 2.2.1 c.4.b Does this mean it goes onto third reading no matter what. AC 6/17/2009

355 2.2.1 c.5

The second sentence beginning with "A formal protest" doesn't make sense.  It appears the word "residents" needs to be added after 20%.

County 7/16/2009

78 2.2.1 c.5
Is the protest Petition City Code or State Statue?

other 6/17/2009

132 2.2.1 c.5 2nd sentence - should it be "owners" instead of "area." PC 6/15/2009

37 2.2.1 d4,d6
What level of detail is required to pass these two requirements

AC 6/17/2009

100 2.2.1.2 b(3)
Notification of property owners within a 140' will not exclude right-of-ways under this new code?

other 6/17/2009

39 2.2.2 c.2.e &g
What level of detail and what if they change later?

AC 6/17/2009

356 2.2.2 c.6

The second sentence beginning with "A formal protest" doesn't make sense.  It appears the word "residents" needs to be added after 20%.

County 7/16/2009

133 2.2.2 c3b3
What about certified mail?

PC 6/15/2009

134 2.2.2 c6 2nd sentence - should it be "owners" instead of "area." PC 6/15/2009

41 2.2.2 d12 what is clear public benefits.
AC 6/17/2009

40 2.2.2 d5
what detail?

AC 6/17/2009

38 2.2.2 It looks like you only go through once if so that makes it nice for developers. AC 6/17/2009

357 2.2.2. c.1 In the plat Article, the word "Pre-application Conference" was used instead of "Pre application Meeting".  Is there a difference? County 7/16/2009

247 2.2.3 a

Clarify that appeals of an administrative decision apply to different administrative actions. Clarify which actions can be appealed under this process - i.e. site

ǇƭŀƴǎΣ ǳǎŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΣ ǎǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΧ
AC 6/23/2009

248 2.2.3 a
Does an appeal of a waiver from Article 4 (from City Engineer) go to the Planning Commission or BOA?

AC 6/23/2009

54 2.2.3 b Is this at the developers option since it says may? AC 6/17/2009

339 2.2.3 b.4

If the City (or a private developer constructing off-site improvements) constructs improvements in the public right-of-way, would that trigger site plan

requirements for adjacent property owners?  It shouldn't. Staff 7/15/2009

135 2.2.3 b1 Seems like something is missing.  PC 6/15/2009
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202
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204

205

206

B C D E G H

42 2.2.3 b2,3,4
Again we need site plan levels.

AC 6/17/2009

358 2.2.3 c.2 (b)

Seems like it will be somewhat difficult for the applicant to know when a decision will be made. It may be more useful to simply require the applicant to post

notice upon notification that his application is complete and has been scheduled for review. Also, "reasonable and good faith efforts" is fairly subjective. It may

be easier to require proof of posting (photo). County 7/16/2009

359 2.2.3 c.3 What specifically does it mean for an application to be "acted upon"? County 7/16/2009

43 2.2.3 c1 What are planning and urban design issues? AC 6/17/2009

44 2.2.3 c2
Much longer time frame.

AC 6/17/2009

45 2.2.3 c3 How come no extensions?
AC 6/17/2009

209 2.2.3 c3

As of today there is nothing that defines the number or length of time for site plan extensions. I think we should probably use language out of the building code

for what we now call a "substantial start" and that we should probably cap the extensions at 5 -7 years. I would like it if we could build something in that says

they have to submit a written request if we could. Staff 6/30/2009

340 2.2.3 d.5 Why is the Planning Commission involved in site plans? Staff 7/15/2009

169 2.2.3 d1

"The proposed application is consistent with any approved plat." Should it be made clearer that the site plan cannot be approved without an approved plat?

We have had this occur in the past, where a site plan is submitted prior to the plat being recorded. The bigger issue is construction plans being submitted

without a recorded plat. (Sundance Ridge is a current example). Maybe there is a more appropriate place to deal with this issue, but it would be nice to have

something that prevents development applications without following the proper sequence. Staff

490 2.2.3 d1

"The proposed application is consistent with any approved plat." Should it be made clearer that the site plan cannot be approved without an approved plat?

We have had this occur in the past, where a site plan is submitted prior to the plat being recorded. The bigger issue is construction plans being submitted

without a recorded plat. (Sundance Ridge is a current example). Maybe there is a more appropriate place to deal with this issue, but it would be nice to have

something that prevents development applications without following the proper sequence. Staff 7/20/2009

136 2.2.3 d3 2nd sentence - 5th line - insert "be" between "shall" and "done." PC 6/15/2009

155 2.2.3 Site Plan Like the longer review period, will allow for a more thorough, better review Staff 6/30/2009

257 2.2.3 Define that a site plan "SHALL" be required.  Current language says "May". AC 6/23/2009

258 2.2.3
5ŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜǎ π ¦ǎŜ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ 5ŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ ²ŜŜƪŘŀȅǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎΦ  ¦ǎŜ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΧ

AC 6/23/2009

101 2.2.3

A statement needs to be added that with Site Plan approval the applicant still needs to obtain City Engineer's approval of the Construction Plan Set prior to

obtaining City building construction permits. other 6/17/2009

46 2.2.4 3 Why would we bar them from coming back?  Depends on the issue.
AC 6/17/2009

156 2.2.4 Con Use Requires advertised legal notice as well, 30 days Staff 6/30/2009

341 2.2.4 d.4
If an application meets or exceeds the standards of the zoning, why is it in front of the BOA?

Staff 7/15/2009

253 2.2.4 d.4.

Review criteria 4 opens the door for consideration of just about anything within the UDC.  Could be too powerful in restricting uses.

AC 6/23/2009

47 2.2.4 d1 How would this be determined? AC 6/17/2009
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226

227

228

229

230

B C D E G H

48 2.2.4 d4
This gives staff free reign on implementing anything.

AC 6/17/2009

157 2.2.4 d4.
review criteria. Specifically no. 4, could this be clarified??  I've read it 4 times now!!!

Staff 6/30/2009

259 2.2.4 Include a time specific length for Conditional Use Permits.  One year may be too short. AC 6/23/2009

360 2.2.5 (b)

Seems like it will be somewhat difficult for the applicant to know when a decision will be made. It may be more useful to simply require the applicant to post

notice upon notification that his application is complete and has been scheduled for review. Also, "reasonable and good faith efforts" is fairly subjective. It may

be easier to require proof of posting (photo). County 7/16/2009

158 2.2.5 Admin Use
We require adjacent property owner notification, 140' buffer

Staff 6/30/2009

199 2.2.5 b Administrative Use Approval does not require applicant to notify surrounding property owners. Please clarify. Staff 6/30/2009

79 2.2.5 c.3

The decisions of the director on zoning can be appealed to the Board of Adjustments but there is no appeal process for the rest of the director's decision-

making authority as outlined in Section 1.2.2.a - e.  These should be appealed to the Planning Commission 
other 6/17/2009

137 2.2.5 c2
What about mail notice to affected property owners?

PC 6/15/2009

49 2.2.5 c3 Again why bar? AC 6/17/2009

50 2.2.5 d1
what detail is needed to take care of issue.

AC 6/17/2009

51 2.2.6 b Why only 30 days? AC 6/17/2009

139 2.2.6 c

Why not have the same "Staff Reviewed" section as in other sections (i.e. Administrative use approval)  Doesn't have a "Complete Applications" section.

PC 6/15/2009

160 2.2.6 temp use 2 each 30 day permits per year, like it, more flexible Staff 6/30/2009

138 2.2.6 What about notice to affected property owners? PC 6/15/2009

244 2.3.0

There needs to be a clear concise method of appealing a decision or requirement. One does not have a pre-application conference for an appeal. The language

in the current zoning ordinance is preferred. Staff 7/2/2009

53 2.3.1 2b Why would the City engineer make the action if the director can override. AC 6/17/2009

140 2.3.1 a 5th line - should be "where" instead of "were" PC 6/15/2009

342 2.3.1 c.3 If the City Engineer's decision is final, why is there then an appeals process? Staff 7/15/2009

195 2.3.1 c1

I don't think a pre-application conference is necessary for a waiver. If the pre-application conference can be held on the phone, it'd be good, but otherwise it

seems too consuming of staff's time. Staff 6/30/2009

55 2.3.1 d3-7
I believe it would be hard to meet both of these criteria.

AC 6/17/2009

161 2.3.1 Waiver

My experience with waivers is that they are often needed quickly because they are based on problems discovered in the field, 20 days seems like a long time to

wait.  Will the application be the "Waiver Request" form we are using now? Staff 6/30/2009

52 2.3.1 Great idea to help out process AC 6/17/2009

162 2.3.2 2.a
meetings are scheduled at min. 30 days after submittal so we can advertise public notice.

Staff 6/30/2009

56 2.3.2 d1&4 These all need looked at but these two are almost impossible to meet in many cases and needs to be removed.
AC 6/17/2009
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253

254
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B C D E G H

260 2.3.2

Discussion of how it becomes difficult to prove that a variance isn't created by an applicant. Is there some option to allow for a "better" proposal to allow for

the variance?
AC 6/23/2009

200 2.3.2

Zoning Variance does not state that a Published Notice is needed. On the Summary Table 1.2.1 it shows a Published Notice is needed for a Zoning Variance.

Please clarify. Staff 6/30/2009

141 2.3.3 b2
Does the 14 days start ticking on the date of the final decision or when the decision is mailed?

PC 6/15/2009

164 2.3.3 c1. should there be a pre application conference offered for appeals,  an application??  I think the Board Attorney would disagree!! Staff 6/30/2009

58 2.3.4 b3 Would like to add something like or bring another portion of the area to a higher standard. AC 6/17/2009

343 2.3.4 c Eliminate references to major and minor site plans. Staff 7/15/2009

57 2.3.4 Like the idea, but don't know how it will be applied,  What about for some residential variances?
AC 6/17/2009

166 2.3.4 Isn't an administrative adjustment the same a waiver??? Staff 6/30/2009

59 2.4.0 Like the idea AC 6/17/2009

142 2.4.1 a3 Is the applicant the Planning Commission, City Council or the Director as  listed in 2.4.1b? PC 6/15/2009

60 2.4.1 b Need to add a process for anyone to submit.
AC 6/17/2009

61 2.4.2 c1
This should be required and give the City time to contact neighbors about joining the annexation if it is in a pocket.

AC 6/17/2009

62 2.4.2

It would be nice to have general timelines like we do for all other processes.  Also maybe flowcharts for all processes at the end of the section.

AC 6/17/2009

80 2.4.2 De-annexation procedures should be included and how to halt an annexation by applicant. other 6/17/2009

344 2.4.2 This section seems to preclude "forced" annexations of private property.  Is that the intent? Staff 7/15/2009

143 3.1.1 a3 Needs a period at end. PC 6/15/2009

144 3.1.1 a6 Maybe delete "of" between "Identify" and "improvements" PC 6/15/2009

145 3.1.1 a7 Change "form" to "from." PC 6/15/2009

541 3.1.1 c

What's an "applicable development application"? Currently the Subdivision Regulations define when the City can ask for a TIS, but I've been unable to find it in

the UDC. Staff 7/28/2009

172 3.1.1 c.2
The applicant should contact the City Traffic Engineer to arrange for the scoping meeting.

Staff 6/30/2009

146 3.1.1 c1
Is the 25 dwelling unit requirement consistent with the 50 dwelling requirement in Section 3.1.2a?

PC 6/15/2009

147 3.1.1 c2b6 Misspelled "access" PC 6/15/2009

361 3.1.1.c & 3.1.2.a

The housing units limit for requiring an impact study or transportation worksheet is defined as 25 in one paragraph and 50 in the other.  Need to be consistent.

County 7/16/2009

201 3.1.2 a1 A Transportation worksheet  & TIA are not required for residential projects consisting less than 50 units should read 25 units. Staff 6/30/2009

148 3.1.2 a2 Does the transportation worksheet calculate the items in subsection a through f? PC 6/15/2009

177 3.1.3 a
stand alone document. Use the "Transportation Worksheet" included in Appendix D

Staff 6/30/2009

202 3.1.3 a references Appendix D Summary of Traffic impact sheets - needs to be added Staff 6/30/2009
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B C D E G H

203 3.1.3 d6

Safe Routes to School (Federal grant program) uses a 3 mile radius to schools to define projects, CoC is using half that distance in radius.

Staff 6/30/2009

249 3.1.4 a
Will there be an illustration of "Level of Service" concept?

PC 6/15/2009

179 3.1.4 a.13 sentence doesn't read correctly! Not sure what it should say, but is unclear as it is. Staff 6/30/2009

180 3.1.4 a.16  the word 'and' should be moved from after traffic estimates to before emergency routes Staff 6/30/2009

205 3.1.4 a10

I am assuming that the standards in their entirety will be incorporated into the UDC with this comment. So, Identification and Location for Turn Lanes at

Accesses or Intersections:  will be per Articles ??  And ?? Of the UDC, not the City's Road, Street and Site Planning Design Standards as it states in the draft.

Staff 6/30/2009

207 3.1.4 a17 Add a subsection for Safety and Accident Analysis - refer to page 23 of existing engineering spec for material. Staff 6/30/2009

204 3.1.4 a5 ¢ǊƛǇ 5ƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ²¸5h¢ ƳƻŘŜƭƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴ /ƘŜȅŜƴƴŜ DǊƻǿǘƘ CƻǊŜŎŀǎǘΣ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΧΦStaff 6/30/2009

206 3.1.4 a9 change the word arterial to read City of Cheyenne facility. Staff 6/30/2009

208 3.1.4 b
In the beginning of this subsection, define the factors with identify a study area for a TIA (pg. 15 of old spec)

Staff 6/30/2009

181 3.1.4 b.

There is no mention of Transit facilities within 1/4 to 1/2 mile. The opening text refers back to the above section a. which calls out transit in #13 but it is

conspicuously missing in b. Maybe add transit to b.4.? Staff 6/30/2009

182 3.1.4 c.4.

Once again my concern is for the design of ped bike transit mitigation. Should not the rights of way include ped and bike facilities if needed and transit stops?

Also Greenway (multi-use trail) easements should be identified. Staff 6/30/2009

178 3.1.4 What evaluation form will be used for bike and ped? See red text below Staff 6/30/2009

216 3.1.4 Table 3-2, What does "ADT" mean?  It is not defined.  Pg. 3-6 Staff 7/2/2009

173 3.2.0

Insert the attached Drainage Studies requirement (available electronically on the Share drive under S:/Laura/UDC-Drainage Impact Studies.doc)

Staff 6/30/2009

382 4.1.1 d Grammatical error - "improves" needs to be "improve" Staff 7/17/2009

644 4.1.1 f. I am unsure of the ability to "prevent premature divisions of land" Staff 8/12/2009

502 4.1.1 g transit facilities should be added to list of infrastructure services Staff 7/21/2009

362 4.1.2

There are a number of standards within this Article that will not apply to plats within the one mile boundary. State Statute provides that plats need to be

approved by each entity prior to recordation; however, the County standards for subdivision should take precedence over any City standard. It would be best if

the two were of course coordinated! There needs to be more definition as to which of the standards within the code that the City would take into

consideration in reviewing County plats. Standards such as park fees, block sizes, open space, streetscape and required improvements will look dramatically

different under County regulations compared to this proposed code and will create enormous conflicts for each entity, especially in those areas where the City

does not provide water or sewer services.

County 7/16/2009

645 4.1.2

This section states that Article 4 applies to platting and ROW impacts, how will we use these standards should the property already have been platted?

Staff 8/12/2009

503 4.1.3 a transit in ROW for transit stop pads, shelters and or bus pull outs Staff 7/21/2009

383 4.1.3 d not necessary Staff 7/17/2009
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B C D E G H

384 4.1.3 e adequately serve is a split infinitive Staff 7/17/2009

491 4.1.3 e

The required design elements list for subdivisions does not say anything about drainage; yet drainage within subdivisions (i.e. lots draining onto neighbors, poor

grading) are a source of many problems currently. We really need to stress the importance of subdivision drainage design and at least include it as a design

requirement here. Staff 7/20/2009

492 4.1.4 b

Change this wording to require ALL areas not just "land subject to flooding and/or within drainage areas" to be designed in accordance with applicable drainage

standards. Staff 7/20/2009

646 4.1.4 b. Do all of theses documents exist? Staff 8/12/2009

571 4.1.4 c
Need a better solution.  The developer is going to have to sale these lots, lets let them decide what needs to be done.

AC 7/21/2009

493 4.1.4 c

Is noise control really something the City Engineer is in charge of? Landscaped and bermed buffer areas seem more like a planning function. Depending on the

size of the berm, engineering may need to look at the slope stabilization component but that would be all.

Staff 7/20/2009

385 4.1.5 a owner's agent of the owner Staff 7/17/2009

648 4.1.5 a. This happens often. Are we ready and willing to enforce this? Staff 8/12/2009

386 4.1.5 b3 WY at the end Staff 7/17/2009

381 4.2.0 index fix to read "dedication" Staff 7/17/2009

387 4.2.1 a What tools are used to "anticipate and evaluate" development impact? Staff 7/17/2009

388 4.2.1 e2 ϦΧƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜ ŀ ŦŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǇǊƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƭŀƴŘΧϦ CǳƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜΚStaff 7/17/2009

389 4.2.1 f ϦΧƳƻǎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΧƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΧϦ  bŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƳŀǎǘŜǊ ǇƭŀƴΚStaff 7/17/2009

572 4.2.1 g Further defining, maybe how it will be based seems open-ended AC 7/21/2009

390 4.2.1 g imperative. Staff 7/17/2009

573 4.2.2
Should have to be accepted if required by the council

AC 7/21/2009

391 4.2.2 ϦΧƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΧƛƴ ŀƴ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƳŀǎǘŜǊ ǇƭŀƴΧϦ  ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƳŀǎǘŜǊ ǇƭŀƴΚStaff 7/17/2009

650 4.2.2 ¢ƘŜ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ϦΧƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΦϦ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ōǊƻŀŘΦStaff 8/12/2009

651 4.2.2 Change the last sentence to read "Acceptance of the dedication shall be at the discretion of the Governing Body." Staff 8/12/2009

392 4.2.3 a2 which official master plan? Staff 7/17/2009

393 4.2.3 c One year period will only work if funding mechanism is provided for land acquisition. Staff 7/17/2009

394 4.2.3 e city Staff 7/17/2009

395 4.2.3 f negation Staff 7/17/2009

396 4.2.3 How will the degree of impact be determined? Staff 7/17/2009

397 4.2.3 Does the described platting process increase the time/cost/work for developer? Staff 7/17/2009

652 4.2.3

The process for approval of the 'Contingency preliminary Plat and Contingency Final Plat' are not clear to me. Also, During this one year time could a developer

pull building permits and if so we could have property owners that were told and title documents that show that they will have a park next to them and that

may or may not be true? Staff 8/12/2009

398 4.2.4 a

Is this based on the assumption that the developer has to develop the open space? Not clear--the intro talks only about "land dedication." Later it implies that

it has to be "built."  Should this not be made clear in the intro? Staff 7/17/2009
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399 4.2.4 a1 Parks Staff 7/17/2009

400 4.2.4 a2 Parks Staff 7/17/2009

522 4.2.4 a2

This should be part of the overall acceptance of subdivision. Bldg dept. does not have the ability to track building permit percentages. All public improvements

should have the same acceptance procedures. Staff 7/23/2009

574 4.2.4 What about adding a developer agreement AC 7/21/2009

575 4.2.4 Can you just dedicate the land AC 7/21/2009

363 4.2.5 a. The header for this Article is "Park Fees", yet they are classified as "Community Facility Fees".  Is there a definition of these? County 7/16/2009

401 4.2.5 a2 and site development? Staff 7/17/2009

364 4.2.5 b. A description of how the fees were arrived at would be helpful to users. County 7/16/2009

365 4.2.5 c.

If these are true "impact fees" for parks and recreation, then how does "non-residential" development create an impact? Most communities do not assess non-

residential uses for park fees based on the fact that there is no impact created. County 7/16/2009

402 4.2.5 d lands are exempt Staff 7/17/2009

366 4.2.5 d.

Number 3 of the exemptions does not make sense in that no plat can change zoning, alter density or change intensity. Those are specific land use issues, not

platting issues. County 7/16/2009

403 4.2.5 g if belly up, who pays? Staff 7/17/2009

653 4.2.5 h.

Please remove the requirement for the Development office to take this report to the City Council. This is a needless waste of time.

Staff 8/12/2009

404 4.2.5 h2 How long before fees must be used? Any new park? Or within X distance of Plat? Staff 7/17/2009

405 4.2.5 table 4-1 how is this updated? Do we need pennies in monetary amounts? Staff 7/17/2009

406 4.2.5 table 4-2 any changes in fees? Staff 7/17/2009

725 4.2.5 B Table 4-1

Base fee separate and others are additional fees (where do private open space lots fall, i.e. the detention lots between the townhome development and AVI

building in The Village). Staff 8/10/2009

726 4.2.5 P]Table 4-2

I do not understand its application - determination of previous payment or what the rate was at the time of the initial platting process

Staff 8/10/2009

520

4.3.0 Figure 4-3 These pedestrian connections present a maintenance challenge. Who is to maintain, snow removal, responsibility for reconstructing when needed? In city code

12.4, the adjacent property owner is responsible for maintenance and repair. These sections have two adjacent property owners.  

Staff 7/23/2009

346 4.3.0

Standard Roadway:  Residential (Types A & B):  The pedestrian area should accommodate a wider walk for bicycles one at least one side.

County 7/16/2009

347 4.3.0

Context Based Roadway: All of the cross-sections without a median are a bit confusing in that the road width is called out as BC-BC when there is no B. Should

be just C-C. County 7/16/2009

348 4.3.0

Context Based Roadway:  Rural Road:  The cross section calls out ROW width but the illustration does not cover the entire road width.

County 7/16/2009

407 4.3.1 d multiple Staff 7/17/2009

408 4.3.1 f to best support Staff 7/17/2009
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367 4.3.1 Table 4-3

I would remove the volume ranges on the road classifications. People get too hung up on them when it is the functionality of the road that needs to be met,

not the volume. County 7/16/2009

542 4.3.2 a

Shouldn't the Transportation Network Plan have to be approved by the City at some point?

Staff 7/28/2009

409 4.3.2 b This is an official process. Staff 7/17/2009

578 4.3.2 c Need system to allow for private roads or access systems to help keep projects walkable AC 7/21/2009

410 4.3.2 c Dry Creek twin homes? Staff 7/17/2009

263 4.3.2 Table 4-3

As we discussed, in the Applicability box for Local Streets, the volume ranges should be <2500 vpd for high volume streets and <250 vpd for low volume streets

Staff 7/14/2009

411 4.3.2 table 4-3 under Principal Arterial-- cultural? Staff 7/17/2009

412 4.3.2 table 4-3 under Local--spell out "should be designed to discourage regional through traffic." Staff 7/17/2009

576 4.3.2 Table 4.3 What is the significance of the word should in the spacing section AC 7/21/2009

577 4.3.2 Table 4.3 Is there any changes from current in this table AC 7/21/2009

413 4.3.3 a
"public rights-of-way"--motorized only?

Staff 7/17/2009

654 4.3.3 a. I think we should have more flexibility in block size if adequate Pedestrian/Bike facilities are planned. Staff 8/12/2009

554 4.3.3 b2 Prohibition of double frontage lots - how do we accommodate corner lots that may not back to civic open space? Staff 7/28/2009

414 4.3.3 b3 necessary to serve Staff 7/17/2009

415 4.3.3 c1 RR? Interstate? Staff 7/17/2009

416 4.3.3 c3 Rural Parcels Staff 7/17/2009

417 4.3.3 c3 e.g? Staff 7/17/2009

580 4.3.3 d

Table 4-5 Why do you lose distance when you average.  Can you meet this when you also cannot connect to arterials and collectors.

AC 7/21/2009

418 4.3.3 e acceptions? And reulaithey? Staff 7/17/2009

504 4.3.3 e typo in 4th sentence down Staff 7/21/2009

543 4.3.3 e At least two typos in the first paragraph. Staff 7/28/2009

656 4.3.3 e. 2. Who will maintain these center islands? Staff 8/12/2009

368 4.3.3 e.1

The 600 foot limitation is fine for cul-de-sacs in the urban area, but is not realistic for the rural areas.  A 1200 foot limit should be allowed for the rural areas.

County 7/16/2009

369 4.3.3 e.2

A 30 foot radius may be too tight for fire trucks. Also, the requirements for the center island should be optional. These become maintenance nightmares in the

future and should be avoided. County 7/16/2009

544 4.3.3 e.2

We do not want to encourage (let alone require) center islands on cul-de-sacs. They are maintenance nightmares. Therefore, the third sentence should be

deleted, along with the top illustration in Figure 4-2. Staff 7/28/2009

545 4.3.3 e.5 /ƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŘ Ϧ¢ƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΧϦStaff 7/28/2009

264 4.3.3 e2 We do not want to encourage (let alone require) center islands on cul-de-sacs.  They are maintenance nightmares. Staff 7/14/2009

419 4.3.3 e2 add "minimum" before radius Staff 7/17/2009
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420 4.3.3 e5 bicycles Staff 7/17/2009

546 4.3.3 f.1 At the end of the first sentence, add "and the adopted Master Transportation Plan." Staff 7/28/2009

581 4.3.3 f3

How long is a route and do they have to be direct connections or splits. Seems very low and hard to come up with conclusions if you meet requirements.

AC 7/21/2009

505 4.3.3 Figure 4-2 caption should read cul-de-sac not "sul"-de-sac Staff 7/21/2009

421 4.3.3 table 4-4 under Urban Transition Residential--"according to the Open Space." Staff 7/17/2009

422 4.3.3 table 4-4 no requirement - under Industrial Staff 7/17/2009

655 4.3.3 Table 4-4 Where is the term special district described? Staff 8/12/2009

579 4.3.3

Table 4.4 Really need to work on this issue.  Will add costs.  Seems like there should be other solutions to break up blocks than full roads.

AC 7/21/2009

423 4.3.3 add "the" before Master Street Plan Staff 7/17/2009

555 4.3.3 There is no Master Street Plan for Cheyenne. PlanCheyenne Transportation Master Plan may be more appropriate Staff 7/28/2009

494 4.3.4 a

Technical design criteria, geometric design and cross sections for streets should not be adjusted based on transportation impact studies. The general layout of

the street, sidewalk, bike lanes etc may be adjusted based on traffic studies but not the engineering design of streets.
Staff 7/20/2009

370 4.3.4 a.

How will the differing road designs, context vs. standard, be implemented on any particular project? Which will govern? Can they be mixed? It may make

more sense to pick one category (context) and use it in all cases. County 7/16/2009

657 4.3.4 a. Who is responsible for building these streets? I think a statement needs to be put into this section making that clear. Staff 8/12/2009

495 4.3.4 all

Required curb and gutter for all street sections is listed as 6" vertical. This eliminates type "B" standard (roll-over) curbs. Are we eliminating roll-over curbs?

(Transportation Workshop conducted for the Master Planning  Document recommended not using roll-over curbs.)
Staff 7/20/2009

496 4.3.4 all

0.3% minimum grade for streets should be re-evaluated. This is not realistic to achieve during construction and it is so flat that it will create ponding problems.

Construction department has suggested changing this to 1%. Staff 7/20/2009

265 4.3.4 All cross-sections Minimum grade on all sections should be no less than 0.5%.  Anything less is impossible to construct Staff 7/14/2009

547 4.3.4 All cross-sections

Minimum grade on all sections should be no less than 0.5%.  Anything less is impossible to construct.  0.8% or 1.0% would be better.

Staff 7/28/2009

548 4.3.4 All cross-sections

Are the figures for "Intersection Spacing", "Distance between Signals", Access Separation - Corner", and "Access Separation - other access" minimums,

maximums, or set in stone?  "Distance between signals" should be set in stone (to facilitate coordination) while the other three should probably be minimums.

Staff 7/28/2009

497 4.3.4 c
Define "radial curb return" and "curb cut".  What is the difference?

Staff 7/20/2009

523

4.3.4 c Street cross sections show a minimum grade of .3%. Not only is this very difficult to build and still maintain flows but does not agree with basic engineering

principle of water requiring a .5% grade to move over concrete. A more realistic grade would be 1%. We have streets currently being built with the minimum of

.5% and we are seeing ice jamming and standing water which is detrimental to our pavements, curbs and gutter and the safety of the public.

Staff 7/23/2009

524 4.3.4 c Maximum super elevation is expressed incorrectly. Should be 6%, 4% throughout cross section charts. Staff 7/23/2009
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525

4.3.4 c Can not find a definition of "Curb Cut". Curb cut for this department means the actual cutting and removing of the curb section to build a drive approach, either

flared or radial. Staff 7/23/2009

526

4.3.4 c Required curb and gutter in street cross sections is 6" vertical, this is problematic for developers unless they have a complete plan for all homes and buildings in

the  subdivision. Why are we going away from type "B" curbs which gives the developer more design options for each lot. 

Staff 7/23/2009

527

4.3.4 c Rural road cross sections should have pedestrian area. Mustang Ridge has shown how well an attached pedestrian area works in this situation. 

Staff 7/23/2009

528

4.3.4 c The minimum composite road section for alley ways just says 6". With the City's new MS4 regulations, gravel alleys are not desirable. These alleys should have

a composite section of 3"HBP over 6" ABC. Staff 7/23/2009

266 4.3.4 p. 4-13 There are two boxes listed under "H", right-of-way width.  As previously discussed, the second one appears to be in error Staff 7/14/2009

267 4.3.4 p. 4-13

As previously agreed, please eliminate bicycle lanes from Principal Arterials. They serve a very small portion of the population at a very high cost. Please

change them to 6' wide shoulders, like current RSSPDS. Staff 7/14/2009

268 4.3.4 p. 4-14

As previously agreed, please change the right-of-way width for all three minor arterial sections to 100', like current RSSPDS. The City's arterial system is too

important to not obtain adequate right-of-way at time of development. Staff 7/14/2009

549 4.3.4 p. 4-14

Medians/TWLTL should not be optional on four lane minor arterials. The four lanes without TWLTL/median section is very inefficient operationally. A two lane

section with TWLTL operates at a higher LOS and more safely while using less real estate. Staff 7/28/2009

550 4.3.4 p. 4-14 Why the very narrow range of volume on 2 lane minor arterials?  Currently it's 7,500-15,000 vpd. Staff 7/28/2009

269 4.3.4 p. 4-15 As previously agreed, please change the right-of-way width for all three collectors to 80', like current RSSPDS. Staff 7/14/2009

270 4.3.4 p. 4-15

The design vehicle for Collectors should be the B-40 (School Bus), at least for residential collectors. The WB-50 (small semi) is too large for a livable

neighborhood. Staff 7/14/2009

271 4.3.4 p. 4-16

The design vehicle for Commercial local streets should be WB-50 (small semi) to accommodate deliveries while the design vehicle for Industrial local streets

should be WB-67 (large semi) to accommodate the allowed uses. Staff 7/14/2009

272 4.3.4 p. 4-17 The right-of-way width for Residential B should be 52', like current RSSPDS. Staff 7/14/2009

273 4.3.4 p. 4-17 The maximum daily traffic volume for Residential B should be 250 vpd, like current RSSPDS, not 2000 vpd. Staff 7/14/2009

551 4.3.4 p. 4-19 This cross-section also needs a typical intersection design as a supplement Staff 7/28/2009

274 4.3.4 p. 4-22

The maximum daily traffic volumes allowed on street with diagonal parking are extreme. The UDC would allow 20,000 vpd. This is approximately the amount

of traffic carried by Pershing near the cemetery. For reference, the portion of 17th St. between Central and Capital (which has diagonal parking) only carries

3500 vpd. Staff 7/14/2009

275 4.3.4 p. 4-22

Allowing Street A to be used on minor arterials should be eliminated. As stated on p. 4-7, minor arterials exist to carry medium volumes of traffic with

moderate continuity.  This is entirely inconsistent with diagonal parking, 200' intersection spacing (33% smaller than the CBD) and no required signal spacing.

Staff 7/14/2009

276 4.3.4 p. 4-22

With an intersection spacing of 200' on Street B and a required access separation from corners of 200', in essence accesses are prohibited on Street B. Is this

the intent?  If so, why not state so directly?  (Street A has the same issues) Staff 7/14/2009

277 4.3.4 p. 4-23

The Engineer Dept. does not want any streets with posted or design speed limits less than 25 mph for political and policy reasons.

Staff 7/14/2009
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278 4.3.4 p. 4-23

Neighborhood Street B should come with enormous red flags that state that it is only applicable in extremely limited circumstances. Residents of Cheyenne

tend to use on-street parking quite frequently in neighborhoods and street designs that do not provide on-street parking in front of homes should be

discouraged. Staff 7/14/2009

279 4.3.4 p. 4-23

If Neighborhood Street C is to remain in the standards, its maximum daily traffic volume should be significantly reduced, to something on the order of <200 vpd.

Staff 7/14/2009

280 4.3.4 p. 4-25

Eliminate landscaping requirements from residential alleys. It just subtracts from buildable lots, whereas if it was part of the lot, it would get landscaped

anyway.  Furthermore, it is quite detrimental to any possibility of placing utilities in alleys. Staff 7/14/2009

281 4.3.4 p. 4-25 For both alley cross-sections, the minimum roadway widths and right-of-way widths should be a number, not a range.
Staff 7/14/2009

424 4.3.4 pg  4-21 under Context and Applicability, City maintenance for Mixed-use residential and urban residential emphasis? Staff 7/17/2009

425 4.3.4 pg  4-24 existing co. pockets grandfathered? Staff 7/17/2009

426 4.3.4 pg  4-25 link to driveways/ curb cuts fronting street? Staff 7/17/2009

427 4.3.4 pg 4-13 Context and Applicability--"need to be buffered from neighborhoods" how? Staff 7/17/2009

428 4.3.4 pg 4-18 Geometric and Urban Design Stds. Table--None-multi-use optional? Staff 7/17/2009

429 4.3.4 pg 4-21 medians too expensive, only medians on major and minor arterials. Staff 7/17/2009

430 4.3.4 pg 4-23 Technical Criteria table--   Speed Limit-- will we repost? Staff 7/17/2009

431 4.3.4 pg 4-23 Parking Lot/ Park Roadway design Staff 7/17/2009

432 4.3.4 pg. 4-21 applicable to alternative Staff 7/17/2009

552 4.3.4 pp. 4-13 & 4-14 Why is a four lane minor arterial allowed a higher volume (35,000 vpd) than a four lane principle arterial (32,000 vpd)? Staff 7/28/2009

553 4.3.4 pp. 4-14 & 4-15 There is not a standard cross-section that can accommodate a daily traffic volume between 10,000 and 12,000 vpd. Staff 7/28/2009

433 4.3.4 table 4-6 under Commercial/Industrial Street--Local? Staff 7/17/2009

434 4.3.4 table 4-7 under Trafficway--US 30? Staff 7/17/2009

582 4.3.4
What about the ability to have rollover curb.

AC 7/21/2009

498 4.3.5 4

It should be clarified that landowners "adjacent to right-of-way" are responsible for keeping the sight triangle clear of obstructions. Right now it just says

"landowners" and it isn't clear who is being referred to. Staff 7/20/2009

282 4.3.5 a1 Change both "shoulds" to "shalls". Staff 7/14/2009

283 4.3.5 a2

Why the change from the current RSSPDS?  The current standard is 200' for arterials, 100' for collectors, no requirement for locals.

Staff 7/14/2009

529 4.3.5 a3 It may be advantageous to make the comment "at no time will cross pans be used as a device to calm (slow) traffic. Staff 7/23/2009

583 4.3.5 a4 Need to delete Design Speeds need to be maintained across the cross plans AC 7/21/2009

435 4.3.5 a4 plans Staff 7/17/2009

499 4.3.5 a4 Typo "Designs speeds shall be maintained across the cross plans" should be PANS. Staff 7/20/2009

500 4.3.5 b What is the procedure for the City Engineer allowing or requiring different turning radii?  Staff 7/20/2009

436 4.3.5 b,table4-8 * Staff 7/17/2009

284 4.3.5 c1 In the third sentence, should be "included", not "include". Staff 7/14/2009

437 4.3.5 c1
define unobstructed (road signs, fire hydrants, ground cover, grass,etc.)

Staff 7/17/2009
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501 4.3.5 c1 Second to last sentence has a typo.  "include" should be "included" Staff 7/20/2009

530

4.3.5 c4 It is suggested a deciduous tree would be allowed within a site triangle if at maturity the lowest branches are 12' or above. This creates an unsafe condition

during the trees growth period or the unfavorable trimming of a immature tree. We have enough potential dangers out there without creating more.

Staff 7/23/2009

658 4.3.5 d. Change heading to "Pedestrian Crossings at Intersections" Staff 8/12/2009

438 4.3.5 d3 Director of what? Staff 7/17/2009

584 4.3.5 e Is developer required to build and locate and if so should get credit toward fees.
AC 7/21/2009

371 4.3.5 e.

Transit Stops: Bus pullouts are not recommended. The majority of communities operating buses have found that they cause problems getting back into the

flow of traffic. They generally utilize on street stops that occur on the far side of the intersection. These also become a maintenance headache. I would

strongly recommend against any bus pullouts. County 7/16/2009

506 4.3.5 e. Maybe there should be a reference in #2 to City Engineer may allow a different location Staff 7/21/2009

659 4.3.5 e. More explanation / definition is needed Staff 8/12/2009

660 4.3.5 e. 3. The referred to standards do not exist Staff 8/12/2009

507 4.3.5 Fig 4-18 missing a parenthesis closed Staff 7/21/2009

508 4.3.5 Fig. 4-20
original figure was fuzzy- now it is a Larger size of a fuzzy picture that is still fuzzy (we can do better than this)

Staff 7/21/2009

602 4.3.5 Table 4-20
Needs more information to be useful

Staff 8/4/2009

285 4.3.5 Table 4-8 Table has an asterisk on radii, but no corresponding note. Staff 7/14/2009

509 4.3.5 Table 4-8 what does the (*) behind radii reference? Staff 7/21/2009

510 4.3.5 modern roundabouts should be in this section as an option for intersection design Staff 7/21/2009

601 4.3.5 Figure 4-17 and 4-18 I need someone to explain these forms of site triangle to me!!!!!!! Staff 8/4/2009

286 4.3.6 2nd Footnote to Table 4-10Residential lots not required to use these standards shall have a maximum access with of 36' (like current RSSPDS) Staff 7/14/2009

439 4.3.6 a and should be an Staff 7/17/2009

585 4.3.6 c

Table 4-10 Does not correlate exactly with design standards later. Under sub 2 why the minimum width and why a 10' side yard. Could not do twin home with

garages in the middle.  Should change to accesses shall meet the building setbacks for zone.

AC 7/21/2009

440 4.3.6 c3 in table should be spelled Alley Staff 7/17/2009

441 4.3.6 d second paragraph -- alley without an s Staff 7/17/2009

442 4.3.6 d illustration--legibility Staff 7/17/2009

586 4.3.6 e Increases costs, maintenance and grading design issues.  Is this within the City ROW or on internal areas.  AC 7/21/2009

663 4.3.6 e. Change heading to "Pedestrian Crossings at Driveways" Staff 8/12/2009

556 4.3.6 Figure 4-20 Improve the quality. Labeling is not readable. Staff 7/28/2009

662 4.3.6 Figure 4-20 This drawing should be redrawn, also where are the dimensions that correspond with this figure. Staff 8/12/2009

372 4.3.6 g.3

I would recommend a minimum distance be used for vehicle stacking.  Typical distances stacking allows for a two or three car stack (40 - 60 ft.).
County 7/16/2009
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531

4.3.6 g1 The developer should have the option of placing a asphalt drive approach, especially when the street does not have curb and gutter. The sidewalk should

always be concrete. Any gravel surface should be scrutinized for sediment leaving the area in accordance with the City's MS4 Permit. 
Staff 7/23/2009

443 4.3.6 g7 telephone cable Staff 7/17/2009

287 4.3.6 h This conflicts with the City Engineer's authority to issue access permits under City Code Section 12.04.150 Staff 7/14/2009

444 4.3.6 h Director of what? Staff 7/17/2009

445 4.3.6 h3 to not be Staff 7/17/2009

288 4.3.6 Table 4-10 The word "alley" is misspelled in the box for <36' residential Staff 7/14/2009

289 4.3.6 Table 4-10 The maximum widths for residential lots should be a number, not a range. Staff 7/14/2009

661 4.3.6 Table 4-10 (note 2) This may not work with the setbacks of those zone districts Staff 8/12/2009

446 4.3.7 a1 traffic study Staff 7/17/2009

447 4.3.7 a4 to not interfere Staff 7/17/2009

587 4.3.7 c Can't read figure 4-22, 4-23, 4-24 AC 7/21/2009

448 4.3.7 d to safely guide Staff 7/17/2009

290 4.3.7 e This is not entirely consistent with 4.3.5.a.2 Staff 7/14/2009

557 4.3.7 Fig. 4-23 & 4-24 Labeling is too small and not readable Staff 7/28/2009

291 4.3.7 Figures 4-23 and 4-24 Figures are illegible. Staff 7/14/2009

449 4.3.7 Traffic Staff 7/17/2009

588 4.4.0

Looks like it will force you into homeowners associations. If your open space meets this criteria with dedicated to the public or private under an HOA it counts

as credit towards your CFF? AC 7/21/2009

349 4.4.0

This entire article seems out of place, sandwiched in between street design and engineering specs. It might be better to move it forward near the Community

facility information, especially since they are related.
County 7/16/2009

664 4.4.0 Major comments deferred to Parks & Rec. Dept. Staff 8/12/2009

450 4.4.1 c relief (visual/physical) from monetary of urban development Staff 7/17/2009

451 4.4.1 d How will design, location, coordinating be accomplished? Staff 7/17/2009

452 4.4.1 g WY cultural Staff 7/17/2009

453 4.4.2 a table 4-12 -- Basis? Staff 7/17/2009

665 4.4.2 b.2..
Need a better definition for "Infill"

Staff 8/12/2009

454 4.4.2 b1 omit "within the service areas specified" Staff 7/17/2009

292 4.4.2 c.2.a Is this trying to say that the 30' wide median is to be constructed as a trail? Staff 7/14/2009

455 4.4.2 c1 pervious Staff 7/17/2009

456 4.4.2 c2(b) table 4-13 Staff 7/17/2009

457 4.4.2 c3(b) why not? What about ponds? Staff 7/17/2009

458 4.4.2 table 4-13 under Description --- parking lot, shelters, interpretive signage---geology, ecology/botany Staff 7/17/2009

459 4.4.2 table 4-13 omit "contiguous 10 acres. , contributed. Staff 7/17/2009

460 4.4.2 visual open space, steep slope, unsuitable soils Staff 7/17/2009
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666 4.4.2 Is it the intent to allow private yards to count under this exception? Staff 8/12/2009

730 4.4.2a Table 4-12 Will the applicant know the building footprint at the time of subdivision? Staff 8/10/2009

461 4.4.3 table 4-13 Pedestrian Mall? Illustrations? Minimum detachment for sidepaths? Uniformity of materials/design? Staff 7/17/2009

462 4.4.3 table4-13 ¢Ǌŀƛƭ /ƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ϦŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ƴƻƴπƳƻǘƻǊƛȊŜŘ ǘǊŀǾŜƭΧϦ Staff 7/17/2009

463 4.4.3 table4-13 Green---example?, Plaza---example? Plaza---"comprised of constructed of" which one?, Park Applicability--match? Staff 7/17/2009

464 4.4.3 table4-13 omit "predominantly", what do you mean by "formal?", under Courtyard/Patio--bordered, not boarded. Staff 7/17/2009

465 4.4.4 a provide (not provided) Staff 7/17/2009

466 4.4.5 b example? Staff 7/17/2009

667 4.4.5 b.,c.,d..
How much would staff be getting involved in the review of these? This could be very problematic.

Staff 8/12/2009

467 4.4.5 Does the term "management" mean/include "maintenance"?  Be more specific. Staff 7/17/2009

521 4.5.0 The word specification may cause confusion. A better word may be Standards. Staff 7/23/2009

668 4.5.0 Major comments deferred to Engineering Dept. Staff 8/12/2009

468 4.5.2 6f italicize Standard Drawings of the City of Cheyenne and Board of Public Utilities construction Stds.and Specs. Staff 7/17/2009

469 4.5.2 a2 Traffic Staff 7/17/2009

589 4.5.2 a3 If the geotech study supports lower thickness why do we have to meet the minimum AC 7/21/2009

373 4.5.2 c. Is the roadway lighting standards compatible with the dark sky initiative? County 7/16/2009

470 4.5.2 d instead of construction, installation of traffic control devices; spell out MUTCD Staff 7/17/2009

293 4.5.2 d.3 As previously requested, eliminate the obsolete reference to marking pipe ends with vertical steel posts. Staff 7/14/2009

294 4.5.2 d.5 This conflicts with the City Engineer's authority to name streets under City Code Section 12.08.020 Staff 7/14/2009

471 4.5.2 d4 Wal Mart? Staff 7/17/2009

472 4.5.2 d5 Honorific Street Names? Staff 7/17/2009

473 4.5.2 e2 italicize Standard Drawings of the City of Cheyenne and Board of Public Utilities construction Stds. and Specs. Staff 7/17/2009

532 4.5.2 e2 It appears figure 4-26 is over the top of verbiage. Staff 7/23/2009

533

4.5.2 e2 Why are approach head walls prohibited. As we build into the county where borrow ditches exist, culvert head walls are needed.

Staff 7/23/2009

534

4.5.2 f Observation and testing: I might suggest the following verbiage: The developer or applicant is responsible for all testing and required inspections in accordance

with the City of Cheyenne & Board of Public Utilities Construction Specifications and Standard Drawings.

Staff 7/23/2009
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535

4.5.2 g The Spec Committee has proposed language in Section 01054 for Record Drawings:

1. Developer shall submit Record Drawings signed and stamped by a Professional Engineer or Land Surveyor

registered in the State of Wyoming of all work performed for City facilities. Record drawings shall be mylar of the same size as the project drawings originally

submitted and approved by the CITY. When a computer aided drafting program was utilized to create the construction documents, developer shall submit a

complete set of all electronic files on compact disk.

2. The Development Construction plans shall be updated with all design changes that occurred after initial plan approval. 

3. Record storm drainage drawings shall document the size and class of all pipe used and invert elevation of all pipes, inlets, riprap, headwalls, detention pond

volumes, swale cross-sections and all other storm drainage infrastructure shown on the construction plans, including those improvements located in areas

outside of the public right of     way. Record drawing shall also show all pipe and/or drainageway/swale grade percentages.

4. Water and Sanitary Sewer record drawings shall also be submitted to the BOPU in accordance with the publication "Rules and Regulations for Establishing

Policies & Design Criteria of the Board of Public Utilities" March 1, 2001 and all amendments. 

5. Street Construction record drawings shall identify the actual pavement type and grade or mix used; if the subgrade was treated; and document all changes to

widths and lengths for streets, sidewalks, curbs and valleypans. Record drawings shall identify all signage, striping and traffic signal controller locations as

actually placed in the project. For any longitudinal slopes of less than one (1) percent, a survey at fifty (50) foot intervals shall be required. Any grade changes

exceeding .10 foot from planned elevation shall be noted on the record drawings. 

6. Record drawings shall verify other information as specifically requested by the ENGINEER. Staff 7/23/2009

536

4.5.2 g Record drawings are a requirement of acceptance.
Staff 7/23/2009

537

4.5.2 g Any deviations from the approved plans shall be approved prior to construction. 
Staff 7/23/2009

538

4.5.2 h A preconstruction meeting shall not be scheduled until construction plans have been approved by the City Engineer and Board of Public Utilities.

Staff 7/23/2009

539 4.5.2 i See Spec Committee Recommendation Staff 7/23/2009

295 4.5.2 p. 4-40 Figure 4-26 overlaps the text. Staff 7/14/2009

474 4.5.2 pg 4-40 text covered by illustration. Staff 7/17/2009

296 4.5.2 Table 4-14 ESAL, not EASL Staff 7/14/2009

731 4.5.2
When are the designs required to be submitted?  With the final plat?

Staff 8/10/2009

540

4.5.2 a This paragraph states the roadway sections and compaction requirements shall not be less than those specified in the pavement-design report. This should be

changed to read "Roadway sections and compaction requirements shall meet or exceed the requirements of the pavement design report and the City of

Cheyenne Board of Public Utilities Construction Specifications and Standard Drawings, whichever is more restrictive". 

Staff 7/23/2009

590 4.5.3 e Can't read 3 or 4 AC 7/21/2009
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174 4.5.3

Delete first sentence and insert the following: A. For developments/projects of 20,000 sq/ft or greater in total site area applicant shall submit a detailed

Preliminary and Final Drainage Study in accordance with the requirements of Article 3.2 Drainage Impact Studies.

B. For developments/projects smaller than 20,000 sq/ft in total site area the applicant shall submit an Abbreviated Drainage Study in accordance with the

requirements of Article 3.2 Drainage Impact Studies.

C. For developments requiring detention facilities, a Geotechnical Report shall be completed and submitted along with the DrainageImpact Study to ensure

suitability of soils in areas of possible drainage development and to check for potential groundwater infiltration problems in detention ponds.

D. The City Engineer may waive the requirement for a Drainage Impact Study upon determination of the following: 

1. that there are no potential drainage problems at the site, 

2. the project will not result in an increase in the impermeable area, a, riprap, headwalls, detention pond volumes, swale      cross-sections

Staff 6/30/2009

297 4.5.4 "Built", not "build" Staff 7/14/2009

475 4.5.4 should be "built" Staff 7/17/2009

374 4.5.6 Would recommend the word "official" in the last sentence be changed to "City" County 7/16/2009

476 4.5.7 c capitalize "city" Staff 7/17/2009

375 4.5.7 Would recommend the word "require" be changed to "request". County 7/16/2009

732 4.5.7d Should the BOPU be part of the approval process Staff 8/10/2009

729 43.3d Figure 4-2 Loop streets alternative - Who maintains the median? Staff 8/10/2009

669 5.0.0 General Where is the Non-Conforming regulations Staff 8/14/2009

603 5.1.0 Generally

Lot frontage requirements, how will this affect oddly shaped lots?? Should examples be noted as such?  Some people will take graphics as only option

Staff 8/4/2009

672 5.1.1 e.

I think that stating that the purpose of this code is to "Ensure that all standards are in accordance with the comprehensive plan of the City." is putting too much

weight on the plan. Staff 8/14/2009

673 5.1.3

I do not think it is necessary for the City Zoning Map to subordinate to FEMA. Our building codes and Engineering documents are better regulators of this issue. 

Staff 8/14/2009

675 5.1.4 Table 5-1 & 5-2 These Tables need to have a footer with P,A,C and their definitions. Staff 8/14/2009

676 5.1.4 Table 5-1 & 5-2 Kennels are listed under Agriculture Uses and Service Uses and they seem to conflict. Staff 8/14/2009

674 5.1.4

some use categories are very broad and others very specific. If we are going to mix them then the broad groups should be allowed and specific uses could then

be disallowed. Staff 8/14/2009

746 5.1.5 a Dwelling type DD1 through DD6 lot frontage have to be exact measurements? Staff 8/10/2009

592 5.1.5 e
Table 5-3 Lets split out chart into two, one for new zones and one with existing  zones with existing criteria

AC 7/21/2009
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677 5.1.5 e.

How do the regulations deal with platted lots that are currently existing? In general we currently consider any existing residential lot to be buildable if the

setbacks and lot coverage can be met or a variance granted. Many of these lots would not meet any of the Lot Types. Staff 8/14/2009

745 5.1.5

Allowing two stories for accessory buildings could be a regulatory problem.  Converting them to living quarters without evaluation

Staff 8/10/2009

747 5.1.5 What is alley loaded? Staff 8/10/2009

748 5.1.5

Are townhomes and duplexes lots allowed without street frontage?  How would interpretation for front setbacks or corner lots be assessed? Common area?

Staff 8/10/2009

751 5.2.0 5.2.1b Where is Rural Cluster development described in the density allowances of the ag districts. Staff 8/10/2009

678 5.2.1 c. 1. add City / County Health Dept. Staff 8/14/2009

755 5.2.3 5.4.1c footnote

0' setbacks Χ and proper designation on a recorded plat. What is this? Zoning information is not provided on a subdivision plat, since is subject to change.

Property lines are not. Staff 8/10/2009

752 5.2.3 b Χ hǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ hǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ that ōŜǘǘŜǊ Χ Staff 8/10/2009

753 5.2.3
How do we evaluate an existing home - Building additions and such

Staff 8/10/2009

754 5.2.3
All existing accessory structures will become non-conforming in regard to setbacks.

Staff 8/10/2009

593 5.3.5 e

Why design standards for existing  zoned lots

AC 7/21/2009

594 5.3.6 e

Why design standards for existing  zoned lots

AC 7/21/2009

679 5.4.1 a. I feel that 1/2 to 1 mile service areas are not realistic in Cheyenne and should be enlarged Staff 8/14/2009

681 5.4.1 c.

Is the term Lot meant to describe a legally platted division of property of merely a design element. If a neighborhood shopping center wanted to use the NB

zone yet retain ownership of the entire center would they need to plat the property into separate lots in order to use this zone?
Staff 8/14/2009

680 5.4.1 c.  How do the regulations deal with platted lots that are currently existing? Staff 8/14/2009

682 5.4.2 c. 

The current code states that the setbacks are 25' from all property lines adjacent to streets. This section changes that to be 25' from all lot lines. 

Staff 8/14/2009

596 5.4.2

Do we need additional CB zones

AC 7/21/2009

683 5.4.4 c. A table should be added to keep the formatting the same across all Zone Districts. Staff 8/14/2009

684 5.4.4 e. & f. How dose the code deal with possible conflicts between 6.5 & 6.6 Staff 8/14/2009

595 5.4.4 NB5 Why different coverage because it is civic AC 7/21/2009

597 5.4.5 b

Who is going to track this through the beginning and redevelopment.

AC 7/21/2009

685 5.4.5 b. Take out any "Shall's" in the applicability statements as these are not regulatory. Staff 8/14/2009

686 5.4.5 c. A table should be added to keep the formatting the same across all Zone Districts. Staff 8/14/2009
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687 5.4.5 e. & f. How dose the code deal with possible conflicts between 6.5 & 6.6 Staff 8/14/2009

598 5.4.5 f What about existing platted MUB blocks? AC 7/21/2009

688 5.4.6 b. Take out any "Shall's" in the applicability statements as these are not regulatory. Staff 8/14/2009

689 5.4.6 e.  

Why do we refer to Article 6 for Site and Building Design Standards in other districts but go into great detail within this section for this zone district?

Staff 8/14/2009

599 5.6.

Should be for Parks and Open Space only, Civic buildings should be under the same as any other business by use, not ownership

AC 7/21/2009

477 5.6.1 b

"Quasi-public" with an "s"; "may also be allowed" Last sentence "...special consideration for government uses..." sounds like government is getting preferential

treatment over private developers, more politically correct wording perhaps? Staff 7/17/2009

478 5.6.1 c "alternative" without the "s" Staff 7/17/2009

479 5.6.1 c1 How do these (school, police, fire sub-stations) fit on 100' frontage??? Staff 7/17/2009

480 5.6.1 c4 Parks & Recreation Department or Parks Division Staff 7/17/2009

481 5.6.1 c4 Are native landscapes acceptable? Staff 7/17/2009

298 5.6.1 f.1 As this section is guidance, it does not need to be followed? Staff 7/14/2009

299 5.6.1 f.1.a If there is no minimum parking required (0), wouldn't the maximum parking permissible also be 0?  (0 * 10% = 0) Staff 7/14/2009

300 5.6.1 f.1.a

Schools need to be required to provide parking.  We previously had elementary schools that did not have off-street parking and they were nightmares.

Staff 7/14/2009

301 5.6.1 f.1.a

If there's not going to be a minimum parking requirement for public uses, there should at least be some guidance provided to ensure that an appropriate

amount of parking is provided for the intended use. (See, for example, Pointe Park, which has zero off-street parking but hosts regular sports team practices

that produce more parked cars than the adjacent streets can handle.)

Staff 7/14/2009

302 5.6.1 f.1.c

This concept needs to be fleshed out a little more. Certain uses (the library, for example) are going to need a certain amount of parking on a relatively

continuing basis.  In my mind, those parking spaces are poor candidates for dual use as they will typically be occupied while the facility is in operation.

Staff 7/14/2009

303 5.6.1 f.5 e intential Staff 7/14/2009

482 5.6.1 f1(b) Does 6.2 provide for pervious pavers, bioretention cells/drainage swales in parking lots? Staff 7/17/2009

483 5.6.1 f1(d) Counter-examples: Holliday, Lions, NCCP, golf courses. Staff 7/17/2009

484 5.6.1 f2(a) golf courses? Staff 7/17/2009

485 5.6.1 f2(b) golf courses? Staff 7/17/2009

486 5.6.1 g "to specifically regulate" is a split infinitive. Staff 7/17/2009

487 5.6.1

How are parks protected as parks?  If an area is zoned P, what is to prevent its conversion to any other permitted (conditional, admin review) use?

Staff 7/17/2009

690 5.6.2 e.
Need more specific reference to where the procedures for this are found within Art. 2

Staff 8/14/2009
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691 5.6.2 f. Need more specific reference to where the procedures for this are found within Art. 2 Staff 8/14/2009

304 5.6.2 g Should this say that the existing PUD ordinances are on file in the Development Office (not engineering)? Staff 7/14/2009

305 5.6.2 g

As we're no longer doing a consolidated code between the City and the County, shouldn't the references to county clerk and county engineer be eliminated?

Staff 7/14/2009

692 5.6.2 g. Remove any references to the County Staff 8/14/2009

693 5.6.7 h.
Negotiation Process. As it is written this process is very open ended. We need to put some sort of a drop dead time on it.

Staff 8/14/2009

604 5.6.7 Is the Zone District DI - Development Incentive District even relevant?? Is it useful, has anyone ever attempted to use it? Staff 8/4/2009

694 5.6.9 We also have a South Park RUCAO District that needs to be added into the code. Staff 8/14/2009

306 5.7.1 b This would prohibit, for example, the classic white Midwestern farmhouse with red barn.  Is that the intent? Staff 7/14/2009

605 5.7.1 b

requiring an accessory building to match the materials of the primary building , very expensive, especially in the case of rural lots trying to build a barn!!!??????

I think this is way too much regulation! Staff 8/4/2009

695 5.7.1 b. Remove this section (b.) Staff 8/14/2009

757 5.7.1 e
Should make exception for accessory dwelling

Staff 8/10/2009

758 5.7.1 f What is the purpose of this regulation. Staff 8/10/2009

696 5.7.1 g.

This a huge departure from our current regulation that deals with percentage of lots. This will not be popular and will bring only marginal benefits.

Staff 8/14/2009

600 5.7.1 Need to discuss what is an accessory building.  How are you going to determine the matching materials and architectural style. AC 7/21/2009

759 5.7.1 Accessory buildings not allowed in commercial districts.  We approve frequently. Staff 8/10/2009

627 5.7.3 e Who will decide if you meet this requirement AC 8/13/2009

628 5.7.3 f We think you need options on how to screen.  Discrete is to ambiguous, remove not visible from public streetscape. AC 8/13/2009

756 5.7.3 f Accessory Dwelling  is the required additional parking space too restrictive to be hidden? Staff 8/10/2009

307 5.7.4 Table 5-4 Move the parking requirements to 6.2.4 with the other parking requirements. Staff 7/14/2009

629 5.7.4 Six spaces within 15' of the main entrance is impossible, look at different options AC 8/13/2009

308 5.7.5 c Move the parking requirements to 6.2.4 with the other parking requirements. Staff 7/14/2009

630 5.7.5 d change all weather to paved and delete after road. AC 8/13/2009

697 5.7.6 Make sure this matches our definitions and the use table. I believe we have Kennels described a couple of different ways. Staff 8/14/2009

631 5.7.7 b Why limit the sizes AC 8/13/2009

632 5.7.7 d
Why limit the staff

AC 8/13/2009

606 5.7.7 e How do you regulate this?? Staff 8/4/2009

633 5.7.7 g What about in a redeveloping area.  If the adjacent houses are trashy does you Live/Work have to match. AC 8/13/2009

634 5.7.8 a Please provide Site Plan on how this would work and look AC 8/13/2009

762 5.7.8 goes from a to c, no b Staff 8/10/2009

636 5.7.9 b remove Activity center AC 8/13/2009

635 5.7.9 g Remove or say for you can have meetings if you are staying at bed and breakfast AC 8/13/2009
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637 5.7.9 i see parking issue for 5.7.3 f AC 8/13/2009

607 5.8.1 (a) and (c12)
These seem like conflicting statements do we want multiple monopoles or fewer towers that share ?

Staff 8/4/2009

698 5.8.1 b. Why do we have definitions in the section, can't we move the definitions to our definition section in the front of the book? Staff 8/14/2009

638 5.8.1 Is there any changes to the existing wireless AC 8/13/2009

558 5.8.2 d1 Houses should have the option to connect to a roadway via a soft surface walkway as well Staff 7/28/2009

640 5.8.2 h Make this its own heading AC 8/13/2009

559 5.8.2 Table 5-8 28 ft for one way seems too wide? Staff 7/28/2009

639 5.8.2 Change title to Manufactured housing Parks AC 8/13/2009

642 5.8.3 3 What will 30 feet do for the public or business AC 8/13/2009

608 5.8.3 (c2)

Does this mean outdoor service??? Why can't peds just walk in?  The whole point of an interior service counter and a front door.

Staff 8/4/2009

641 5.8.3 a2 Impossible to meet unless the queuing area ends at some distance. AC 8/13/2009

643 5.8.3 c2 This means no more coffee only drive throughs and what pedestrian amenity would work. AC 8/13/2009

699 5.8.3 I think this section would better fit within Art. 6 as these really are design elements. Staff 8/14/2009

309 6.2.2 a

Do we really want to put a requirement in that if a parking lot is provided in the CBD, it complies with the minimum requirements for the use? That could lead

to some very large parking lots downtown.  Typically, any off-street parking that can be provided is appreciated. Staff 7/14/2009

609 6.2.2 a

When electing to provide parking in CBD all standards apply?  Why would a developer elect to provide then?? Could this force the City to provide it??

Staff 8/4/2009

560 6.2.2 b Delete 'in addition' at the end of the first sentence in that paragraph Staff 7/28/2009

561 6.2.2 b Use 'provided' instead of provide in the second sentence Staff 7/28/2009

610 6.2.2 b

I am having a hard time understanding this paragraph?????

Staff 8/4/2009

700 6.2.2 b

How would this apply to non-conforming / redeveloping sites?

Staff 8/14/2009

612 6.2.2 c2
minimum width for internal sidewalks,  developers are NOT gonna like this one!!!  12' especially

Staff 8/4/2009

613 6.2.2 c3b

Like the foundations planting requirement , this can serve to soften and ground a building but 8' planting bed plus 12' sidewalk is A LOT to ask!!

Staff 8/4/2009

614 6.2.2 c3c
Awning and Arcades???  Too much regulation???!!!

Staff 8/4/2009

611 6.2.3 a2 Driveways exceeding 32 feet, what are the requirements?? Didn't see anything specific Staff 8/4/2009

702 6.2.3 a2 The term Color in this requirement would allow for paint Staff 8/14/2009

703 6.2.3 b.

This would create Private Streets/Roads, it has long been the policy of the City to not encourage private roads, has that changed?

Staff 8/14/2009

704 6.2.3 b. 3 If this is going to work it needs to be reflected in the Zone Districts within Art. 5 Staff 8/14/2009
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511 6.2.3 c1e I am not sure I understand what this statement means as the second part of the sentence ?? Staff 7/21/2009

705 6.2.4 b
Currently we have the ability to use the ITE Parking Generation Manual. I would like to retain that ability.

Staff 8/14/2009

562 6.2.4 c This section says 'Required Parking' but then recommends bicycle parking standards. That is a discrepancy. Staff 7/28/2009

563 6.2.4 c Bicycle parking design standards will need to be added in this section. Staff 7/28/2009

512 6.2.4 c1e bicycle parking subsection for parking credit  is 6.2.6 not 6.2.5 Staff 7/21/2009

310 6.2.4 Figure 6-3

This figure is lifted from ITE's Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, 1982 Edition, and needs to be credited as such.

Staff 7/14/2009

311 6.2.4 Figure 6-3/Table 6-5 These two go together and should be printed on the same page for greater usability Staff 7/14/2009

312 6.2.4 Figure 6-3/Table 6-5 The table has various dimensions labeled with letters.  These letters correspond to the various cells in the table. Staff 7/14/2009

313 6.2.4 Table 6-1

The parking requirements for restaurants need to be revisited. At a minimum, the category should be subdivided into sit-down and fast food and possibly

further divided to include situations like places that do not have seating (or a very limited amount).

Staff 7/14/2009

314 6.2.4 Table 6-1

The parking requirements for elementary and jr. high schools are inadequate. Whether we like it or not, parents dropping their children off at school are a

reality and the standards need to address it. Staff 7/14/2009

765 6.2.4

Bed and Breakfast, boarding house and lodging house should all be under one heading. No way to really regulate a boarding house. They could always be

considered roommates.  How do you differentiate between them. Staff 8/10/2009

513 6.2.4 Table 6-1 banquet not banquette Staff 7/21/2009

706 6.2.5 c The last sentence in this paragraph needs to be further defined, it is too fuzzy. Staff 8/14/2009

315 6.2.6 a

Is there a procedure by which we can designate certain places where on-street parking currently exists as being ineligible for this credit? For example, parking

is currently allowed on Storey and Yellowstone, however the City Engineer's Office makes no guarantees that it will be allowed in the future.
Staff 7/14/2009

514 6.2.6 a typo in title Staff 7/21/2009

515 6.2.6 b

Second sentence -Which site the site that is applying for the credit or the site that is being used to apply for the credit with. Also, I am not sure what it is getting

at with land use to generate bicycle access?? Staff 7/21/2009

316 6.2.6 c It should be noted that a parking lot owned by a public entity is not de facto a public parking lot. Staff 7/14/2009

708 6.2.6 d 25% is to high Staff 8/14/2009

564 6.2.6 Is 1 parking credit equivalent to 1 parking space? Staff 7/28/2009

565 6.2.6 Credit should be given for designing a pervious parking lot or incorporating bio swales for landscaping in parking lots Staff 7/28/2009

615 6.2.6 Parking credits is a GREAT idea! Staff 8/4/2009

710 6.2.7 a. bŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǿƘƻ ϦǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅϦ ƛǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ϦΧΦŀƴȅ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ LǎǎǳŜǎΦϦ ƛǎ ǘƻ .ǊƻŀŘΦStaff 8/14/2009

711 6.2.7 b.

Are we assuming this Public, common or civic open space will be on private property? This could be an issue for some businesses. This requirement also seems

to go against some of the goals of density. Staff 8/14/2009

516 6.2.7 d last line should read section 6.2.8 Staff 7/21/2009

712 6.2.7 d. This reads like a circular reference to me. Staff 8/14/2009

616 6.2.7 Reducing the maximum parking % is good too.  How will this affect the Super Stores ? Staff 8/4/2009

709 6.2.7 This section needs the ability to be waived by the City Engineer for extreme circumstances. Staff 8/14/2009
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566 6.2.8 2

If a developer wants to use bio swales for landscaping in a parking lot, he/she should not need to put raised curbs around the internal landscape area.

Staff 7/28/2009

617 6.2.8 2

Internal landscape islands shall include one "large deciduous shade tree" per every 100 s.f., most evergreens will outgrow 8' min. width. Basically, we're trying

to shade the parking lot right?? Staff 8/4/2009

715 6.2.8 Figure 6-1 Refers to a Pedestrian District, where is that defined? Staff 8/14/2009

567 6.2.8 Figure 6-3

Can there be a brief definition for the various terms as well as how this table will be applied? (not very user friendly). The other option is to put Figure 6-3 next

to Table 6-5? Staff 7/28/2009

618 6.2.8 Figure 6-3 Show specifics for this figure or it is useless Staff 8/4/2009

713 6.2.8 Table 6-4 contains the word prohibited, there should be some way to request a waiver Staff 8/14/2009

619 6.2.8 Table 6-5 Definitions or diagram is necessary Staff 8/4/2009

714 6.2.8 What are we doing about existing sites, nonconforming and redeveloping sites? Staff 8/14/2009

517 6.2.8 5b CƛǊǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ πϦǘƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǊŜŎŜƴǘΧΦΦϦ Staff 7/21/2009

716 6.3.0 Defer to Jeanie's comments on Landscaping Staff 8/14/2009

620 6.3.3 Table 6-6

**Fences shall not be placed within 10' of the property line adjacent to the greenway, This is a BIG problem even if your property line is 30' from the greenway

you must back up another 10' to place your fence!!!! I think better to say "10' from edge of greenway path" or even better, make sure that the easement

includes the greenway setback so people don't feel like we are screwing them out of their property
Staff 8/4/2009

621 6.3.3 Table 6-7

There is a discrepancy between this table and table 6-11. We give points for 3/4" caliper trees but require a minimum size of 1.5" caliper. I think we should

require minimum 1.5" caliper trees, fairly inexpensive, better survivability, more immediate impact

Staff 8/4/2009

622 6.3.3 Table 6-8

Think bluegrass should be given same points as fescue. Bluegrass actually survives drought BETTER than fescue and is a good, quality turf for Cheyenne. Also

better traffic tolerance Staff 8/4/2009

623 6.3.7 5

Separate tree species paragraph from soil improvements. Soil improvement (preparation) required for ALL landscape areas, minimum 3 c.y./1000 s.f. is

industry standard. Staff 8/4/2009

317 6.3.7 a Eliminate the ability to use a letter of credit to secure a C.O.  They have proven to be quite problematic. Staff 7/14/2009

624 6.3.7 Table 6-11 Ornamental Grasses, min. size 1 gallon Staff 8/4/2009

318 6.3.9 b

This seems to imply that developers will no longer be able to go to the Board for a landscape variance greater than 10%. Is that the intent? If so, it should be

clearly stated. Staff 7/14/2009

718 6.4.0 Figure 6-4 This illustration need to show where the property lines are for enforcement reasons and general understanding Staff 8/14/2009

719 6.4.0 Table 6-14
This table needs to mention Home Occupations and the 3 s.f.. requirement.

Staff 8/14/2009

717 6.4.0 Incorporate new Billboard Ord. and Off-Premise sign Ord. into final Draft. Staff 8/14/2009

625 6.4.4 b2b
Electronic message centers in CB and CBD only.  What about schools wanting these signs?? Just did one for South High School

Staff 8/4/2009

319 6.4.5 b10, b11 Why are size restrictions being added on flags?  Is the U.S. flag at Perkins (for example) a problem? Staff 7/14/2009

320 6.4.5 b11 The current display of flags at the Municipal Building will be illegal under this section (too many flags). Staff 7/14/2009

321 6.4.7 d3
Add that portable signs are allowed in accordance with 6.4.7.f.4

Staff 7/14/2009
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322 6.4.7 f4

This isn't entirely consistent with how these are typically used, especially the 6' clear area in all directions. We're trying to put these in the furniture zone, so

they typically have been only having 2' or 3' clearance to the curb.  Staff 7/14/2009

627 6.5.0

Residential Design Standards??Should these apply in HR-1,2? I can see if a developer chooses to use the new NR designations to create some sort of

community but I am not a fan of residential design regulations, isn't this for It seems to me we will require a whole new department to effectively regulate

this!!!

Staff 8/4/2009

768 6.5.0 Residential design standards, are the previous standards assumed for commercial? Staff 8/10/2009

720 6.5.2
This section needs to be clear that these regs are ONLY for those zones

Staff 8/14/2009

323 6.5.3 a This seems to setup a conflict with Table 4-10 for the HR-1 and HR-2 zones. Staff 7/14/2009

568 6.5.3 Table 6-17
Would high density in downtown core also require alley/shared rear access?

Staff 7/28/2009

721 6.5.4
Can this 200 s.f.. be a private yard, if so how do we regulate the design and construction?

Staff 8/14/2009

722 6.5.5 b This section needs to allow for future ADA needs such as ramps. Staff 8/14/2009

723 6.5.5

It is important to note that these design standards will require longer review time and will require staffing that currently does not exist within our organization. 

Staff 8/14/2009

628 6.6.0

Ok, now I'm worried, who is going to take responsibility for insuring these regulations are met. Will it be the building dept/urban planning or Development?

This is a big addition to the site plan submittal requirements and review process.  Both from the City's and the Builders perspective.  

Staff 8/4/2009

767 6.6.2 Commercial design standards?  Not sure where they apply or not. Staff 8/10/2009

626 6.6.4
Is the open space requirement in addition to the landscape requirement?

Staff 8/4/2009

764 6.6.6 b Sentence needs fixed. Staff 8/10/2009

518 6.6.8 a2 Second sentence - should read "gives retail users many "priority" front-door parking spaces Staff 7/21/2009

324 App. E Figure 8-7 (sic) This figure does not show countdown signal heads, despite what is claimed. Staff 7/14/2009

183

Appen

dix ??
missing appendix for pedestrian LOS Ray Moe promised this

Staff 6/30/2009

569 Appendix C A bike/ped LOS table was supposed to be developed? Staff 7/28/2009

570 Appendix E Not clear if these are guidelines/recommendations/ requirements or a combination of everything? Staff 7/28/2009

175

Appen

dix H 3.j

Need to clarify that drainage facilities within easements (not land deeded to City) are to be maintained by property owners. Easements are required to ensure

that drainage facilities are not interfered with or removed but do not conveyance maintenance responsibility to the City. The City only maintains drainage

facilities within the ROW or land deeded to the City. Staff 6/30/2009

734 Article 4old Sec. 30.040c

5ƻŜǎ ƛǘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƳǳƭǘƛπŦŀƳƛƭȅΣ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ƘƻƳŜ ǇŀǊƪǎΣ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŜǘŎΦ ΧΦΦ !ǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ

Staff 8/10/2009
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733 Article 4

Is it spelled out somewhere all that is required at the time of platting and what is at the time of construction or site plan review?

Staff 8/10/2009

749 Article 5Table 5-3

Could you have a duplex (2 living units) on a single small lot of 3,000 square feet.  It is legal to split a platted lot once per State Statute in the city.

Staff 8/10/2009

750 Article 5

It is required to flip through several sections of this article to evaluate a single property. Very hard to put a project together. Then you have to proceed to the

Design section. Staff 8/10/2009

325 E-13 A

Which AASHTO Guide is being referred to?  Context would imply Guide for Development of Bicycle Facilities, but it's not clearly stated.

Staff 7/14/2009

326 E-3

One of the salient points of ADA is to provide access for all users.  Therefore, the reference to persons in wheelchair should be eliminated or reworded.

Staff 7/14/2009

327 E-3

The statement requiring detached sidewalks on collectors and arterials and recommending them elsewhere is not consistent with the street cross-sections in

Chapter 4. Staff 7/14/2009

328 E-6 C.1.c-e Subsections c through e are a subset of b. Staff 7/14/2009

329 E-6 C.8 Stop bars are unnecessary at most signalized intersections. Staff 7/14/2009

330 E-7 H

Please clarify what is being discussed in this bullet. The term "designated pedestrian signal phase" is especially unclear. It could mean the normal Walk/Don't

Walk indications (in which case it's redundant) or an all-Walk phase (a.k.a. Scramble Phase, Barnes Dance, etc.).  

Staff 7/14/2009

331 E-7 H

Signals without pedestrian pushbuttons are acceptable if the signals are programmed to automatically bring up the pedestrian phase on every cycle (like is

currently done downtown). Staff 7/14/2009

332 G-2

The Standard Specifications are not UDC Section 4.3 but rather a stand alone document (formally known as the City of CheyenneBoardof PublicUtilities

Construction Specifications and Standard Drawings) Staff 7/14/2009

82

Gener

al

Questions for Development: Most or all of the "new code" appears to relate to HR, NR and Commercial developments. Please reply to eric.adams@gateway-

const.com  Thank you other 6/17/2009

83

Gener

al
1 - Can you give us examples of the cost savings for builders/developers under this code?

other 6/16/2009

84

Gener

al
2 - Where is the process easier?

other 6/16/2009

85

Gener

al

3 - What role with the head of the Development Office assume under this code? i.e.: authority, who represents the project to the Planning Commission and

City Council? other 6/16/2009

86

Gener

al

4 - Who pays for maintenance of connectivity paths, open spaced and landscape medians? Can a development meet the requirements of this code without an

HOA? other 6/16/2009

87

Gener

al

5 - Why are the residential building material provisions in the Form Based Code so restrictive - 25% minimum brick, stone or stucco on a detached house and

65% on multi-family or duplex? other 6/16/2009

88

Gener

al
6 - Is an attached garage an accessory building?

other 6/16/2009

89

Gener

al

7 - Please explain ACTIVITY CENTERS and the proximity requirements for future developments.  What constitutes a minimum activity center?

other 6/16/2009
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90

Gener

al

8 - If or when this Code passes City Council will it cover existing annexed land? Existing platted land? Infill projects? Remodeling? Are there any other

exceptions? other 6/16/2009

91

Gener

al

9 - Is this the proper time to implement such a broad change in code regulations when the economy is in such a dire downturn? Local and national housing

starts are at painfully low levels, leading to high unemployment numbers. Other communities such as Denver are trying to stimulate construction by offering

free remodeling permits. other 6/16/2009

92

Gener

al
10 - We would like to present a variety of photos of actual houses and have you explain how the new Code would effect them.

other 6/16/2009

93

Gener

al
How does this allow for small subdivisions with open space requirements?  It seems small is difficult in code.

other 6/17/2009

94

Gener

al
How does this better the development process and the developer ability?  What was the problem that spurred the change?

other 6/17/2009

95

Gener

al
It seems there will need to be a great deal of need for variances.  Is that an efficient way to do things?

other 6/17/2009

64

Gener

al

Regarding Admin Plats, does statute allow the Director/City engineer to sign off on those plat, or would the Mayor/Clerk have to?

6/17/2009

772 old 17.14 Non-conforming, not included Staff 8/10/2009

773 old 17.144 Temp Use, not included Staff 8/10/2009

760 old 17.116.040
Not included

Staff 8/10/2009

761 old 17.116.050 Not included Staff 8/10/2009

763 old 17.116.090 Include this section, since uses are allowed in the AG, AR and RR zones Staff 8/10/2009

769 old 17.116.100-17.116.130Not included Staff 8/10/2009

770 old 17.116.140-17.116.160Not included Staff 8/10/2009

771 old 17.116.180 Not included Staff 8/10/2009

727 old 40.020 
exemptions not listed (a, b and c)

Staff 8/10/2009

728 old 40.030a Not listed Staff 8/10/2009

724 old80/020 Minimum lot frontage along a cul-de-sac - must have alley access?? Staff 8/10/2009

376 Page 4-26 All of the illustrations on this page are hard to read.  Would help if they were bigger. County 7/16/2009

377 Page 4-29 The illustration is blurry. County 7/16/2009

378 Page 4-32 The illustration is hard to read.  Also, the source of the graph should be credited. County 7/16/2009

379 Page 4-33 The illustrations are impossible to read. County 7/16/2009

380 Page 4-40 The illustration is covering up text. County 7/16/2009

167

page3-

4
Header in black is incorrect, says subdivision regulations

Staff 6/30/2009

261

Table 

1-1
Add a column describing where to find additional info on the processes in this table.

AC 6/23/2009
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165 2b2

mailed notice should be done by time application is submitted, not 15 days of hearing, submittal deadline is always a minimum of 30 calendar days, 35 days

really so legal's can be prepared Staff 6/30/2009

649 b. At what point in the process do all of these things need to occur? Prior to Building permits? Staff 8/12/2009

647 c. This could be problematic as the building site can not be shown on the final recorded plat Staff 8/12/2009

701 c. This should have the ability to be waived if not possible. Staff 8/14/2009

707 d. Need to define who "the City" is and tighten this up. I t is too wide open and will lead to some really "creative" parking studies. Staff 8/14/2009

743 old Sec 80.090b Performance standards is an outlet for council to deny a plat. Staff 8/10/2009

735 old Sec. 60.085
We use this section all the time at City Council, is it incorporated in the new book?

Staff 8/10/2009

736 old Sec. 60.100
Is this section addressed anywhere?

Staff 8/10/2009

740 old Sec. 80.020e 12 lots shall have two individual points of access Staff 8/10/2009

741 old Sec. 80.070d Guarantee letter assurance to complete improvements for the subdivision Staff 8/10/2009

742 old Sec. 80.080
Manufactured Home Parks requirements.

Staff 8/10/2009

262 Definition of Gross Leasable Area doesn't apply to people who own their buildings. Frank Cole 6/23/2009

159 Staff 6/30/2009

163 Staff 6/30/2009

519 Staff 7/21/2009

670 Where are the Fencing Regs Staff 8/14/2009

671 All Lot Type descriptions need to refer to Minimum or Maximum numbers (or possibly Ranges) i.e.: Maximum Lot Coverage. Staff 8/14/2009

738 EIA report ??? Staff 8/10/2009

739 Drainage reports - when are they required?  Regulation Staff 8/10/2009

766 Where does it state who is required to submit for Design regulations. Staff 8/10/2009
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