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AGENDA ITEM 5a  
 

Hearing and consideration of a Proposed Amendment to the 2009 Comprehensive Plan 
 
Planning Supervisor, Karen Hancock, gave a presentation of the item. 
 
Staff is requesting that the planning and zoning commission provide a recommendation for 
a proposed amendment to the 2009 Comprehensive Plan. 
 
City Council requested that staff retain a qualified consultant to prepare a land-use study 
for the East Aurora Annexation Area and a Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The land-
use study includes a conceptual land use plan, infrastructure plans and a fiscal impact 
analysis.  The draft amendment to the comprehensive plan is based on the results of the 
East Aurora Annexation Study. 
 
There are two primary components to the proposed amendment: 
 
The first component is the planning and annexation boundary map found in Chapter IV of 
the Comprehensive Plan.  The proposed amendment shows the addition of approximately 
51 square miles within the revised boundary. 
 
The second component is a new strategic area.  The Comprehensive Plan amendment for 
the Northeast Plains-Central East Strategic Area was included in the packet.  A new 
strategic area is needed to address a well-planned expansion inside the revised planning 
area boundary. 
 
City Council directed staff to include a specific geographic area in the East Aurora 
Annexation Study.  There are four primary land areas designated on the map by color.  
Blue shows the Prosper development and a few additional individual properties that have 
not been master planned.  Red shows the CCSC ownership.  This designation was 
selected because it represents the initials of the primary land owners:  Cooper, Spahalski, 
Cohen and Chaikovsky; green is property owned by the State Land Board that is approved 
for urban development and the area colored in brown is owned by the State Land Board 
and has a state conservation status.  The fiscal impact analysis only included the 27 
square miles north of Quincy Avenue because the State Land Board property depicted in 
brown is not approved for urban development.  This land has a state conservation status 
because of its former use as the Lowry Bombing and Gunnery Range.  The property is 
also impacted by oil and gas development.  The revenues from this property are used to 
support schools in the state. 
 
The Conceptual Land Use Plan that was used as a baseline in the fiscal impact analysis 
was prepared by MAN consultants and includes low-density residential development at an 
overall density of 3 du/acre, regional retail near I-70 and neighborhood-scale retail nodes 
further south.  This plan is consistent with the Northeast Plains zone district within the city 
limits and adjacent to this area.  The plan is based on realistic market conditions and is not 
intended to be a framework development plan. 
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All property owners were mailed a letter via certified mail.  The community outreach plan 
included notifying City of Aurora property owners and residents who would be most 
impacted by development at the current eastern city limits.  The public meeting was well 
attended and after a short presentation, staff answered questions for more than an hour.  
The format of the meeting was guided by members of the community.  The meeting 
offered an opportunity to educate the citizens about state annexation regulations.  The 
dedicated webpage provided multiple ways to contact staff with comments including 
phone, email and in-person.  Notices of meetings where the project was discussed were 
also posted.   
 
The following are some of the questions that staff received during the public comment 
period: 
What are the requirements for annexation? 
How will moving the annexation boundary affect current residents? 
How does the EAAS fiscal impact analysis compare with a 2008 development study? 
Because the city is starting a new comprehensive plan, why do we need to amend the 
current plan? (i.e., what’s the hurry?) 
Will we have enough water supply to serve an additional 53,000 people on the eastern 
plains? 
 
To note, the East Aurora Annexation Study fiscal impact analysis is consistent with the 
2008 development study.  Council directed staff to study the area and prepare a draft 
amendment. 
 
Council also directed staff to include multiple scenarios for buildout.  Because commercial 
follows rooftops, buildout of commercial areas improves the revenue-cost ratio.  All 
scenarios result in a negative fiscal impact.  Each fiscal impact analysis is different 
depending on city council policy for service levels, state tax laws and fees that are 
assessed to offset the cost of development.  This FIA is based on 2015 – including fees, 
tax law (including TABOR and the Gallagher Amendment), costs and revenues.  
 
An important element of the study needs separate context.  Because the fiscal impact 
analysis is based on costs and revenues in 2015, the issue of water availability is not 
apparent.  Aurora Water estimates that, at full buildout of all areas in the proposed 
planning area boundary, an additional approximately 17,000 acre feet per year will be 
needed (current system requires 54,000 acre feet).  These water resources would be 
needed in addition to all supply and storage projects required to serve the projected 2070 
population within the current planning area and annexation boundary area. 
 
Possible outcomes are: 
Additional water supply is not available 
If additional water supply is available, it is expected to be at a cost premium that will be 
passed on to all city water rate-payers via tap fees. 
 
The basis for moving the planning area boundary is described in the current 2009 
Comprehensive Plan and states: 
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“Aurora’s Comprehensive Plan has traditionally been built around a geographic area 
referred to as the “Planning Area.” It comprises the municipal boundaries of the city in 
addition to adjacent lands in other jurisdictions….The reason for the Planning Area being 
multi-jurisdictional is twofold: 

 Aurora’s boundaries, particularly on the east, are not contiguous and often, vast 
acreages lie in between boundaries. 

 Impacts from development that occurs in the same geographic area transcend 
jurisdiction boundaries.  Given this, the city has always been concerned about land 
use and infrastructure planning in areas adjacent to its boundaries. (Chapter IV.A, 
Managing the Geography of Growth) 

It is City Council’s policy to only approve requests for annexations that are located within 
the city’s Planning Area and Annexation Boundary. 
 
For this request, there are three options available to the commission, they are: 

 Recommend amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to revise the city’s planning 
area boundary to include an additional 51 square miles; 

 Recommend denial of amendment to the Comprehensive Plan; or 

 Recommend revision to the amendment. 

Commissioner Lyon asked what impact, if any, will passing this Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment have on city departments responsible for city infrastructure planning, and he 
also asked if this amendment will require the Water Department to begin actively 
searching for water resources to accommodate the enlarging of the city.  Ms. Hancock 
answered that the fiscal impact analysis is based on 2015 costs and other city staff are 
present to answer questions.   
 
Kevin Wegener, Deputy Director of Public Works, referenced the fiscal impact analysis 
which documents the costs of roadways improvements and other Public Works budget 
activities.  Commissioner Lyon asked if the amendment is approved and the need arises to 
build infrastructure where the funds will come from and how it will impact the rest of the 
city.  Mr. Wegener answered it is anticipated that the city would continue to provide the 
services being provided now at the same service levels.  Commissioner Lyon stated that 
the figures present a possible annual cost to the city of 15 million when the area is fully 
built out.  Ms. Hancock answered that is correct.  Commission Lyon further stated the 
entire citizenry will pay for this area.   
 
Sarah Young, Water Planning Services Manager, stated the Water Department has 
completed their Intergrated Water Master Plan, which is a long range water planning study 
that includes the current annexation and planning boundary.  This plan is revised every 
five years.  If the planning boundary were to extend, Aurora Water would incorporate new 
areas inside the planning boundary that would need to be provided for in the future and 
thus include it in the planning scenarios so long as they fall within the planning horizons.  
The infrastructure to serve that area would be included in the capital plan, which would 
then translate into a potential change in new tap fees. 
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Commissioner Lyon stated he was still not clear on how soon the city would need to start 
searching for water to supply for the area.  Ms. Young explained it would need to be 
determined how the expansion will impact the current water supplies, which may not 
happen for another five years for property that is now being annexed into the city.  
Commissioner Lyon stated then this annexation will have a financial impact on Aurora 
Water.  Ms. Young stated she cannot say what the impacts will be until further studies 
have been completed.  Commissioner Lyon asked if Aurora Water is expecting to be able 
to purchase all the water that this expansion may need and if the infrastructure costs could 
be covered by tap fees.  Ms. Young answered that the increase would come from tap fees 
because it would be new capital construction projects.  She also said that the city will need 
to purchase water supplies to provide what will be required.  She explained that in the 
Water Master Planning Study the years between 2061 and 2070 show a gap of water 
supply and storage for the existing city, and it has not yet been determined how that gap 
will be closed.  The expansion will cause a bigger gap.  Commissioner Lyon asked if 
developers were happy with the current tap fees.  Ms. Young answered she did not know.   
 
Commissioner Lyon asked what financial impact this expansion will have on the city 
because it will cost the city more than it will take in during the mid and long term.  Ms. 
Hancock stated there was not personnel from the Finance Department to answer that 
question, but that money comes from the General Fund, which is supplied from sales tax 
revenue.   
 
Michael Sheldon, 5340 S Quebec Street, Greenwood Village, CO, representing the 
applicant, stated that he was present to answer any questions the Commission may have 
on this item as well as the five initial zoning requests to be presented later at the meeting.   
 
Commissioner Lyon asked why this Comprehensive Plan Amendment is necessary now.  
Mr. Sheldon answered that it is because of the pending annexation petitions for property 
that is currently outside the city’s planning boundary area.  Without this amendment, City 
Council cannot review the applications for approval.  Commissioner Lyon asked what 
positive impact the amendment will have on the current land owners if it is approved.  Mr. 
Sheldon answered the current land owners have zoning in unincorporated Arapahoe 
County, their water plans are inadequate and they do not have the ability or capacity to 
resolve them.  The City of Aurora has the capacity.  The land owners who own the subject 
3,000 acres currently own land and are developing in the City.  Many of them are the 
same principals involved in Murphy Creek and other developments.  These land owners 
are looking forward to the future and will commit to the City of Aurora including adding all 
of the infrastructure and requirements that will be necessary to implement development.  
Commissioner Lyon asked how this will positively impact the over 350,000 residents in the 
rest of the city.  Mr. Sheldon answered infrastructure, which will build more roads in the 
outlying area and will connect existing roadways.  This addition will complete the eastern 
part of the city.   
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Duane Senn, 16732 E 8th Avenue, Aurora, CO, representing Laredo Highline 
Neighborhood Association, spoke in opposition of the item.  He stated this amendment 
should not be approved until the new Comprehensive Plan is developed.  He explained 
that amending the plan now is more than just moving a line, it will change the character of 
the city before the city has even discussed what Aurora can be and what it could look like 
and the potential that it has.   
 
Commissioner Lang asked what Mr. Senn’s feedback would be in terms of annexing the 
property now so that it is included in the new Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Senn asked for 
clarification.  Commission Lang asked if it was being asked that the annexation take place 
after the Comprehensive Plan for the city has been revised.  Mr. Senn answered yes, that 
is what is being asked because by incorporating an additional 51 square miles will change 
the city drastically before the revisions can even begin taking place and the 
Comprehensive Plan is the overall guide for the city.  He further stated that there is 
currently 75 square miles of undeveloped land within the city now and if that is extended 
the scope and the ability of those who are revising the Comprehensive Plan will be limited.   
 
Rob Conway, 35055 E Mississippi Avenue, Watkins, CO, spoke in opposition of the item.  
Stating the land in question is beautiful the way it is, he feels that the city is being greedy 
in wanting more land to develop.   
 
Commissioner Lang stated that at some point this land will be developed and that he 
would prefer that Aurora have that option and not another entity.  Mr. Conway stated he 
believes the area should be preserved the way it is as long as possible.  Perhaps the city 
should consider keeping the area in question as a green or open space so that it is an 
attractive entryway into the city, since the city has spent a lot of money on its image 
campaign. 
 
Margie Sobey, 1403 S Addison Court, Aurora, CO, representing MCGC Neighbors, spoke 
in opposition of the item.  She stated that the Annexation and Fiscal Impact Studies 
conducted were quite comprehensive and highlight a number of areas that are troubling.  
For example, the enormous capital expenditures for development that would be required in 
that area will be shouldered by all the residents in Aurora.  Citizens throughout the city will 
have to pay more for water, sewer, police and fire as well as other services.  The residents 
who will live in the new areas will also have the additional costs of Metro Districts that 
could add 35% or more to their real estate property taxes annually.  It will not matter if 
there are 1,200 or 120,000 people, the same capital expenditures will be spent to provide 
the necessary infrastructure.  The report also highlighted that many developments along 
the E-470 Corridor are incomplete or have never even begun to be developed.  She 
quoted from the report, “Approximately 75,000 dwelling units have been approved for 
development in a multiplicity of master planned communities.  Roughly 75% of these 
homes remain unbuilt, this is a 50 year supply.”  She pointed out that Murphy Creek, the 
community she lives in, is only built out by 24% after 15 years.  MCGC Neighbors 
conducted a survey of the homeowners in the community asking if the Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment should be approved.  The majority of the respondents are against the 
amendment and would rather wait to see what the new Comprehensive Plan looks like.   
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They would also like to see most of the current capacity developed before adding to that 
which can be developed.  Some voiced concerns about water restrictions.  Since the 
completion of the new Comprehensive Plan is slated for mid-2017, it seems inappropriate 
to amend the current plan at this time.   
 
Commissioner Lang asked why the study included such a large geographic area versus 
that of a pending annexation which is much smaller in area.  Ms. Hancock answered City 
Council determined where the geographic boundaries would be set for the study.   
 

Commission Action: 

Agenda Item 5a – Proposed Amendment to 2009 Comprehensive Plan 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Harding and seconded by Commissioner Lyon. 
 
MOVE TO RECOMMEND THE AMENDMENT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO 
REVISE THE CITY’S PLANNING BOUNDARY TO INCLUDE AN ADDITIONAL 51 
SQUARE MILES. 
 
Commissioner Lyon stated in his opinion, based on the discussions during the evening 
and all the information presented, the city of Aurora is at a critical crossroads in the 
decision making process.  The choices are; should the city invest its limited resources in 
the development of the existing 151 square miles within the current city limits and work to 
strategically mature as a city.  Or should the city choose the alternative and assume that 
bigger is better and the more land annexed the better off the city will be, even though 
funding and water availability are in question. 
 
He stated he will not support the motion for the following reasons: 
1.  The 2009 Comprehensive Plan in Section IV; Identify Strategy (3) states “Where 
possible the city should strive to establish a defined edge demarcating clearly for residents 
and visitors when the city limits have been reached.”  The proposed amendment does not 
meet this strategy. 
2.  The 2009 Comprehensive Plan in Section IV; Issues and Needs, states “Promoting 
phased contiguous development through the use of the urban growth area and other 
methods can help maintain the vitality of the city.”  The proposed amendment does not 
meet the need for promoting phased contiguous development in maintaining the vitality of 
the city. 
3.  As described in Section IV, of the Comprehensive Plan; Delivery of Services:  Non-
Contiguous Development will likely result in significant challenges and consequences, 
specifically; 

 Potentially diminish service levels to existing area of the city; 

 Increase service costs; and 

 New areas of development with inadequate services for extended periods. 
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4.  According to Aurora Water the city water system is already 20,000 acre feet per year 
short of the water required for the current 151 square mile city. In his opinion, the 
proposed amendment to the Aurora Comprehensive Plan will force the Aurora Water 
Department to make concerted efforts to find and purchase additional and potentially very 
expensive water to serve this area. 
5.  The 2009 Comprehensive Plan is going to be redone by mid-2017.  This plan is to, in 
part, be a plan to define in the short and long term the answer to the question, “What does 
Aurora want to be?”  He feels it is untimely to amend the Comprehensive Plan at this time.  
He feels the research and development of the revised Comprehensive Plan should be 
allowed to take place, to include analyzing all of the information provided in the Northeast 
Plains – Central East Study.  The Planning Commission can then evaluate the contents of 
the study in relation to the new and revised Comprehensive Plan and make a 
recommendation to the Aurora City Council accordingly, if requested. 
6.  He emphasized that approval means; the Planning Commission does support the 
proposed amendment to the 2009 Comprehensive Plan to the Aurora City Council.  A vote 
against this amendment does not mean “never” it only means, the Planning Commission 
does not “at this time” support the proposed amendment. 
 
Commissioner Harding stated that he believes you have to take into consideration that the 
argument Commissioner Lyon has made has been made with every proposed addition to 
the city.  Just because the boundary will be extended does not mean that it will developed 
unless it is economically feasible.  He also stated that City Council has directed staff to 
consider this annexation, which indicates to him that Council wants the land annexed into 
the city and he agrees with them. 
 
Chairman Hill stated he will support the motion because he has seen a checkerboard 
effect in regard to land in the city because another jurisdiction has annexed land before 
the city could.  This annexation will give the city an opportunity to solidify where the 
boundary of Aurora lies and where it is going to grow.  He also agreed with Commissioner 
Harding’s statement regarding economic feasibility and development of the land. 
 
MOTION PASSED ON A VOTE OF 5 TO 1 WITH LYON VOTING AGAINST. 

  


