
 
 
 

CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION 

RECORD-OF-DECISION 

NEW BUSINESS CALENDAR 
 
 
DATE:     November 20, 2014 
ITEM:    5.A‐5.C 
STAFF:    Meggan Herington 
FILE NO.:  CPC A 13‐00112, CPC PUZ 14‐00063, CPC PUP 14‐00064 
PROJECT:   Dusty Hills Addition 
 
 
 
STAFF PRESENATION 
Ms. Meggan Herington, City Principal Planner, presented PowerPoint slides (Exhibit A).  
 
Mr. Brett Lacey, City Fire Marshal, stated it is critically important to provide more than one way out for 
hillside developments.  After review of the mid‐1990s conversations during the previous development 
review, the Fire Dept. is supporting through access instead of a cul‐de‐sac desired by the surrounding 
neighbors. 
 
Commissioner Donley inquired of train track risks. Mr. Lacey mentioned there is always the risk of crude 
oil and other combustible materials that could potentially be transported along the rails. Commissioner 
Donley stated his greatest concern is a gas plume. Mr. Lacey stated this residential area is not that far 
remote, but egress and ingress is of importance.  
 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION 
Mr. Dave Gorman, Monument Valley Engineers, stated two of the property owners are present to 
answer questions. The West family purchased the property in 1962 and wish to join the city that has 
grown around them. The railroad is in a 100‐foot right‐of‐way with a 50‐foot tract of land between 
residential lots as well as a buffering noise wall. The property owners wish to continue the style of 
homes to the north of this site. The West family are not developers and would desire a developer install 
the roads and infrastructure. He requested approval of the applications.  
 
 
CITIZENS IN FAVOR 
None 
 
 
CITIZENS IN OPPOSITION 

1. Mr. Bob Garner addressed density and stated he was not opposed to the annexation or zoning. 
He displayed a copy of the revised plan whereby the developer proposed a cul‐de‐sac design 
that the neighbors supported. Until 10 days ago, the City Fire Dept. supported this design, and 
then changed their recommendation (Exhibit B also contains other neighborhood letters).   

2. Ms. Candace Seaton had to change her response quickly based upon the Fire Dept.’s change in 
recommendation. She read into the record the email from Jane Slenkovich. She requested 
postponement of any decision for a solution to make all happy. 
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3. Mr. Gordon Mohrman stated Woodmen Court has been planned to connect since the start of 
the Woodmen Oaks development and they expect that connection.   

4. Mr. Frank Tuck stated the lots should be of similar size to adjoining developments.  
5. Mr. James Singleton concurred with Mr. Garner’s comments.  
6. Ms. Sheila Parkin stated there are only two accesses into the subdivision and felt another access 

should be provided from Woodmen Road, possibly from Chapel Lane. Connecting Woodmen 
Court was not discussed or planned when the Woodmen Oaks development was planned.  

7. Mr. Mike Thomas felt that the neighbors’ comments were listened to until 10 days ago when the 
Fire Dept. changed their recommendation. He requested postponement for the developer and 
neighbors to continue their dialogue.  

8. Mr. Mel Downs agreed with the previous comments. He was concerned that his grandchildren 
won’t be able to play or ride bicycles in the street due to increased traffic. He supported the cul‐
de‐sac design prior to Fire Dept.’s change of recommendation. 

9. Ms. Cathy van Diemen was concerned with children’s safety and requested postponement. 
 
 
STAFF REQUESTED TO SPEAK 
Commissioner Smith inquired of Fire Dept.’s change of recommendation. Mr. Lacey explained until 
approximately 10 days ago a neighbor in Woodmen Oaks questioned if the mid‐1990s promise of road 
connection would be honored. Fire Dept. staff recently found that documentation, and that is the 
reason the Fire Dept. is honoring that promise with their changed recommendation.  
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler requested traffic volumes clarified. Ms. Kathleen Krager, City Transportation 
Planning, stated average daily traffic to use Woodmen Court Drive is estimated at 800 (400 going north 
and 400 going south) with approximately 400 from the existing neighborhood from the north, 200 from 
existing neighborhood, 200 from new Dusty Hills neighborhood. That could be verified by the applicant’s 
traffic engineer’s study. A local street should have no more than 1,000 vehicles per day.  This is still 
within local street standards.  
 
APPLICANT REBUTTAL 
Mr. Gorman stated a road connection to Chapel Lane was mentioned. It’s not physically or financially 
feasible to get through the 26‐foot high open space to the east, and the church has not consented to 
access through their site due to their parking needs. He requested approval of the plan that the City Fire 
Dept. is recommending.  
 
Mr. Chris McGranaham, with LSC, clarified the traffic study estimated the count at 200 vehicles for 
existing neighborhood and 290‐300 for the new site with a total of up to 720 trips per day. 
 
Mr. Robert West, owner of the five‐acre tract at Woodmen Court, stated the plat map was presented as 
part of the initial development showing Woodmen Court as a through street. His family are not the 
developers. There are two diametrically opposed neighborhoods with different concerns. He felt the 
proposed plan meets all requirements.  
 
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
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Commissioner Donley was concerned about the process and would’ve preferred this project delayed for 
the community benefit to further discuss the road connection. He stated the road connection would 
provide for better evacuation and safety. The lot size is consistent with the neighborhood as a whole.  
 
Commissioner Henninger found the neighborhood is filled with cul‐de‐sacs and preferred the road 
connection. He supported the applications.  
 
Commissioner Smith agreed with Commissioner Donley’s comments with road connections joining all 
subdivisions. He felt the sound wall will not accomplish noise reduction due to its lower elevation 
location. Traffic calming devices would be effective in this area. He supported the applications. 
 
Commissioner Phillips agreed with the need for connectivity. He also would’ve preferred that this 
project be postponed to further discuss the plan change.  
 
Commissioner Markewich found these applications comply with the review criteria. He supports the 
road connection.  
 
Commissioner McDonald found that there was not a bait‐and‐switch by the Fire Dept. The road stubs 
show that a road connection was meant to be constructed at a later date. She sympathized with the 
neighbors who may not have been aware of this planned connection. She was in support of the 
applications.  
 
Commissioner Shonkwiler supported the applications.  
 
Moved by Commissioner Markewich,  seconded by Commissioner Smith,  to approve  Item No. 5.A‐File 
No. CPC A 13‐00112, the Dusty Hills Annexation, based upon the findings that the annexation complies 
with  all  of  the  Conditions  for Annexation  Criteria  as  set  forth  in  City  Code  Section  7.6.203 with  the 
following condition of approval: 
 

 The final annexation agreement signed by the owners must be submitted to staff prior to 
scheduling the City Council Hearing.  

 
Motion passed 7‐0 (Commissioner Walkowski recused).  
 
 
Moved by Commissioner Markewich, seconded by Commissioner Smith, to approve Item No. 5.B‐File 
No. CPC PUZ 14‐00063, the establishment of the PUD/HS (Planned Unit Development: Detached Single‐
Family Residential, 0.83 Dwelling Units Per Acre, 35 Foot Maximum Building Height) zone district, based 
upon the findings that the zoning request complies with the three (3) criteria for granting of zone 
changes as set forth in City Code Section 7.5.603(B) and the criteria for the establishment and 
development of a PUD zone as set forth in City Code Section 7.3.603. Motion passed 7‐0 (Commissioner 
Walkowski recused).  
 
 
Moved by Commissioner Markewich,  seconded by Commissioner Smith,  to approve  Item No. 5.C‐File 
No. CPC PUP 14‐00064, the Dusty Hills PUD Concept Plan, based upon the findings that the PUD concept 
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plan meets the review criteria for PUD concept plans as set forth in City Code Section 7.3.605 with the 
following conditions: 
 

1. Prior  to  the  approval  of  a  future  Hillside  Development  Plan,  the  City‐approved  Engineering 
Geologic Hazards Study shall be reviewed and approved by the Colorado Geologic Survey (CGS). 
Any costs associated with that State review will be the responsibility of the developer/property 
owner. 

2. Update the overall density as shown on page one to read 0.83 dwelling units per acre. 
3. Update Note  #3  to  remove  the  statement  that  the  future HOA will maintain  the  pedestrian 

connection at the northeast corner of the site. 
 
Motion passed 7‐0 (Commissioner Walkowski recused).  
 
 
 
  November 20, 2014                 
  Date of Decision      Planning Commission Chair 
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Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Dusty Hills Addition
Annexation, Zoning, Concept Plan

City File Numbers
CPC A 13-00112 – LEGISLATIVE
CPC PUZ 14-00063 – LEGISLATIVE
CPC PUP 14-00064 – QUASI-JUDICIAL

City Planning Commission, November 20, 2014
Meggan Herington, AICP
Principal Planner

Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Vicinity Map

2
27.75 Acres
Single Family
.83 DU’s/Acre

Exhibit:  A 
Items 5.A-5.C 
CPC Meeting:  November 20, 2014
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Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Annexation

3

• Annex 27.75 acres into the City of Colorado Springs
• Develop property on City Services
• In Woodmen Valley Fire Protection District
• Fiscal Impact Analysis 
• Annexation Agreement

• Pay police and fire fees with platting
• No off-site road or drainage improvements 
• Signage on existing Woodmen Court for “Share the 

Road”
• Utilities allowing SFR to use existing well
• Agreement finalized and executed by owner prior to 

Council

Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Establish Zoning

• Establish the PUD/HS Zone
• PUD

• Single-Family Residential
• .83 Dwelling Units per Acre
• 35 Foot Height Maximum

• Hillside Overlay
• Will require future hillside development plan
• Hillside site plans for each individual lot

4

Exhibit:  A 
Items 5.A-5.C 
CPC Meeting:  November 20, 2014
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Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Concept Plan

5
CPC Packet
Figure 1

Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Land Compatibility

6Blue = Less than 1 Acre
Orange = More than 1 Acre

Dusty Hills Lot Sizes
Largest = 5 Acres
Smallest = 18,260 SF
Average = 36,590 SF
80% of lots larger than ½ acre

Exhibit:  A 
Items 5.A-5.C 
CPC Meeting:  November 20, 2014
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Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Stakeholder Process

• Noticed 49 neighbors within 500 feet
• Posted property
• Pre-application neighborhood meeting held February 20, 

2014
• Formal applications submitted in June

• Not all neighbors received the notice
• Second neighborhood meeting held July 17

• Neighbors expressed strong opposition to Woodmen 
Court connection 

7

Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Stakeholder Process/Issues

• Woodmen Court
• Applicant submitted a revised plan with a cul-de-sac 
• Initially City staff supported the cul-de-sac design
• After additional research, City Fire commented that 

Woodmen Court should connect
• Public safety issue
• 73 lots in Woodmen Oaks have 1 access
• Secondary access for Woodmen Oaks as 

discussed in 1994

8

Exhibit:  A 
Items 5.A-5.C 
CPC Meeting:  November 20, 2014
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Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

9

Plat for Woodmen Mesa 
1979

Plat for Woodmen Oaks
1994

Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

10

Exhibit:  A 
Items 5.A-5.C 
CPC Meeting:  November 20, 2014
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Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

11

Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Stakeholder Process/Issues
• Connection of Woodmen Court

• Traffic study shows 500 additional trips
• Roads will function
• Intersections at Woodmen Road will function

• Woodmen Mesa neighbors are against the 
connection

• Woodmen Oaks HOA appears to support 
connection

• Private Gated Community??
• Concept plan that was submitted does not propose 

a private, gated roadway
• Changes could be made with future development 

plan
• Not under consideration by City staff at this time

12

Exhibit:  A 
Items 5.A-5.C 
CPC Meeting:  November 20, 2014
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Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Recommendation

13

Staff recommends approval of the applications, finding that
they are in conformance with City Code and the elements
of the City Comprehensive Plan, with conditions of
approval:

Annexation Condition:
• The final annexation agreement signed by the owners

must be submitted to staff prior to scheduling the City
Council Hearing.

Concept Plan Conditions:
• Geologic Hazards Study shall be reviewed and approved

by the Colorado Geologic Survey (CGS).
• Update the overall density as shown on page
• Update Note #3

Jobs   Transforming Government   Building Community

Questions?

14

Exhibit:  A 
Items 5.A-5.C 
CPC Meeting:  November 20, 2014
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Koehn, Alayna

From: Herington, Meggan
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 10:19 AM
To: Koehn, Alayna
Subject: FW: Dusty Hills Subdivision, Land Use Review Division

Alanya, here is another one to be forwarded to CPC. Can you forward this and include in the record. Thanks, Meggan 
 

From: Mike Hergott [mailto:mike.hergott@avagotech.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 9:50 AM 
To: Herington, Meggan 
Cc: mike.hergott@avagotech.com 
Subject: Dusty Hills Subdivision, Land Use Review Division 
 

Meggan Herington, AICP 
Principal Planner - Northeast Team 
City of Colorado Springs 
Land Use Review Division 

  
Hi, 
  
My name is Mike Hergott and I’m a resident of Woodmen Oaks subdivision. I’ve seen some pretty outrageous claims 
concerning issues caused by connecting the Woodmen Ct street from Woodmen Mesa, through Dusty Hills to Woodmen 
Oaks.  
  
I’m not sure anyone driving out of the Woodmen Oaks neighborhood down Winding Oaks would slow down and make a 
left hand turn on Woodmen Ct to drive through both Dusty Hills and Woodmen Mesa neighborhoods. Likewise I can’t 
see cars from Dusty Hills coming through Woodmen Oaks. Even if a few cars do drive through those neighborhoods, it 
can’t be that big of an impact and seems more like a wash.  
  
As to the suggestion of a fence/gate, my thoughts pretty much lean the same as the reason for connecting Woodmen Ct. 
I believe the purpose of providing egress and ingress to all the neighbors of the three neighborhood is beneficial for 
many reasons, most noted is safety in case of fire, but there are many more numerous reasons that neighbors could 
benefit. Let’s just take a few that come to mine, perhaps a broken water line, wildlife or street repair that could prevent 
easy ingress or egress. A fence or gate makes the choice of egress and ingress a must less convenient daily activity.  
  
I guess I like the argument that the streets were both named Woodmen Ct when we moved into the neighborhood, so 
most knew they were intended to be connected someday. 
  
I am in favor of connecting Woodmen Ct for numerous reasons of safety, convenience and practicality. 
  
Thanks, 
Mike Hergott 
7420 Margarita Pl 
Colorado Springs, CO 80919 
(719) 528‐1191 
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