Planning Commission Agenda

Regular Meeting
Tuesday, September 09, 2025

City Council Chambers-City Center South
1001 11th Ave, Greeley, CO 80631
Zoom Webinar Link:

https://greeleygov.zoom.us/j/85102654667

NOTICE:
Planning Commission meetings are held on the 2" and 4t Tuesdays of each month. Meetings are conducted in a
hybrid format, with a Zoom webinar in addition to the in-person meeting in Council Chambers.

Members of the public may participate in Planning Commission meetings in the manner that works best for
them.
Watch Meetings:
@
:C‘QI: Meetings are open to the public and can be attended in person by anyone.
Comment in Real Time:

QQ Join the Zoom webinar (link above). During the public hearing, members of the public may address
oo the Commission.

Submit Written Comments:

’@ Email comments about any item on the agenda to cd_admin_team@greeleygov.com

N\

\/ Written comments can be mailed or dropped off at the Planning office at 1100 10™" Street, Greeley,
CO 80631. Written comments received prior to or during the meeting will be read into the record in
real time.

Meeting agendas and minutes are available on the City’s meeting portal at Greeley-co.municodemeetings.com/

For more information about this meeting or to request reasonable accommodations, contact the administrative team at 970-350-9780
or by email at cd_admin_team@greeleygov.com.
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Grrerity I Planning Commission

September 09, 2025, at 1:15 PM
1001 11th Avenue, City Center South, Greeley, CO 80631

Agenda

1. Call to Order

Roll Call

Approval of the Agenda

Approval of August 26, 2025, Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Staff Report

o a0 &~ W N

Adjournment

Workshop

7. Culture Parks & Recreation Master Plan, Diana Frick



Colorado BOARDS & COMMISSIONS

Greeley

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
August 26, 2025, at 1:15 pm

1. Call to Order
Don Threewitt (Deputy Director of Community Development) asked all online participants who
wished to speak to raise their hand. A list of speakers would be compiled and used during the
public portion of the hearing.

Chair Yeater called the meeting to order at 1:15 pm

2. Roll Call - Present
Chair Justin Yeater
Vice Chair Louisa Andersen
Commissioner Jeff Carlson
Commissioner Brian Franzen
Commissioner Larry Modlin
Commissioner Christian Schulte
Absent
Commissioner Erik Briscoe

3. Approval of the agenda
There were no changes to the agenda, Chair Yeater proceeded with the agenda as published.

4. Approval of the July 22, 2025, and August 12, 2025, Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Motion by Commissioner Franzen:
To approve July 22, 2025, and August 12,2025 Planning Commission Meeting minutes as
published.
Second: Carlson
Vote: Motion carried 6-0
Absent: Commissioner Briscoe

5. Approval of a Special Planning Commission Meeting on Wednesday August 27, 2025, at
1:30pm
Motion by Commissioner Franzen:
To hold a Special Planning Commission Meeting on Wednesday August 27, 2025, at 1:30pm
Second: Vice Chair Andersen
Vote: Motion carried 6-0
Absent: Commissioner Briscoe



6. A public hearing to consider a request for annexation of approximately 219.221 acres of land
generally located west of 131* Avenue, approximately one mile north of US Highway 34 known
as Schmerge Annexation (ANX2025-0002)

Brian McBroom (Director of Community Development) began by noting that Items 6, 7, and 8
would be presented together, but each item would be voted on separately. He recommended that
the items be introduced together.

Chair Yeater then introduced all three items together.

Mr. McBroom began his presentation by introducing himself, Katelyn Puga (Planner III),
Thomas Gilbert (Engineer 1V) and the items as published.

At 1:26pm the Clerks had to restart the sound system as the microphones were not working
properly. Mr. McBroom was asked to pause his presentation until this was remedied. His
presentation resumed at 1:27pm.

Commissioner Schulte requested clarification on the items being voted on, confirming that the
first two involve annexations—deciding whether the parcels should be incorporated into the City
of Greeley—and the third concerns approval of PUD zoning. No decisions on future
development plans are being made at this time; those will follow later. Mr. McBroom affirmed
that Commissioner Schulte’s understanding was correct. Mr. McBroom reiterated a previous
point from his presentation, emphasizing that all subsequent development plans must align with
the approved PUD zoning criteria.

Commissioner Franzen asked if concerns such as traffic should be addressed at this stage. Mr.
McBroom answered by saying, at this conceptual stage, the plan has the capability of meeting
the City’s infrastructure design criteria, with detailed evaluations to follow in later land use
applications.

Vice Chair Andersen requested a definition of the city’s role as a co-applicant and how it relates
to the quasi-judicial body. Mr. McBroom answered by saying 100 of the 828 acres are city-
owned. In April, the City Council joined Water Valley Company as co-applicant for the PUD and
authorized Water Valley to prepare the application. When finalized, the City Council will review
the project in its usual quasi-judicial zoning role, regardless of the city’s ownership. Vice Chair
Andersen then inquired whether there have been other PUDs, or if any are expected in the future,
where the applicant and the approving body are the same. Mr. McBroom answered by saying the
city has often required land use approvals for development on city-owned property, though it’s
unclear if any involves a planned unit development (PUD). This can be confirmed after the
hearing. All developments, including those on city property, must comply with the City’s
Development Code.

Vice Chair Andersen noted that the existing salvage yard was specifically excluded and was not
mentioned among the uses of the abutting land. She then asked why it was necessary to exclude
it. Chair Yeater asked to keep questions directed to the items up for vote. Vice Chair Andersen
then said her question pertained to the PUD portion specifically. She asked for an update on the
timeline for a forced annexation of the salvage yard, given that it is an enclave. She noted that
the code says if a property has been an enclave for more than three years, it should be subject to
forced annexation. Mr. McBroom stated he was not aware of any actions that the city has taken
to unilaterally annex that property.



Vice Chair Andersen referenced a slide noting the intent to incorporate design standards and
ensure compatibility with existing uses, and asked how the small parcel, that the salvage yard sits
on, in the middle of the entertainment district would be addressed in terms of design and
sensitivity under the PUD. Mr. McBroom noted that the parcel is controlled by Water Valley
Company, which is aware of the adjacent, potentially incompatible land use in Planning Area B,
and suggested this might be better addressed by the applicant during their presentation.

Vice Chair Andersen asked about access to the salvage yard and how it connects to surrounding
elements, including Highways 34 and 17, and how that access will function within the
framework of the proposed PUD. Mr. McBroom stated that the PUD does not propose changes to
the salvage yard’s access. While a new interchange at County Road 17 and Highway 34 is being
planned, design details are not yet available. Mr. Trombino (Managing Director) is in attendance
and may provide further insight, but the PUD cannot alter access to adjacent properties.

Commissioner Carlson noted that the PUD includes some non-contiguous parcels and asked for
clarification on the rationale behind that approach. He also inquired whether the excluded areas
are intended to remain permanently outside the PUD. Mr. McBroom stated that while the exact
answer isn’t known at this time, Planning Areas H and I lie farther east than the main PUD area.
The developer intends to apply consistent land use, site design, and open space standards across
all 828 acres. The city expects the PUD to set the tone for future development of the land
between the included parcels.

Commissioner Schulte noted that annexation and zoning wouldn’t immediately impact road
layout or utilities, but asked what consideration has been given to long-term needs such as law
enforcement. Mr. McBroom explained that police and fire departments are already discussing
how to serve the area, including early plans for a new fire station, potentially with a police
substation. The fire department is seen as the most urgent need due to response time concerns, as
police already patrol citywide. A new station west of Highway 257 is being explored, pending
funding and site selection. In the meantime, mutual aid agreements with nearby fire districts will
help maintain service levels during early development phases.

Commissioner Franzen had a follow-up question regarding funding for those new stations. Mr.
McBroom noted that police and fire facilities are funded through a dedicated tax and public
safety impact fees collected at the time of building permits. If those sources fall short, the city’s
general fund would likely cover the remaining costs.

Chair Yeater inquired whether the City has a policy on forced annexation and if there are any
current annexation requests for the lot containing the salvage yard. Mr. McBroom stated that he
is not aware of any policy on forced annexation, nor of any annexation request made for that

property.

Chair Yeater asked if there were any more questions for staff. Seeing none, Chair Yeater invited
the applicant to make their presentation.

Martin Lind (Developer) introduced himself. Mitch Black (Norris Design) introduced himself
and the presentation as published.

Mr. Black answered Vice Chair Andersen’s previous question about the salvage yard. He
explained that the PUD includes buffering criteria for all land uses, especially in mixed-use areas
like Planning Areas A and B adjacent to the salvage yard. These standards ensure appropriate



buffering between compatible and less compatible uses, aligning closely with existing city
requirements.

Chair Yeater asked whether the applicant was also representing the city to respond to questions.
Mr. Black responded by saying general questions about the PUD can be addressed, but city
representatives are present to respond to any specific questions related to the city as a co-
applicant.

Vice Chair Andersen asked about the salvage yard, noting that since the property owner has not
requested annexation and no forced annexation is required, what the plan was for incorporating
that area into the Cascadia development. Mr. Lind stated that they are working in good faith with
the salvage yard owners to identify potential relocation sites and seek an amicable resolution.
However, if relocation isn’t possible, certain actions related to State Highway 34—unrelated to
the current hearing and managed by Public Works—will need to proceed. While there is
significant activity in the area, Mr. Lind emphasized that they are not the property owners nor
representing the salvage yard at this time.

Commissioner Schulte asked if part of the vision is to have an arena suitable for an affiliate or
farm team hockey. Mr. Lind confirmed that it will serve as the development team for the
Colorado Avalanche. The Colorado Eagles have committed to this site, and as their
representatives, he can confirm this with full authority.

Chair Yeater inquired about a gap that appeared to be excluded from the PUD. During this
discussion, the microphones malfunctioned. Chair Yeater summarized their conversation when
they came back online as the following: “my question was, what was the break between the two
parcels? And as you indicated, it's merely a graphical representation defining planning areas A,
B, C, and so on. It's the line between those two planning areas. It's simply a graphical
representation of what's going on, there is no gap.”

Commissioner Franzen asked whether the salvage yard would be included in the future plan for
the area, either following an amicable resolution or if potential annexation takes place.

Mr. Lind said the intent, if a solution can be reached, would be to return and pursue annexation
of the property, incorporating it into the same Planned Unit Development (PUD).

Chair Yeater invited the city representative, as a co-applicant, to speak.
Paul Trombino (Managing Director) introduced himself. The commission had no questions.
Chair Yeater opened the public portion of the meeting at 2:16 p.m.

Seeing nobody from the public that wished to speak, Chair Yeater closed the public portion of
item 6 (ANX2025-0002) at 2:16 p.m.

Motion by Commissioner Franzen:

Based on the project summary and analysis, the Planning Commission finds that the request for
an annexation meets approval criteria found in Section 24-214. b.2.(a-¢). And, the proposed
Schmerge Annexation, File number ANX2025-0002, meets State statutory requirements. And,
therefore, recommend approval of the request to the City Council.

Second: Vice Chair Andersen

Vote: Motion carried 6-0

Absent: Commissioner Briscoe



7. A public hearing to consider a request for annexation of approximately 73.319 acres of land
located within unincorporated Weld County, generally located west of State Highway 257
approximately one-half mile north of US Highway 34 known as Kinnison Annexation
(ANX2025-0003)

Chair Yeater opened the public portion of the meeting at 2:16pm
Seeing nobody from the public that wished to speak, Chair Yeater closed the public portion of
item 7 (ANX2025-0003) at 2:17pm

Motion by Vice Chair Andersen:

Based on the project summary and analysis, the Planning Commission finds that the request for
an annexation meets approval criteria found in Section 24-214. b.2.(a-e). And, the proposed
Kinnison Annexation, File number ANX2025-0003, meets State statutory requirements. And,
therefore, recommend approval of the request to the City Council.

Second: Commissioner Franzen

Vote: Motion carried 6-0

Absent: Commissioner Briscoe

8. A public hearing to consider a request for establishment of zoning for approximately 220.56
acres and rezone for approximately 613.218 acres from H-A (Holding Agriculture) to PUD
(Planned Unit Development) for a total of approximately 833.786 acres generally located east of
Weld County Road 17 and north of US Highway 34 known as Cascadia Planned Unit
Development (PUD2025-0003)

Chair Yeater opened the public portion of the meeting at: 2:17pm

Morgan Kidder representing Ravina Investments LLC spoke in favor of the project, stating the
zoning for this property lays the groundwork for this developer to create an economic boom for
the City of Greeley that will far surpass what Scheels and Centerra do for the town of Johnstown
and the City of Loveland.

Chair Yeater asked if anyone else from the public wished to speak. Seeing none, Chair Yeater
closed the public portion of item 8 (PUD2025-0003) at 2:19pm and invited the applicant to
rebuttal any testimony or speak further on the item. Seeing none, Chair Yeater asked that they
read each motion individually and proceed appropriately.

Motion by Vice Chair Andersen:

Based on the project summary and analysis, the Planning Commission finds that the request for a
rezoning and establishment of the Cascadia Planned Unit Development, File number PUD2025-
0003, does not meet approval criteria found in Section 24-204. (b), and Section 24-205(c) of the
Development Code and therefore recommend denial of the PUD to the City Council.

Second: Commissioner Franzen

Discussion: Vice Chair Andersen expressed concern over the city acting as both applicant and
approving body for this PUD, citing the vague, sensitive nature of the proposal and the quasi-
judicial process. Additionally, concerns were raised about compatibility with adjacent land uses—
particularly the neighboring salvage yard, which complicates the plan. With no current annexation
plans for that property, future annexation could create conflicts with proposed amenities like



parks. Due to these unresolved issues and built-in conflicts, Vice Chair Andersen does not
recommend approval of the PUD (Planned Unit Development).

Chair Yeater said he believes the applicant can manage the use and notes that the landowner has
not expressed concerns, which suggests the issue may not be significant. While acknowledging
some concerns about the PUD’s (Planned Unit Developments) use, they view this as an
appropriate and unique application of the PUD (Planned Unit Development). Chair Yeater also
recognized the potential conflict of the city acting as both applicant and regulator but pointed out
that similar situations with single parcels have been reviewed before. Chair Yeater intends to vote
against the current motion, hoping for a subsequent motion to approve the item.

Commissioner Schulte stated that he does not believe it is improper for the city to consider its
own application, noting that it is common for a government to subject itself to the same laws and
processes as private landowners. While it may seem unusual for the city to be both applicant and
approvers, the city council is politically accountable to the public, ensuring transparency. The
alternative—exempting the city from these processes—would limit its ability to own and develop
land. The speaker supports evaluating the application on its merits regardless of ownership and
intends to oppose the current motion.

Commissioner Modlin noted that, in many cases, properties with differing adjacent uses have not
prompted discussions about their future compatibility. However, he emphasized that this PUD
specifically requires addressing that issue. As a result, Commissioner Modlin stated he would not
support approval of this motion.

Vice Chair Yeater asked if anyone else would like to speak to the motion. Seeing none, Chair
Yeater asked for a vote, clarifying the motion is in opposition to the item.

Vote: 1-5, motion failed (Commissioners Schulte, Carlson, Yeater, Franzen & Modlin voted “no”
Absent: Commissioner Briscoe

Chair Yeater turned it back to the commission to see if there was another motion.

Motion by Commissioner Schulte:
A motion that based on the project summary and analysis, the Planning Commission finds that the
request for rezoning and establishment of zoning for the Cascadia Planned Unit Development, file
number PUD2025-0003, meets approval criteria found in Section 24-204(b), and Section 24-
205(c) of the Development Code, and therefore recommends approval of the request to City
Council with the following condition:
o The Park Land Dedication (PLD) standards as provided on Sheet 24 of the PUD
Design Standards shall be revised prior to City Council Public Hearing date to
reflect final agreements for Park Land Dedication credit.
Second: Commissioner Franzen
Vice Chair Andersen thanked Commissioner Schulte for his clarification regarding the city,
subjecting itself to its own criteria.
Vote: Motion carried 5-1 (Commissioner Anderson voted “no”
Absent: Commissioner Briscoe

9. Motion by Commissioner Franzen:
A motion to cancel the special planning meeting for Wednesday August 27, 2025, at 1:30 pm
Second: Commissioner Schulte
Vote: Motion carried 6-0
Absent: Commissioner Briscoe



10. Staff Report:
Brian McBroom (Director of Community Development) provided several updates: The three
cases discussed in this meeting are scheduled for first reading by City Council on September 2nd,
with public hearings tentatively set for September 16th. Community surveys for the East and
West Subarea Plans have received 135 and 157 responses, respectively, which are considered
strong given current engagement challenges. Additionally, the City Council plans to adopt a
proclamation at their October 7th meeting declaring October as Community Planning Month in
Greeley, with an invitation extended to the commissioners to attend and participate in the related
photo opportunity.

Chair Yeater expressed gratitude to City Staff and the Commission for their efforts throughout the
day, noting it was encouraging to see everyone come together.

11. Adjournment:
Chair Yeater adjourned the meeting at 2:31 pm.

(Name) — Chair (Name) — Staff Liaison or Dept Manager
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Key Study Components
Why This Plan Matters

Greeley’s Growth

Community Engagement
Key Findings
A g en d a Strategic Themes

Priority Recommendations
City Council Support
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Key Study Components

Community and Staff Engagement
Demographics Review and Mobility Analysis

System Inventory, Level of Service, and Gap Analysis

i
Ciyof (& NN Culture, Parks, and Recreation Department

Maintenance Assessment .ﬁ :
Greeley Executive Summary

Operational Assessment
Financial Analysis
Similar Provider

Think Tank

Facilities Assessment
Sports Field Analysis

Cultural Plan
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Why This Plan Matters

 10-Year Roadmap
Parks, Culture, Recreation, and Natural Areas

» Supports Council’s Strategic Goals and Community Vision
* Grounded in Engagement and Data
« Supports CPRD’s Mission, Vision, and Values



A City Supporting a Growing Community

Population
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Community
Engagement
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Top Priorities for Programs and Activities Based on

Festivals and special events
Concerts, theater productions, etc.
Adult fitness and wellness programs
Nature programs/environmental education
Programs for active adults (50+)
Music, dance, theater, poetry performances
Educational history and heritage programs
Dog park programs
Science/technology programs
Programs for teens
Visual art/gallery exhibitions
Water fitness programs
School break camps
After school programs
Pickleball lessons and leagues
Adult organized athletic programs/leagues
Adult art/dance/performing arts classes
Youth learn to swim programs
Youth athletic programs and leagues
Preschool programs
Youth fitness and wellness programs
Programs for people with special needs
Youth art/dance/performing arts classes

Priority Investment Rating

168

160

High Priority

Athletic special events

Before school programs

Adult learn to swim programs

Tennis lessons and leagues

Golf instruction

Youth ice sports

Adult ice sports

Boxing

50

100

(120+)

Medium Priority

(60-119)

Low Priority
(0-59)

150 200

(

Top Priorities

high importance/higher unmet need)

Continued
Emphasis

(high importance/lower unmet need)

Lower Need

(lower importance/lower unmet need)




Top Priorities for Facilities and Amenities Based on
Priority Investment Rating

Matural areas
Paved/soft surface multipurpose trails for bikes/pedestrians
Meighborhood parks
Farmers' market
Concert and theater venue
Community gardens
Indoor pool space
Active adults indoor and outdoor activity areas (50+)
Splash pads/interactive water play or features
Large community parks
Community arts and culture center
Outdoor fitness equipment
Teen indoor and outdoor activity areas
Off-leash dog parks
Indoor fitness and wellness spaces
Picnic areas and park shelters
Fishing areas
Pickleball courts (indoor and outdoar)
Community recreation building/space
Playground areas
Public art and art galleries
Indoor sports courts or other practice facilities
History museum and heritage sites
Performance and rehearsal spaces
Disc golf courses
Outdoor tennis courts
Outdoor basketball courts
Extreme sports
Rectangular sports fields
Golf courses
Diamond sports fields
Esports/gaming space

160

159

152

High Priority

(120+)

100

Medium Priority
(60-119)

Low Priority
(0-59)

150 200

Top Priorities

(high importance/higher unmet need)

Continued
Emphasis

(high importance/lower unmet need)

Lower Need

(lower importance/lower unmet need)







Operations Assessment

Suffer from staff shortages and retention
ISsues

On the path to recovery from covid/post-covid
training gaps

Require a focus on leadership development,
performance measures, and process
management

Need for increased communication



Maintenance Assessment:

Parks, Golf, and Natural Areas

Staffing shortages limit maintenance

Funding, training, and workspace constraints

Limited equipment storage reduces efficiency
« Aging infrastructure increases long-term costs

 Golf offers revenue potential with investment



Cultural Plan

Low public awareness — need coordinated
marketing

 Limited staff and resources restrict growth

* High community interest in diverse, inclusive
programs

* Next step: Conduct needs assessment to
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Sports Fields

Fields do not meet growing demand for local
play and tournaments

Need more fields and lighting for flexible
scheduling

Overused natural turf and aging components
reduce playability

Parking, grading, and drainage issues limit
functionality

No individual site plans to guide improvements

Expanded field space could drive sports
tourism and local economic impact




Facilities Assessment

* Aging infrastructure & excessive
deferred maintenance

* Inadequate space and poor ventilation

» Not designed for optimal recreational
use

 Usability constraints & exceeding life
expectancy



Priority Recommendations

Short-Term (1-2 yrs) Mid-Term (3-5 yrs) Long-Term (6-10 yrs)
* Accelerate the completion of < Synthetic turf conversions * New multi-generational
park development projects (Youth Sports Complex, rec and wellness center
Monfort Park)

 Finalize cost-recovery * Regional arts and
targets * Enhance trail system cultural venue

« Expand outreach in connections » Dedicated NAT funding
underserved communities * Prioritize construction of initiative
- Develop an implementation 3-5 transformative capital
projects

program and funding plan
for deferred maintenance



What's
Holding
Us
Back?

Staff shortages and retention

Deferred maintenance
Aging and mis-aligned facilities

Outpaced revenue growth

Overtime, service cuts, slowed
maintenance

$104M backlog: rising risk and cost

Sports fields, Rec Center, Centennial
Pool no longer meet demand

Expense 1 faster than revenue; need
cost-recovery + new funding



Strategic
Themes

Strategic Themes

Clean, Thriving
Safe & Vibrant &
Beautiful Connected

Sustainable
Growth &
Financial
Resilience

Placemaking
& Activation
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Endorse the Plan as CPRD’s guiding roadmap

@

Adopt cost-recovery targets

What We
Need
from City
Council

Support future budget requests — staffing adds +
capital project funding

A

Champion dedicated funding conversations (trails &
natural areas, bond or tax)
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