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SUBJECT
Consideration of the Appeal by Windtrail on Spring Creek HOA, Sundering Townhomes HOA, Hill Pond on Spring
Creek HOA, Hill Pond Condominium HOA and Windtrail Townhomes HOA of the June 16, 2011 Determination of the
Planning and Zoning Board to approve the Amended CSURF Center for Advanced Technology, Overall Development
Plan.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
On June 16, 2011, the Planning and Zoning Board conducted a public hearing considering the proposed Amended
CSURF Center for Advanced Technology, Overall Development Plan (ODP). The Board considered testimony from
the applicant, the public and staff. The Amended ODP was approved. Windtrail on Spring Creek HOA and Hillpond
on Spring Creek have appealed the Board’s decisions. The allegations are that the Planning and Zoning Board did
not properly interpret and apply relevant portions of the Code and Charter.

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION
This is an appeal of the decision for a request for an Amended CSURF Centre for Advanced Technology, Overall
Development Plan. The purpose of the Amended ODP is to realign the proposed future Rolland Moore Drive street
connection through Parcel C between Centre Avenue and South Shields Street; and, to eliminate the proposed future
Northerland Drive street connection from Parcel C to Gilgalad Way in the Windtrail on Spring Creek PUD to the north.
The properties contained on the ODP are, cumulatively, 116.7 acres in size. They are located in the MMN - Medium
Density Mixed-Use Neighborhood and E - Employment Zoning Districts.
ACTION OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD
1.

At its June 16, 2011 regular meeting, the Planning and Zoning Board made the following findings of fact and
conclusions as stated on page 6 of the Staff Report for the Amended CSURF Centre for Advanced
Technology, Overall Development Plan:
A.

The ODP complies with the applicable standards as stated in Section 2.3.2(D)(1 - 8).

B.

The re-alignment of Rolland Moore Drive is in compliance with the intent of the Master Street Plan and
preserves existing wetlands.

C.

The elimination of the connection between Northerland Drive and Rolland Moore Drive will not impact
this neighborhood in a detrimental way because ample existing pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular
connections are provided via the local street network and trails in the area; and wetlands are preserved
by the elimination of this connection.

The Board considered the testimony of the applicant, affected property owners and staff and voted to approve
the Amended CSURF Centre for Advanced Technology, Overall Development Plan.
ALLEGATIONS ON APPEAL
On June 30, 2011, a Notice of Appeal was received by the City Clerk’s Office from the Windtrail on Spring Creek HOA
(c/o Kevin Barrier, President of the HOA, 1999 Northerland Drive, Fort Collins, Colorado, 80526); and, Hillpond on
Spring Creek (c/o Gail Dethloff, Board President of the HOA, 1937 Wallenberg Drive, Fort Collins, Colorado, 80526).
The Appellants allege that the Planning and Zoning Board's approval of the Amended ODP failed to properly interpret
and apply relevant provisions of the City of Fort Collins Land Use Code.
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Allegations:
a.

Improper interpretation of LUC Sections 2.3.2(H)(7), 4.27(D)(2) and 5.1.2 in relation to allocation of
allowable secondary use in the Employment District.

Part I-A of the Resident Report discusses how the Amended ODP provides the means for increasing the proportion
of Employment District in the Centre for Advanced Technology developed for non-employment, secondary uses
beyond the limits set by the Land Use Code. Section 2.3.2(H)(7) requires mix of uses to be applied to the entire overall
development plan, which allows any future PDP to exceed the 25% limit on secondary use in the Employment District
by borrowing secondary use acreage from other parcels. The Board misinterpreted Section 2.3.2(H)(7) in that it did
not require an accounting of previous secondary uses within the Centre for Advanced Technology be included in the
Amended ODP to indicate how much secondary use has been used in this manner since establishment of the
Employment District zone. The 18.1 acre Horticulture Center and the 1.5 acre CSU Ropes Course used approximately
14.6 more acres of Employment District for secondary uses than would have been allowed by Section 4.27(D)(2).
There may be several other instances of secondary use in the Employment District of the Centre for Advanced
Technology since the establishment of zoning after the 1999 ODP.
The Board misinterpreted LUC 5.1.2 with regard to the status of the Ropes Course as a community facility; it is publicly
owned and intended to serve recreational, educational, cultural and entertainment needs of the community as a whole.
It is a secured, fee-for-use public facility. It is not open recreational space. It is an Employment District secondary use
in Parcel D of the Amended ODP.
The Board misinterpreted Section 4.27(D)(2) as it applies to an overall development plan by allowing Note 2 of the
Amended ODP to set a condition whereby any development in Parcels D and E, which are in the Employment Zone
and the FEMA floodway, will not be counted against the 25% secondary use allowance provided by their 52.3 acres
(a total of 13.07 acres). Future secondary uses in Parcels D and E would never be debited against that allowance,
which could result in 13.07 acres more than 25% of the Amended ODP Employment District being developed for
secondary, non-employment uses. Note 2 should be struck from the Amended ODP and language from Note 2 of the
2003 ODP should not be carried forward.
The Board misinterpreted LUC 5.1.2 with regard to the meaning of "development plan" in Section 4.27(D)(2) by
deciding that issues related to the 25% limit on secondary use in the Employment District are not applicable to an
overall development plan. Section 4.27(D)(2) applies to a "development plan", which Section 5.1.2 defines as an
overall development plan, a project development plan and/or a final development plan. When considering an ODP in
relation to 4.27.(D)(2), the "development plan" is the ODP.
STAFF ANALYSIS:
The total amount of area on both the CSURFCentre for Advanced Technology ODP (approved by the Planning &
Zoning Board on 2/20/2003 and recorded) and the Amended CSURF Centre for Advanced Technology ODP (approved
by the P&Z Board on 6/16/2011) is 116.7 acres. The amount of area within the E, Employment District on both ODP’s
is 96.5 acres. The amount of area within the MMN, Medium Density Mixed-Use Neighborhood District on both ODP’s,
completely within Parcel C, is 20.2 acres. The Gardens on Spring Creek facility is not included within the boundaries
of either ODP containing Parcels A thru F. Therefore, it is not counted against the allowable land uses on the ODP’s.
During its development review process in 2003 the CSU Ropes Course (Parcel D) was, in fact, determined to be a
Community Facility in the E District. Community facilities are Secondary Uses in that district. The total amount of
secondary uses in the E District currently existing or proposed is 18.5 acres (9.1 acres in Parcel C and 9.4 acres in
Parcel D), which is 19.2% of the total of 96.5 acres in the E District.
b.

Improper interpretation of LUC Section 5.1.2 regarding Floor Area Ratio.

The Amended ODP deletes Note 5 from the 2003 ODP which states, "Maximum Floor Area Ratio (building square
footage divided by land area square footage) for all parcels not to exceed .37." LUC Section 5.1.2 defines Floor Area
Ratio as the gross floor area of all principal buildings on a lot or block by the total area of such lot, or the block size.
This definition does not mention parcels and is clearly intended to be applied to lots and blocks at the detailed level
of a PDP. The FAR note in the 2003 ODP was intended to apply a maximum Floor Area Ratio to the lots and blocks
of any future PDP that might have been proposed for any parcel within the ODP. The Board misinterpreted both Note
5 and Section 5.1.2 when it accepted the Applicant's FAR calculation using the total area of buildings in the PDP
divided by the total parcel square footage.

August 16, 2011

-3-

ITEM 27

(The Resident Report contains a typographical error on page 1-7, where the LUC citation is written as Section 5.2.
Definitions are in Section 5.1.2.)
The Board misinterpreted the general purpose and intent of the LUC when it decided that since FAR is not used as
a planning tool in the LUC, it was not part of the LUC and therefore could simply be removed during amendment of
the Centre of Advanced Technology ODP. The FAR note was attached to and approved with the 2003 ODP. This
made it the standard for the development of the Centre for Advanced Technology in accordance with the LUC. FAR
is defined in the LUC 5.1.2. and therefore is indeed part of the LUC. FAR is not regulated by LUC, but that is irrelevant
to upholding this limitation that was instituted by the 2003 ODP. There should be a very compelling reason to remove
prior protections that presumably were placed as an approved condition and promise to the community for how future
development would take place.
STAFF ANALYSIS:
Staff’s response to Planning & Zoning Board’s questions at the public hearing was that Floor Area Ratio is not a
criterion that must be applied or complied with for evaluation of an Overall Development Plan, per Section 2.3.2(H)
of the Land Use Code. However, at the Board Public Hearing on June 16, 2011 the Applicant agreed not to remove
the FAR-related note as shown on the February 20, 2003 ODP.
c.

Improper interpretation of LUC 1.2.2(E) regarding land uses in the Spring Creek lOO-year floodplain.

The 2003 Centre for Advanced Technology ODP did not allow secondary uses in an Employment District in the
floodplain, but the Amended ODP does allow such development. Note 3 of the 2003 ODP states: "Land uses proposed
within the Spring Creek 100-year floodplain shall not be considered secondary uses." As noted on page 1-8 of the
Resident Report, City Staff determined in 2009 that this note does not allow residential construction in the floodplain.
The Amended ODP allows such development by the simple expedient of deleting this note. Prohibition of residential
construction as a secondary use in the Employment District in the Spring Creek floodplain reduces risk to the lives and
property of neighboring landowners, potential tenants and first responders. When approving the Amended ODP, the
Board misinterpreted LUC 1.2.2(E) regarding the protection of life and property in the matter of floodwaters by allowing
removal of the protection afforded by Note 3 of the 2003 ODP.
STAFF ANALYSIS:
At the Planning & Zoning Board Public Hearing on June 16, 2011 the Applicant agreed to retain General Notes 2 &
3 as shown on the February 20, 2003 ODP, this in lieu of the proposed new General Note 2 on the Amended ODP.
This note relates to allowance or prohibition of potential Secondary Uses in the floodway or floodplain, primarily in
Parcels D and E of the ODP.
d.

Improper interpretation of LUC 2.3.2(H)(1) regarding the basis for classification and granting of
administrative variances for the design of Rolland Moore Drive as a Minor Collector.

When approving the ODP, the Board accepted administrative variances that downgraded the street design of Rolland
Moore Drive relative to its classification. In doing so, the Board misinterpreted LUC 2.3.2(H)(1) regarding the permitted
uses and standards for zoned districts in overall development plans. Commercial offices and shops are permitted use
in the MMN District according to LUC 4.6(B)(3)(c)(2). The June 2002 Transportation Impact Study for Parcel C of the
Centre for Advanced Technology found that commercial office use of the MMN area of Parcel C, along with similar
permitted uses in the Employment District would generate 5,735 daily trips, thereby causing Rolland Moore Drive to
be classified as a Collector. The Board improperly assumed that since residential uses are permitted in the MMN
District, residential levels of traffic could be used to calculate daily trips for the classification and design of Rolland
Moore Drive. However, the Amended ODP does not rezone or limit development of any permitted use in the MMN
District in Parcel C. As noted on page 1-11 of the Resident Report, the Amended ODP must be able to stand on its
own merit for the maximum allowable development. Rolland Moore Drive should meet the standards for a Collector
street capable of handling the number of daily trips identified for the complete complement of permitted uses.
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STAFF ANALYSIS:
The basis for a street classification is determined from how the street may function, what volume of traffic is expected
to use the roadway, safety considerations and context-sensitive design to support the surrounding neighborhoods.
Rolland Moore Drive continues to be designated as a collector street on the Master Street Plan and staff expects it
to function as a Collector street as the surrounding land is developed. The Larimer County Urban Area Street
Standards (LCUASS) does allow the City Engineer to approve variances to the street design standards. Several
variances have been approved related to the street geometry (i.e., centerline radii and minimum tangent between
curves) and reducing the travel lane width from 11 feet to 10 feet. The variances are viewed as acceptable with the
planned posted speed limit of 25 mph which is also viewed as commensurate with the developing residential land use
in the area. City staff from Engineering, Traffic Operations, Transportation Planning, and Community Development
and Neighborhood Services reviewed and support the variances.
The approved variances do not change the collector-level classification or street cross-section of Rolland Moore Drive.
City staff has determined that the variances ensure that the design of Rolland Moore Drive will match the context of
the surrounding land uses. Rolland Moore Drive as planned and designed is expected to accommodate existing and
projected traffic volumes based on adjacent zoning, as well as provide needed connectivity for vehicles, pedestrians,
and cyclists.
e.

Improper interpretation of LUC 2.3.2{H)(1) by approval of a conceptual alignment for Rolland Moore
Drive that does not comply in general with LCUASS standards for its classification.

The Board misinterpreted LUC 2.3.2{H}{1} regarding the general development standards that can be applied at the
level of detail required for an overall development plan. The conceptual alignment in the 2003 ODP was selected as
the most compliant option consistent with LCUASS standards for a Collector Street. The conceptual alignment in the
Amended ODP appears to be generally out of compliance with LCUASS. The alignment shows curve radii and arc
lengths that would be substandard for the street classification according LCUASS for a Minor Collector Street, let alone
for a Collector Street. The intersection with Centre Avenue would not comply with LCUASS even for less stringent
Connector Local criteria. Previous City considerations for Rolland Moore Drive placed safety first, as quoted on page
1-10 of the Resident Report. Conceptual roadway alignments should be generally in compliance with LCUASS
standards so that any future PDP roadways can be developed within the detailed traffic safety standards.
STAFF ANALYSIS:
City staff interpretation of LUC 2.3.2{H}{1} is that it would not apply to a street alignment shown on an ODP. However,
LUC 2.3.2{H}{3} states that an ODP must conform to the Master Street Plan (MSP), not the Larimer County Urban
Area Street Standards. Rolland Moore Drive was added to the Master Street Plan in 2000 to serve as a vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian connection from Shields Street to Center Avenue. The goal is to provide connectivity to and
from surrounding neighborhoods and employment centers. The MSP is a planning-level document and does not
include engineering design.
In 2006, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) updated the flood maps for this area. The 2000
alignment would now be located in a FEMA floodplain and flood fringe, as well as impact wetlands. City staff
supported the request to relocate Rolland Moore Drive to the location shown on the amended ODP to remove the
environmental impacts. This included removing a planned connection to Northerland Drive.
City staff considered possible alternative alignments, including removing the connection from the MSP. The preferred
alternative will maintain Rolland Moore Drive as a collector street and utilize the existing Natural Resources Research
Council (NRRC) driveway intersection with Center Avenue to avoid multiple off-set intersections along this corridor
that could impact safety. Additionally, this intersection will become an important entrance to the Colorado State
University Veterinary Medicine Campus in the future. The amended alignment will still conform to the MSP as it meets
the original intent to provide a collector-level connection between Shields Street and Center Avenue.
f.

Improper interpretation of LUC 3.6.2{A} regarding relationship of streets to topography

The general alignment of Rolland Moore Drive in the Amended ODP is shown crossing topography with a very steep
cross slope. This will force any future PDP to implement unwarranted engineered cuts into the hillside below the
Larimer Canal No. 2 that would otherwise not be necessary if the roadway bore a logical relationship to the existing
topography.

August 16, 2011

-5-

ITEM 27

STAFF ANALYSIS:
LUC 3.6.2{A} requires streets on a project development plan or subdivision plat to conform to the Master Street Plan,
to be aligned to join with planned or existing streets, and be designed to bear a logical relationship to the topography
of the land. This standard would not apply to an ODP.
The amended Rolland Moore Drive alignment complies with the Master Street Plan and provides connections to
adjacent streets, with the exception of Northerland Drive. City staff has not supported street or trail crossings of the
Larimer Canal No. 2 or the extension of Northerland Drive due to the potential impacts to wildlife and natural corridors,
existing drainage ways, wetlands, and the availability of alternative routes. City staff from Community Development
and Neighborhood Services, Environmental Planning, Engineering, Traffic Operations, and Transportation Planning
reviewed the Alternative Development Plan and found that it accomplishes the purposes of LUC 3.6.3{F} equally well
or better than a plan that would meet the standard. The Alternative Development Plan submitted provides enhanced
bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to adjacent trails, sidewalks and on-street bicycle routes, distributes vehicle traffic
without exceeding level of service standards, and eliminates impacts to the designated wildlife corridor along the
Larimer Canal No. 2.
g.

LUC 1.2.2{E) protecting life, safety and reducing flood damage, and LUC 3.3.3 regarding water hazards

The Amended ODP shows Rolland Moore Drive in an alignment that requires deep cuts into the hillside below Larimer
Canal #2, increasing the potential for breach of the canal during a storm/flood event. The Board set as a Condition of
Approval that the canal be relocated, but only by withholding the Final Certificate of Occupancy after construction. By
allowing excavation of the hillside before relocation of the canal, the Board misinterpreted the purpose and intent of
LUC 1.2.2{E} and LUC 3.3.3 to mitigate such hazards. Cutting the slope below the canal prior to relocation
unnecessarily increases risk to the life, health and safety of downhill residents and properties.
STAFF ANALYSIS:
The developer for The Grove at Fort Collins will not be doing any cut and fill to the north-facing slope of the existing
Larimer Canal No. 2 while there is water running through that ditch, which occurs 2 months of the year. This mitigates
the potential for risk to life, health and safety of properties and residents downhill from the ditch.
h.

Improper interpretation of LUC Section 3.6.3{F) regarding connectivity

As a practical matter, the alignment of Rolland Moore Drive in the Amended ODP precludes development of
connectivity to existing services south of Parcel C. It is set so close to Larimer Canal No.2 that any street or alternative
transportation way would need extensive grading and construction to cross the Canal easement, which would have
a substantial impact on its function as a wildlife corridor. Other feasible alignments not presented in the Amended ODP,
but sketched in the illustrations following page 1-10 of the Resident Report, could reduce the disruption needed to build
connections to the south. Examples of streets, bikeways and trails coexist with canals and wildlife corridors throughout
the City. The Board misinterpreted LUC Section 3.6.3{F} which requires Alternative Compliance for connectivity to be
equal or better than compliance.
STAFF ANALYSIS:
City staff has not supported street or trail crossings of the Larimer Canal No. 2 or the extension of Northerland Drive
due to the potential impacts to wildlife and natural corridors, existing drainage ways, wetlands, and the availability of
alternative routes. City staff from Community Development and Neighborhood Services, Environmental Planning,
Engineering, Traffic Operations, and Transportation Planning reviewed the Alternative Development Plan and found
that it accomplishes the purposes of LUC 3.6.3{F} equally well or better than a plan that would meet the standard. The
Alternative Development Plan submitted provides enhanced bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to adjacent trails,
sidewalks and on-street bicycle routes, distributes vehicle traffic without exceeding level of service standards, and
eliminates impacts to the designated wildlife corridor along the Larimer Canal No. 2.
DETERMINATION TO BE MADE BY COUNCIL
Did the Planning & Zoning Board properly interpret and apply relevant portions of the Code and Charter?
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LIST OF RELEVANT CODE PROVISIONS
1.

Section 1.2.2 Purpose of the Land Use Code
The purpose of this Land Use Code is to improve and protect the public health, safety and welfare by:

2.

(A)

ensuring that all growth and development which occurs is consistent with this Land Use Code, City Plan
and its adopted components, including but not limited to the Structure Plan, Principles and Policies and
associated sub-area plans.

(B)

encouraging innovations in land development and renewal.

(C)

fostering the safe, efficient and economic use of the land, the city’s transportation infrastructure, and
other public facilities and services.

(D)

facilitating and ensuring the provision of adequate public facilities and services such as transportation
(streets, bicycle routes, sidewalks and mass transit), water, wastewater, storm drainage, fire and
emergency services, police, electricity, open space, recreation, and public parks.

(E)

avoiding the inappropriate development of lands and providing for adequate drainage and reduction of
flood damage.

(F)

encouraging patterns of land use which decrease trip length of automobile travel and encourage trip
consolidation.

(G)

increasing public access to mass transit, sidewalks, trails, bicycle routes and other alternative modes
of transportation.

(H)

reducing energy consumption and demand.

(I)

minimizing the adverse environmental impacts of development.

(J)

improving the design, quality and character of new development.

(K)

fostering a more rational pattern of relationship among residential, business and industrial uses for the
mutual benefit of all.

(L)

encouraging the development of vacant properties within established areas.

(M)

ensuring that development proposals are sensitive to the character of existing neighborhoods.

(N)

ensuring that development proposals are sensitive to natural areas and features.

Section 2.3.2(H)(1) & (7) Overall Development Plan Review Procedures
An overall development plan shall be processed according to, in compliance with and subject to the provisions
contained in Division 2.1 and Steps 1 through 12 of the Common Development Review Procedures (Sections
2.2.1 through 2.2.12, inclusive) as follows:
(H)

Step 8 (Standards): Applicable. An overall development plan shall comply with the following criteria:
(1)

The overall development plan shall be consistent with the permitted uses and applicable zone
district standards (Article 4) of all zone districts contained within the boundaries of the overall
development plan. The plan shall also be consistent with any zone district standards (Article 4) and
general development standards (Article 3) that can be applied at the level of detail required for an
overall development plan submittal. If the overall development plan contains any land within the
M-M-N, C-C and/or N-C Districts, the plan shall be consistent with the block size requirements for
those districts.
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(7)

3.

Lands which are subject to flooding or are located in a natural drainageway shall not be approved for
development or redevelopment unless the following conditions are met:
(1)

the project development plan complies with the Basin Master Drainageway Plan as applicable.

(2)

the project development plan complies with City Stormwater Design Criteria and Construction
Standards.

(3)

the project development plan complies with the floodplain regulations as established in Chapter
10 of the City Code.

(4)

all measures proposed to eliminate, mitigate or control water hazards related to flooding or
drainageways have been approved by the Water Utilities General Manager.

If a project includes a water hazard such as an irrigation canal, water body or other water channel,
necessary design precautions shall be taken to minimize any hazard to life or property, and additional
measures such as fencing, water depth indicators and erection of warning signs shall be taken, to the
extent reasonably feasible.

(C)

Any lands that are subject to high groundwater (meaning groundwater at an elevation such that
basement flooding is reasonably anticipated by the City Engineer to occur) shall not be platted for
building lots with basements unless adequate provisions to prevent groundwater from entering
basements have been designed and approved by the City Engineer.

Section 3.6.2(A) Streets, Streetscapes, Alleys and Easements
Streets on a project development plan or subdivision plat shall conform to the Master Street Plan where
applicable. All streets shall be aligned to join with planned or existing streets. All streets shall be
designed to bear a logical relationship to the topography of the land. Intersections of streets shall be
at right angles unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer.

Section 3.6.3(F) Street Pattern and Connectivity Standards
(F)

6.

Any standards relating to housing density and mix of uses will be applied over the entire overall
development plan, not on each individual project development plan review.

(B)

(A)

5.

ITEM 27

Section 3.3.3 Water Hazards
(A)

4.
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Utilization and Provision of Sub-Arterial Street Connections to and From Adjacent Developments
and Developable Parcels. All development plans shall incorporate and continue all sub-arterial streets
stubbed to the boundary of the development plan by previously approved development plans or existing
development. All development plans shall provide for future public street connections to adjacent
developable parcels by providing a local street connection spaced at intervals not to exceed six hundred
sixty (660) feet along each development plan boundary that abuts potentially developable or
redevelopable land.

Section 4.27(D)(2) Secondary Uses
(D)

Land Use Standards.
(2)

Secondary Uses. All secondary uses shall be integrated both in function and appearance into a
larger employment district development plan that emphasizes primary uses. A secondary use shall
be subject to administrative review or Planning and Zoning Board review as required for such use
in Section 4.27(B). The following permitted uses shall be considered secondary uses in this zone
district and together shall occupy no more than twenty-five (25) percent of the total gross area of
the development plan.
(a)
(b)

Veterinary facilities and small animal clinics.
Clubs and lodges.
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(c)
(d)

Child care centers.
Residential uses (except mixed-use dwellings when the residential units are stacked above
a primary use which occupies the ground floor).
(e) Standard and fast food restaurants.
(f) Lodging establishments.
(g) Bed and breakfast establishments.
(h) Funeral homes.
(i) Health and membership clubs.
(j) Convenience shopping centers.
(k) Convention and conference center.
(l) Food catering.
(m) Public facilities.
(n) Community facilities.
(o) Bars and taverns.
(p) Plant nurseries and greenhouses.
(q) Dog day-care facilities.
(r) Print shops.
(s) Workshops and custom small industry uses.
(t) Artisan and photography studios and galleries.
(u) Limited indoor recreation establishments.
(v) Enclosed mini-storage facilities.
(w) Places of worship or assembly.
(x) Personal and business service shops.

7.

Section 5.1.2 Definitions
Development plan shall mean an application submitted to the city for approval of a permitted use which depicts
the details of a proposed development. Development plan includes an overall development plan, a project
development plan and/or a final plan.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) shall mean the amount of gross floor area of all principal buildings on a lot or block,
as the case may be, divided by the total area of such lot, or the block size, respectively, on which such
buildings are located. For mixed-use blocks, the residential square footage shall be added to the commercial
development for a total block FAR.

COUNCIL OPTIONS
Council should consider the appeal based upon the record and relevant provisions of the Code and Charter, and after
consideration, either:
1.

Remand the decision if the Council finds that the Board failed to conduct a fair hearing; or

2.

Uphold, overturn or modify the Board’s decision; or

3.

Remand the decision for further consideration of additional issues raised on appeal.

ATTACHMENTS
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

City Clerk’s Notice of Appeal Hearing and Notice of Site Visit
Notice of Appeal, dated June 29, 2011
- Resident Report
- Documents submitted at the Planning and Zoning Hearing by Citizens, June 16, 2011
Staff Report (with attachments) to Planning and Zoning Board, dated June 16, 2011, for the Amended CSURF
Centre for Advanced Technology Overall Development Plan (#MJA11001)
Additional documentation for Staff Report submitted by the applicant to the Planning and Zoning Board at the
June 16, 2011 Hearing
Documents submitted by various speakers to the Planning and Zoning Board at the June 16, 2011 Hearing.
Verbatim Transcript of the Planning and Zoning Board Hearing, June 16, 2011
Miscellaneous Documents Submitted by Applicant at the Planning and Zoning Board June 16, 2011 Hearing

All Attachments are available with the August 23,
2011 Adjourned Meeting Agenda, which can be found
at:
http://www.fcgov.com/cityclerk/agendas.php

