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Brad Boland

From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 1, 2022 4:05 PM
To:  Brad Boland; Caryn Johnson
Subject: Founders Vista Development
Attachments: DNP_19820112.pdf; DNP_19820113.pdf; DNP_19820114.pdf; DNP_19820115.pdf; DNP_

19820127.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Russel, Brad and Caryn 
 
I have three primary concerns with the Founder Vista Development.  
 

1. Geologic Risk ‐ On July 24, 1979 a letter to the Town of Castle Rock from James Soule, Engineering Geologist for 
the Colorado Geologic Survey indicated that parts of the Memmen’s Third Filing (including Gordon Dr, Gordon 
Lane and Larkspur Dr) have moderate to severe geologic hazards. On January 12, 1982 a boulder split above the 
homes on Gordon Dr. and forced the evacuation of residents along Gordon Dr. for a couple weeks. I’ve attached 
the Douglas County News Press articles. Based on the presentation by the developer’s representative Russel Hall 
on Jan 3, 2022 we were told that excavation for underground utilities and basements would require significant 
rock removal. Methods to remove the rock could include both blasting and hydraulic splitting. Both of these 
methods send substantial shock waves thru the ground. My concern is that these shock waves could cause 
unstable rocks to tumble down the hillside and into the homes below. From the 1982 incident we know this has 
the potential to occur. In my view, as a degreed Civil Engineer (not registered in the State of Colorado), the 
reasonable course of action is to undergo a geologic risk assessment of the entire ridge line including all of 
Gordon Dr, Gordon Lane and Larkspur Dr, by a third party geologic engineering firm. (To my knowledge this has 
not been done at this time.) Then any discovered hazards should be mitigated before development of the site 
begins. Mitigation alternatives to be considered should include an appropriate set back from the rock face. 
Below are some pictures showing some areas of concern. 
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2. Access Road from Gordon Dr to detention pond and facilities. In the past before the town put up fencing 
around the new wastewater culvert, kids would use the access to the detention pond area and go smoking up 
there. This area in the Community Wildfire Protection Plan 2022  (https://castlerock‐
co.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=10402603&GUID=2CC1D2A6‐790F‐47C7‐8C22‐F93CB9593901) has been 
designated  a Very High fire risk. It is not appropriate to have access to this area from Gordon Dr or to the public 
in general. Any road access will lead people to use that as a hiking or biking trail no matter the signage, or 
chained access. I also see no reason for the HOA for Founders Vista to manage this site as the impact of the 
detention area has little or no consequences to the HOA and significant consequences to the residents of the 
Gordon Dr area. Once the construction is completed by the developer, it should be turned over to the town to 
manage and bill the HOA appropriately for maintenance. 
 

3. Skyline / Ridge variance: Given the geologic risk above I see no reason to allow the variance of the Skyline / 
Ridge ordinance which pushes the development and associated rock removal closer to the ridge line rather than 
helping to mitigate the geologic risk to the homes on Gordon Dr, Gordon Lane and Larkspur Dr. In addition the 
lots in Yellow with houses will block the view line (blue line) from the view point on Plum Creek Blvd. Also note 
that the green lots are on the ridge line per the developers map. In my view a reasonable alternative is to 
remove the cul‐de‐sac and the lots adjacent to the ridge line to both lower the geologic risk and limit the Skyline 
encroachment. 
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                In 1982 the liability for the problems at that time was murky. The Catholic Church owned the property which 
was in Douglas County and threatening residents in Castle Rock for a town approved development where the town had 
been warned that the development was in a moderate to severe geologic hazard area. In this instance all parties should 
now be aware of some potential geologic risks and take the appropriate action to access those risks. 
 
Thank you, 
Jim Cable 
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Brad Boland

From:
Sent: Wednesday, January 5, 2022 9:59 AM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Founders Vista meeting

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Mr. Boland, 
 
I received the letter regarding the meeting about Founders Vista and have concerns about the  proposed project. 
 
I oppose the Ridgeline variance for Founder’s Vista.  There is a reason for the  Castle Rock Skyline/Ridgeline 
ordinance  and no variances should be allowed by the town. This would set a bad precedent  for other developers. 
 
I would like to know what traffic studies have been done by the town of the impact this development would have for my 
neighborhood,   Memmon’s second addition.  I live on Gordon Drive and currently the only major access to leave my 
area is Valley Drive to 5th Street. During heavy traffic times it is extremely difficult to exit from Valley onto 5th Street 
when turning left.  My other concern is if the Chateau Valley development is approved and Valley Drive is connected at 
both ends, this will become even a more heavily travelled road, making it even more difficult to exit my neighborhood. 
 
I would also like to know what water studies have been done to support this growth.  I have lived in Castle Rock since 
1975 and there have always been water restrictions since then due to the limited supply water  in the aquifers that the 
town relies on.  The aquifers are easy to drain but very slow to refill.   
 
I will be at the meeting tonight and would appreciate you addressing the concerns that I have mentioned. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Debbie Cable 

Gordon Drive 
Castle Rock, CO 
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Brad Boland

From: Anthony Dalla <
Sent: Thursday, January 6, 2022 2:12 PM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Founders Vista Proposed Development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Mr. Boland, 
 
I am very concerned about the proposed Founders Vista development and the requested variance to the 
skyline/ridgeline encroachment.  Unfortunately, I was unable to attend the meeting last night. 
 
I have lived here long enough to remember when the developer of Diamond Ridge Estates assured the 
residents of Castle Rock that their proposed development would not obscure the skyline from below.  As you 
know, those homes are now easily seen from below and the ridgeline will forever be broken up by their 
existence. 
 
Castle Rock is a beautiful town and the ridges and hills that make up our skyline are part of our charm, and I 
respectfully urge you to deny the skyline variance for the Founders Vista project to preserve the identity of our 
town. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Anthony Dalla 

 Gordon Dr 
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Brad Boland

From: Daniel Boone <
Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2020 12:50 PM
To: Brad Boland; TownCouncil Mailbox; Tara Vargish
Cc: Becky Dertz
Subject: Citizen Input on Active Land Use Projects PDP19-0002, SDP20-0026 and Associated 

Skyline/Ridgeline Variance

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Mr. Boland, Planning Commissioners, and Town Council,  
 
We are longtime residents of Douglas County and Castle Rock and would like to take this opportunity to provide citizen 
input on the Memmen Young Infill PD (Project PDP-0002), Founders Vista Site Development Plan (Project SDP20-0026), 
and the associated Ridgeline/Skyline Variance request. 
 
We attended the initial neighborhood meeting held by the applicant on May 21, 2019 and provided feedback at that time. 
At the initial meeting there were quite a few concerns from those in attendance regarding the proposed plan to build within 
the Skyline/Ridgeline area, along with other concerns with the proposed layout of the development. Citizens who attended 
the meeting suggested pushing the development off the ridgeline altogether and creating an opportunity for a natural 
transition between the ridgeline and the proposed development. Suggestions to use that area for a trail or open space 
were provided. This appeared to fall on empty ears with the applicants. We are very concerned about the proposed 
developments impacts to this ridgeline and how it could potentially damage the existing community below. While St. 
Francis Catholic Church was under construction, a major rock-slide disrupted many of the residents lives in the homes 
below. The ridgeline that slide during the St. Francis construction is on the same street as the ridge that is directly behind 
our residences and directly below where these applicants would like to build upon. Many of us residents do not trust any 
type of heavy construction or blasting anywhere near this ridge. There are large deposits of rock that could potentially 
break off this ridgeline due to heavy construction and blasting that could cause significant damage to the properties below. 
Any rockfall would cause serious injury, or possibly result in death of those below. We understand that a study has been 
completed which may indicate that there could be opportunities for mitigation; however we believe that any mitigation 
would still impact the adjacent neighbors quality of the life, and is still risky.  
 
The area in which the applicants are seeking a variance has been identified as a Major Ridgeline on the Development 
Constraints Map (as provided on the Town's website). This identification appears to me to be a very significant constraint 
and we see no reason why the Town would want that ridgeline disturbed. The request for a variance to the 
Skyline/Ridgeline ordinance does not appear to meet any of the criteria listed in Section 17.48.090 C.1 of the Castle Rock 
Charter and therefore should not be approved per 17.48.090 D of the Charter.  
 
We are certainly not opposed to development, but would like to see it done respectfully. We understand that this proposal 
includes a reduction of units. At the neighborhood meeting the applicants consultants stated that under the current PD 
they are allowed to develop many more units. They implied that the decrease of units was justification for a variance to the 
Skyline/Ridgeline ordinance and that the reduction of units would be less on an impact to our community. We would like to 
suggest that this is simply not true. There is much more to consider when developing this property. Traffic, water and 
sewer, along with the ridgeline issues should be fully taken into account. The applicants threat of developing the property 
to the maximum units allocated within the original PD should not be used for justification for a variance to the 
Skyline/Ridgeline area. Furthermore, the Town has an opportunity to work with these applicants to create a unique 
transition area between existing and new homeowners which should take into account the sensitive topography in this 
area. This could be achieved by simply moving planning areas away from the ridge. The "thumb" area where 
approximately 26 lots would be created on the SDP does not make sense. This cul-de-sac sticks out like a "sore thumb" 
and would not blend into the natural topography.    
 
As we stated in the paragraph above, traffic is a huge concern in this area. The applicants initial traffic study does not take 
in account any impacts to Wilcox/5th Street. As new development continues to occur in the Terrain and Founders area the 
road network has seen a tremendous increase in traffic. The intersection of Valley (our primary access point to our 
neighborhood) and 5th Street has been significantly impacted by new development. The current speed limit at this 
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intersection is 45 miles per hour, which appears to be rarely followed. Due to the newest road striping design on the road, 
vehicles can be seen racing each other up the hill often at speeds far greater than the posted speed limit. This will 
continue to increase with more development in this area. The Town should seriously consider these impacts. This 
intersection has become extremely dangerous, especially under adverse weather conditions. Improvements to 5th Street 
should be considered as part of this proposed development as it is highly likely that any new units will cause an increase 
in the number of vehicles.     
 
We were unable to attend the applicants second neighborhood meeting held on February 23, 2020. It is our 
understanding from several of my neighbors that there have been very little changes made by the applicant from the initial 
submittal and that they intend to move forward with this plan. We are discouraged by the applicants blatant disregard for 
the community input provided by us neighbors. We hope that Town staff, Planning Commissioners, and Council can work 
with these applicants to create a plan that will benefit the entire community.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Very Respectfully, 
 
Dan and Becky Dertz 

 Gordon Drive 
Castle Rock, CO 
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Brad Boland

From:
Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2022 9:59 PM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Founders Vista - Feedback

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hello Mr. Boland,  
I attended the meeting on 1/5/22 about the Founders Vista.  I attended via zoom and wanted to provide feedback as 
I don't know if my feedback was received due to the difficulty of participating via zoom. The audio was poor and it 
was difficult to hear and to participate. 
  
I would like to say I feel I did not get an answer or acknowledgement to my question about why there is a request 
for a "skyline/ridge line variance to allow 14 units to encroach into the major ridge line no build area." 
  
I think that' it is certainly permissible for a developer to request a variance but I don't see how it is justified.  I don't 
think my question about why it is being asked for or why it should be considered was answered.  I thought you might 
be able to explain the justification, if there is an intention for the Town to approve it. The constraints are there for a 
reason, whether to protect wildlife areas or to protect the views and skyline.  I don't think a precedent should be set 
where developers ask for and receive variances without a reasonable justification for it.  
  
Based on my experience on the Oaks Filing, Phase I of a project nearby, it appears as though the developer was 
given permission to significantly change the topography and the homes were raised way up above the existing 
grade. Those homes in the Oaks filing Phase 1 blocked the views and skyline of many of the homes surrounding.  I 
don't know if a variance was granted, but it sure looks that way.  The negative impact to surrounding homes is the 
reason why I'm opposed to these types of exceptions being made for Founders Vista or any other new 
development. What would be the justification to approve such a variance?  A no build area should remain a no build 
area, in my opinion.  
  
And, lastly, I want to raise a concern about the wildlife paths around that area. Based on what I heard (and I couldn't 
hear everything due to the zoom audio)  I don't think this particular developer is taking the wildlife seriously.  It 
sounded like no concessions or suggestions were offered.  There is a similar concern with the Oaks Phase II that is 
currently also under discussion.  It's getting very crowded in this area around Plum Creek and Ridge Road and I 
think the wildlife deserve a little more consideration to protect this aspect of our community. 
  
Thank you for your time and I look forward to your thoughts or any feedback you can offer.  
  
Regards, 
Barbara Kubereit 
Castle Ridge East 
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Brad Boland

From: James Mcgue <
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 12:56 PM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Proposed variance for Skyline/Ridgeline, Founders Vista Subdivision.

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To Brad Boland, and whom else this may concern,  
 
Please consider my concerns in this matter. 
 
From the back yard of my house on the corner of Gordon Drive and Gordon Court, I look directly up at the ridge where the 
proposed houses might be built. It has been a pleasure to to look up at the ridge from my back yard in the day time and 
see blue sky and Hawkes flying, and when it is dark to see the abundance of stars. It is a beautiful view day or night. If 
homes are allowed to be built near the edge of the ridge, that would all be lost. It is not right for all the people that have 
homes below that have a view of that ridgeline. 
 
My biggest concern, that by allowing building along the edge of this ridge, could cause a chance of dislodging some of the 
large rocks/boulders above to tumble on houses below. I have heard my neighbors voice this concern. I have also heard 
rumors that this has happened during the building of Saint Francis Assisi Church. That is a very scary thought! 
 
I am asking you to consider all these pre-existing residents concerns in your decision of the proposed variance for home 
lots along the edge of the ridge. 
 
Thanks for your considerations in this important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James McGue 

 Gordon Court 
Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 
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Brad Boland

From: Doug <
Sent: Wednesday, January 26, 2022 11:11 AM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Re: Founders Vista - Memmen Young Links

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Brad, 

I want to take this opportunity to thank you for taking the time to talk with me on January 19th regarding 
the Founders Vista planned development amendment. Events seem to be moving rapidly on this project, and I 
wanted to be sure that you, the developer, and Planning Commission members are aware of some of the aspects 
of development that seem likely to produce negative impacts on surrounding neighborhoods, including my 
residence on Gordon Drive. I believe that most of these can most easily be addressed/mitigated by relatively 
minor plan adjustments during these initial planning stages.  

My most urgent concerns with the proposed Founders Vista involve: 1. The detention pond and related 
facilities directly behind my property at 350 Gordon Drive and 2. The access road planned for the area next to 
my house that extends to the new residential development at the top of the ridgeline to the east.  

Detention Pond: I understand the need for a detention pond east of my house, at or near its presently planned 
location. However, the exact location, manner of construction, appearance, visibility, and ongoing responsibility 
for this pond and related facilities are all concerns.  

1.     In the January 5th neighborhood meeting and in my subsequent phone conversation with you I learned the 
polygon area mapped directly adjacent to my property was to be designated as the area of the detention pond 
AND that the area was to be operated and owned by the HOA for Founders Vista, NOT by the Town of Castle 
Rock. This information was only revealed only in answers to questions from the stakeholders present, not as 
part of the developer’s presentation. The road and HOA detention area were shown on the map, but neither was 
labeled. This area abuts private properties on Gordon Drive, including mine, and is otherwise surround by area 
proposed to be designated as public open space. This detention pond area is no contiguous with the residential 
areas and appears as an orphan parcel. The road leading to the detention pond is about half within the parcel and 
half in the open space surrounding it. The pond will discharge into a channel (sewer?) directly flowing into the 
new sewer pipe and system that has been newly constructed by the Town and feeds into the sewer under 
Gordon Drive. Designation of this area to be managed by the HOA would necessitate coordination between the 
Town of Castle Rock and the HOA for construction and maintenance, whereas Town ownership and 
responsibility for the planned access road, detention pond, and connecting facilities to the newly constructed 
Gordon Drive sewer would provide continuity and management efficiency, consistent with good planning 
practices. Inserting an HOA-managed pond into the Town’s water management system would create 
unnecessary complications, particularly with respect to responsibility and liability for any future management 
and operation issues.  

2.     The exact location and appearance of the detention pond dam could have substantial negative visual and 
environmental impacts. With advance planning, dam construction while maintaining the existing screen of oak 
brush could not only mask the dam’s visual impact but provide wildlife cover for a corridor between the dam 
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and residential properties on Gordon Drive. If construction activities are conducted throughout the polygonal 
parcel now designated for the HOA management, impacts would appear to be unnecessarily significant.  

Access Road:  I also understand that an access road to the detention pond site is also necessary, at least for 
initial construction and maintenance. However, extending the road from the detention pond down to connect 
with Gordon Drive would create problems, all of which appear to be avoidable.  

First potential problem: This extension provides ready access from my neighborhood to the Founder Vista 
development, and vice versa. Access to this area behind my house has been an ongoing concern during the 28+ 
years I have lived here. People (mostly teenagers) have routinely tramped next to my house to “have a smoke” 
in the oak brush on the property behind my mine, creating a fire hazard. Security of my property and residence 
due to this additional access is also a concern. The construction of a fence around the recent sewer project 
between my house and my neighbor’s property has limited much, but not all, of this access. As a planner, I’m 
sure that you know that any such connector road will facilitate access, authorized or not, to this area.  

Second potential problem, under current and anticipated future drought conditions, increased access would 
increase the possibility of accidental (or intentional) fires that could devastate this entire area of Castle Rock 
much as the recent fires in Boulder County have done. This is a potentially catastrophic and mitigatable impact 
and should be viewed as an unacceptable risk to the Town. The second access point (Gordon Drive) appears to 
fall into to the “it would be nice” category, but not critical. There also does not seem to be enough room on the 
town’s right-of-way next to my house for this road without impinging on adjacent private properties. This 
would not be the case at the Founders Vista end of the road, as the area is still in the planning stages. 
Construction of a road between the detention pond and Gordon Drive could additionally impede the move of 
wildlife along the strip of open space. 

There are other issues and questions on this plan which should be addressed sooner rather than later, 
such as: 1. Is there adequate provisions for pedestrian sidewalks and paths within residential areas? 2. Are there 
going to be safe street crossings for pedestrian access to other parts of town? 3. What are the provisions for 
neighborhood parks and playgrounds? 

            I also suggest that the developer provide a tour for members of the CR Planning Commission and 
stakeholders from surrounding neighborhoods to visit relevant parts of the planned subdivision before these 
plans progress beyond initial planning stages. This was routinely done in the past when I served as member and 
sometimes chairperson of the Castle Rock Planning Commission in the late 1980s and early 1990s and was very 
effective.  

As I mentioned to you when we spoke, my background is in environmental assessment and planning at 
the local, national, and international levels, and I have been certified in environmental dispute resolution. I have 
based my career on finding win-win solutions to environmental problems through consensus and cooperation 
and understand that most potential problems can most effectively be addressed in the early stages of planning. 
Transparency of process and involvement of all stakeholders is key.  

            Thanks again for your willingness to talk with me. Please pass this message along to the developers and 
their representative (Rusty?) and appropriate Town personnel (e.g., Water Department, engineers, Planning 
Commission members, etc.) so that they are aware of these potential issues in time to address them in a timely 
manner.  

Regards, 

Doug Reagan 
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On Jan 17, 2022, at 3:46 PM, Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> wrote: 
 
I can call you. 
  
Thanks. 
  
Brad Boland, AICP 
Planner II 
Town of Castle Rock 
720‐733‐3538 
<image001.png> 
Your feedback is important to us, please let us know how we are doing by taking our Customer Service survey. 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LR35C27 
  
  

From: Doug <   
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 3:43 PM 
To: Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> 
Subject: Re: Founders Vista ‐ Memmen Young Links 
  
Brad, 
That time works for me. Should I call you or you call me   
Doug 
 
 
 

On Jan 17, 2022, at 3:40 PM, Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> wrote: 
  
Doug, 
  
How about 10 am on Wednesday? 
  
Thanks, 
  

Brad Boland, AICP 
Planner II 
Town of Castle Rock 
720‐733‐3538 
<image001.png> 
Your feedback is important to us, please let us know how we are doing by taking our Customer 
Service survey. 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LR35C27 
  
  

From: Doug <   
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 1:42 PM 
To: Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> 
Subject: Re: Founders Vista ‐ Memmen Young Links 
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Thanks for the link. 
I’m free for a phone call anytime tomorrow except from 12:30 to 3:00 p.m., and I’m 
available for a call anytime (8 ‐ 5) Wednesday through Friday this week. Webex is an 
option, but not necessary. I’ll leave it up to you.  
Doug 
 
 
 
 

On Jan 17, 2022, at 1:35 PM, Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> wrote: 
  
Doug, 
  
The original Planned Development Plan, which is still in effect today, can 
be found at the following link. 
  
https://maps.crgov.com/hyperlinks/external/zoning/Memmen Young
PD 22.pdf 
  
In regards to meetings, I think I would like to first speak with you to see 
if I can address your questions and then we can schedule something 
with Rusty Hall if there are any outstanding items. 
  
When were you thinking? Please note that they have us working 
remotely and doing meetings over the phone or webex. 
  
If you have any further questions please let me know. 
  

Brad Boland, AICP 
Planner II 
Town of Castle Rock 
720‐733‐3538 
<image001.png> 
Your feedback is important to us, please let us know how we are doing by 
taking our Customer Service survey. 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LR35C27 
  
  

From: Doug <   
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 1:22 PM 
To: Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Founders Vista ‐ Memmen Young Links 
  
Hi Brad, 
            It’s been a week since I sent the attached message and wanted to 
be sure you got it. Let me know if there is a problem with send the link 
and if there is anything I should do to help arrange a meeting. 
Doug 
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Begin forwarded message: 
  
From: Doug <  
Subject: Re: Founders Vista - Memmen Young 
Links 
Date: January 10, 2022 at 10:40:19 AM MST 
To: Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> 
  
Hi Brad, 
Thanks for sending the links. They were helpful.  
Can you also send me a link to the currently existing 
plan, the one developed and accepted in 1985 that is 
being amended?  
I would like to meet with you and/or Rusty sometime in 
the near future to discuss some specifics of the proposal 
amendment, particularly the detention pond area 
directly behind (to the east of) my house at 350 Gordon 
Drive.  
Regards,  
Doug Reagan 
 
 
 
 
 

On Jan 4, 2022, at 11:36 PM, Brad 
Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> wrote: 
  
Douglas, 
  
Thank you for your patience.  Please see 
the two links below for the rezoning 
and site development plan for the 
Founders Vista – Memmen Young 
project. 
  
https://maps.crgov.com/hyperlinks/Ext
ernal/IYBY/HTML/PDP19‐
0002/index.html 
  
https://maps.crgov.com/hyperlinks/Ext
ernal/IYBY/HTML/SDP20‐
0026/index.html 
  
Please let me know if you have any 
questions. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Brad Boland, AICP 
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Planner II 
Development Services 
Town of Castle Rock 
720‐733‐3538 
  
Your feedback is important to us, please 
let us know how we are doing by taking 
our Customer Service survey: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LR35C2
7 
  
COVID‐19 UPDATES: Find the latest 
COVID‐19 updates from the Town and 
its government partners, including 
available community resources and 
information on how to Work With Us 
Online, at CRgov.com/COVID. 
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Brad Boland

From: aisybear <
Sent: Tuesday, May 9, 2023 11:22 AM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Slow down housing development

We can't take the traffic in our small town. Isn't this also getting a bit too close to the protected member open 
space? We have been here for over 30 years ( my husband and i) with our childhood homes, first apartment, 
both of our homes... we haven't left. Both of our parents were DCHS graduates in the early 80s and were also 
raised in Castle Rock. As a Castle Rock generational family, we are disgusted by the amount of housing 
development with lack of road updates, lack of commercial development, and increase in homeless arrivals to 
our once beautiful, peaceful and safe town. Slow the housing down. Our taxes just increased exponentially, 
aren't you getting enough money from the town citizens already? Why add more people. This is awful.  
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Brad Boland

From: STAN JANICE PETERSON <
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 11:27 AM
To:
Cc: TownCouncil Mailbox; Brad Boland; Cara Reed; Camden Bender; Tony Felts; Jason Gray; 

Desiree LaFleur; Caryn Johnson; Brad Boland; 
Subject: Re: Founders Vista Development and Skyline/Ridgeline Variance Concerns

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Thank you, Mr. Hall for the speedy response.  In your response you referenced "any view platforms identified 
by the Town."  Could you please explain what view platforms those are?  Also, could you please erect some 
temporary poles that will accurately represent the allowed roofline peaks facing the west on the western most 
street and cul‐de‐sac of the proposed development?   
 
I'm confident that the other Gordon Drive homeowners would appreciate these actions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Stanley Peterson 

 
 

From:   <  
Sent: Friday, February 4, 2022 1:22 PM 
To:   <  towncouncil@crgov.com <towncouncil@crgov.com>; 
bboland@CRgov.com <bboland@CRgov.com>; creed@crgov.com <creed@crgov.com>;   
<cbender@crgov.com>; tfelts@crgov.com <tfelts@crgov.com>; jgray@crgov.com <jgray@crgov.com>; 
dlafleur@crgov.com <dlafleur@crgov.com>; cjohnson@crgov.com <cjohnson@crgov.com> 
Cc: bboland@crgov.com <bboland@crgov.com> 
Subject: Re: Founders Vista Development and Skyline/Ridgeline Variance Concerns  
  
Mr. Peterson,  
 
Thank you for taking the tine to voice your opinion on this matter. 
 
Highline Engineering is currently making changes to the proposed site 
development plan to incorporate suggestions made at our last neighborhood meeting 
and written comments made by the Town of Castle Rock. 
 
I would restate that the additional homes within the variance request are not visible from 
any view platform identified by the Town, and will not have any impact on the Skyline/Ridgeline. 
 
We will have one more neighborhood meeting this spring or early summer to present 
our final design. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Rusty Hall 
Highline Engineering 
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1

Brad Boland

From: Cozy Swickard <
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 9:50 AM
To: Camden Bender
Cc: Caryn Johnson; Brad Boland
Subject: Re: Your Feb 3, 2022 email

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Good morning Camden: thank you for your response. I think you may have missed the point: the land that is 
unbuildable in this project due to terrain may be ‘dedicated’ to open space but to categorize it as ‘park’ means 
that it is usable for park-like activities. It is inaccurate to attribute anything about these rocky outcroppings of 
the native ridge as ‘park-like.' 
 
The concern expressed by adjacent neighbors about opening these vertical, unbuildable acreages to ‘park-like’ 
activities is that they are dangerous, rocky areas. If the Town is concerned about having “the benefit near ridges 
and other land features … (to) make Castle Rock special” its management program should truly protect those 
areas, not open them for park like activities that ruin the habitat and invite injury and over-use.  
 
Further, in over-stating the amount of land ‘dedication’ (another name for unbuildable land), the applicant uses 
the idea of a generous dedication as a rationale for further encroaching on Ridgeline Protections in order to add 
more density on its highest point, sacrificing even more special Castle Rock features you claim the Town 
wishes to maintain. The applicant is shaving the rules at every turn to its advantage and to the detriment of the 
terrain.  
 
Since the time the Memmen land was entitled in 1985, much of what makes Castle Rock special has been lost. 
Surely this project provides an opportunity to learn and improve upon past experience - to preserve what needs 
preserving and to encourage developers to improve not reduce our area’s quality of life. 
 
Thanks again for your attention, appreciate your efforts, 
 
Cozy Swickard 
 
 
 
> On Feb 10, 2022, at 4:01 PM, Camden Bender <CBender@crgov.com> wrote: 
>  
> Hi Cozy, 
>  
> Thank you for reaching out. I understand your concern about the 48% of property being deemed as open 
space. While some of that space may be determined to be unbuildable, the dedication of that land to the Town is 
what makes it an allowed use for parks and/or open space. Additionally, the Town views it as a benefit to have 
the areas near the ridges and other land features that make Castle Rock special dedicated as Town-managed 
land. We will encourage the applicant to share topographic maps to better show the area during any future 
meetings to help limit any confusion. 
>  
> In regards to the meeting format, hybrid meetings are new to some applicants and something they are still 
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navigating through. These meetings are setup and ran by the applicants. However, the Town is working on 
guidelines and tips for applicants to help improve meeting experiences - especially the virtual component. We 
hope this will improve the experience for attendees and make meetings more consistent across various 
applicants and projects moving forward.  
>  
> Thank you, 
>  
> Camden Bender  
> Development Services Community Outreach Program Manager 
> 100 N. Wilcox Street | Castle Rock, CO 80104 
> 720-733-3533 | cbender@crgov.com 
>  
> Your feedback is important to us, please let us know how we are doing by taking our Customer Service 
survey: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LR35C27 
>  
>  
>  
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Cozy Swickard <   
> Sent: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 10:41 AM 
> To: Camden Bender <CBender@crgov.com> 
> Cc: Caryn Johnson <CJohnson@crgov.com> 
> Subject: Your Feb 3, 2022 email 
>  
> Hi Camden: 
>  
> Thank you for the recent email recap of issues from the January 5th, 2022 Founders Vista meeting. 
>  
> You have incorrectly represented the ‘open space’ issue on page two of your document. The developers do 
not show topographical maps on their submissions and plats. If they did, most of the “48% of the property…as 
open space and park land” you mention would be revealed as unbuildable due to geography. Your letter makes 
it sound like the developers are heroic whereas in reality they are jamming as many building sites as they can 
onto the remaining 52% of the property. They cannot build on vertical terrain which is what most of their park / 
open space dedication exists. 
>  
> That is the reason the developers are asking for the variance on the building in the Protected Ridgeline Area 
where the current Memmen house exists; they want to squeeze even more lots in places that are meant to be 
preserved for views. As I stated in an earlier email, if the additional lots they are requesting a variance for on 
the Ridgeline make or break their profitability calculus, perhaps their project isn’t viable. 
>  
> Please be more transparent in your representations to the public and require that the developers do the same in 
their submissions for public review. Topo maps would reveal a more realistic picture of any project's 
development strategy. It is the first consideration in determining proposed densities and should be required in 
all materials.  
>  
> Also, a topic you did not raise is the total inadequacy of allowing the petitioner to handle the communications. 
The Jan 5th Zoom call was awful; there was, in effect, no audible. Fifty percent of the attendees couldn’t hear 
what was going on or comment if there were comments or questions. In future please conduct these meetings in 
a location with proven technical reliability such as the town offices, public library or professional meeting 
locations available for rent.  
>  
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> Thank you for your attention. 
>  
> Cozy Swickard 
>  N Ridge Road 
> Castle Rock, CO 80104 

 
>  
>  
>  
 
Cozy Swickard 
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Brad Boland

From: Cozy Swickard <
Sent: Wednesday, January 5, 2022 6:47 PM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Founders Vista comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Brad: The sound coming across from the Zoom version of tonight’s meeting was horrible. It was impossible to follow 
the presentation much less the comments and questions from the room and fellow Zoomers. Not good. 
 
The idea of providing a variance to enable more homes to occupy the area officially designated as Major Ridgeline No 
Build area is ludicrous. Why bother having an officially designated ’no build’ zone ‐ enacted to preserve the VIEWS in our 
fabulous landscape ‐ only to cede variances to developers? This is crazy and should be denied, adamantly. If fourteen 
houses makes or breaks this developer, they have no business attempting to undertake this project. 
 
I hopped out of the Zoom meeting when the question of water came up. The engineer said there are 160 acre feet of 
water available in this property, all of which will be handed over to the Town. How much of this water is in usable 
aquifers? It was disingenuous of the Hall speaker to imply that all of it is usable. Water shortage is a very real concern. 
The response by this group was, again, misleading and unconscionable. 
 
I urge you and the town to pull this developer in line with the rigorous planning efforts Castle Rock has undertaken to 
preserve our landscape and our resources.  
 
Please deny this variance request. 
 
Thank you, C. 
 
 
Cozy Swickard 

 N Ridge Road 
Castle Rock, CO 80104 
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Brad Boland

From: Cozy Swickard <
Sent: Friday, February 21, 2020 11:49 AM
To: Brad Boland; Sandy Vossler
Cc: Kevin Wrede; Mike Morley
Subject: Memmen Property Development, 667 N Ridge Road, Castle Rock (180 acres proposed 

residential)

Dear Bob: Here are a few comments regarding last night’s meeting: 
 
1) No introductions and no handouts. Unless attendees checked the town website in advance, no support materials 
were available at this public meeting. 
 
2) The meeting seemed to focus only on 18‐20 of the proposed 567 residences not being visible from downtown Castle 
Rock. The reason for seeking the variance from the Town’s Skyline / Ridgeline ordinance (mentioned in their letter to 
several attendees) was never fully explained. The presenters consistently referred to the rooftop area as ‘the top of the 
canyon’ and seemed unfamiliar with local terminology of ‘ridgeline’ or ‘arroyo’ but rather repeatedly calling the areas 
‘top of cliff’ and ‘top of canyon’. Local knowledge is not their strong suit and while not a requirement, it did detract from 
their credibility. By focussing so much on the rooftops, larger questions went unaddressed, as below. 
 
3) Explaining the annexation of a 5‐acre piece in the middle of the design ‐ the current Memmen residence ‐ was 
anything but straightforward. Referring to it as a streamlined process ‐ as a mere technicality based on its ‘infill’ standing 
‐ was a bombshell. As you may know, last year the owners of the 30+ acres at 271 N Ridge Road went around 
unsuccessfully several times with the Town over the issue of annexation because their property has  ‘infill’ standing as 
well. The projects have different uses ‐ residential vs school ‐ but fast tracking annexation based on ‘infill’ standing 
cannot be granted in one case and denied in the other. Legally, it’s problematic if Town policies are not implemented 
fairly, equitably and consistently. 
 
4) No discussion of traffic impact, geologic studies, environmental impact or any of the data required to substantiate the 
proposed addition of almost 600 homes, 2600 daily trips or traffic management on existing roadways. The presenters 
mention of ‘cash‐in‐lieu’ contribution towards the eventual widening of Ridge Road sounded vague. One utility ‐ water 
detention  ‐ was highlighted along with an environmentally‐unsound solution of piping runoff into an arroyo south of 
their project. Really? Have the Engineering Staff signed off on this? Where are all the environmental impact studies 
needed to support any development project? The presenters inability to address these questions affected their 
credibility. 
 
5) Presenters expressed no appreciation of the potential liability of bringing people into this rough, vertical terrain. “The 
Metro District will deal with that," was their response. Adjacent property owners west of the project recount Fire and 
Rescue teams having to be called to help (trespassing) climbers down from rocks that were too steep to descend on 
their own. The terrain surrounding this project on all sides is steep and rocky, too steep to build on and too steep to 
allow safe hiking and climbing. The idea of putting parking places at the lower reaches of the development (bringing 
even more people into difficult terrain outside of the development) is unsafe. Whoever ‘The Metro District’ is, they will 
have some liabilities to deal with as will Fire and Rescue by the sound of it. 
 
6) All the focus last night was Skyline / Ridgeline criteria. The elephant in the room is the impact of 600 residences in 
what is one of the last open spaces, the last Front Range vistas, in the Castle Rock city limits.  Instead of counting the tips 
of rooftops visible from downtown, why not focus on the impact of all those rooftops and traffic on the residences that 
have built up on the east side of Castle Rock in the last ten years? This development will light up the night sky and 
obliterate view of the Front Range for thousands of residents east of Town. Ten years ago the Town discussed re‐
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shooting the viewing platforms for the Skyline / Ridgeline Ordinance to take growth and development into account. So 
much has changed, was the thinking, it’s time to re‐evaluate what the ordinance is trying to protect. It would seem 
logical after all the growth and change, to consider protecting views and space rather than just ridges. 
 
7) The presenters’ stated that ground will be broken this Fall. This estimate seems very unlikely given the lack of 
available studies and timelines. Can you confirm? 
 
Growth and change never gets any easier, we all know that. We will continue to feel the pinch of unwanted growth 
affecting the peace and beauty that brings everyone to Castle Rock. But given that change is constant, don’t we need to 
ask ourselves if this is the best we can do to keep what is best about the beautiful place we love? From meeting planning 
to policy implementation, this project, at this point, hardly represents the spirit of that effort. 
 
Thank you for your interest and I look forward to discussing any of these matters at your convenience.  
 
Cozy Swickard 

 N Ridge Road 
Castle Rock, CO 80104 
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Brad Boland

From: Eugene Tolini <
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 12:30 PM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: RE: Memmen Property

Thanks, 

Gene 

On June 25, 2019 at 11:03 AM Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> wrote:  

Eugene,  

   

Sandy’s explanation was spot on.  If you have any further questions please don’t hesitate to reach out to 
me.  Thanks.   

   

Brad Boland, AICP  

Planner II  

Town of Castle Rock  

720‐733‐3538  

 

   

From: Sandy Vossler <SVossler@crgov.com>  
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2019 9:25 AM 
To: Eugene Tolini <  
Cc: Brad Boland <BBoland@crgov.com> 
Subject: RE: Memmen Property  

  

Good Morning Eugene,  
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Brad Boland is the Project Manager for this potential project.  I am forwarding your inquiry to him, 
however he is out of the office this week, so I will answer what questions I can in the interim.  The 
property owner has not submitted a formal application for the rezoning yet.  If and when we do receive 
a submittal, the Town’s Development Activity map on the website will be updated with a fact sheet 
summarizing the project.  A rezoning application must include preliminary utility and drainage reports 
and master traffic study that are analyzed by Town engineers to determine the existing conditions and 
capacities of the infrastructure systems in terms of its ability to accommodate the proposed 
development.  Those reports will be available to the public.  

   

Before any property is developed, a site development plan and construction documents, including final 
utility, drainage and traffic analyses must be submitted, reviewed and approved.  It is at that stage of 
development that Town engineers analyze the infrastructure needs of a project and, specific to your 
concern, determine what improvements are necessary to capture and contain storm run‐off.  As with 
the proposed rezoning, a neighborhood meeting is required with the submittal of a site development 
plan.  The site plan documents will be available to the public, as well.  

   

Both a rezoning and site development plan require public hearings before the Planning Commission and 
Town  Council, with the Council having final approval authority.  I hope this is helpful for the time 
being.  Brad will be back in the office a week from today.  Thank you, Sandy  

   

   

Sandy Vossler, Senior Planner  

Town of Castle Rock  

Development Services Department  

720-733-3556  

   

From: Eugene Tolini <   
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2019 2:03 PM 
To: Sandy Vossler <  
Cc: Eugene Tolini <  
Subject: Memmen Property  

  

There was a meeting held on May 21, 2019 at 6:00 P.M. regarding this property.  The subject 
property is addressed/located/described as 667 N. Ridge Road located approximately one‐half 
mile East of Highway 86 on the south side of Ridge Road, Town of Castle Rock, Colorado . The 
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neighborhood meeting was held to discuss a Major Zoning Amendment to change the land use 
and density of approximately 175 acres and request a variance for the Skyline/Ridgeline 
Ordinance. The proposed amendment will allow for approximately 650 single family detached 
homes.  

  

As a home owner on Larkspur Drive below this property. I am concerned about water runoff 
from this proposed property during a torrential rain as we commonly get here in Castle Rock. 
This properties natural grade is sloping downhill to the homes below the rock ledges. The grade 
would require the storm sewer water be re‐routed back up the grade or around the homes 
below  to avoid direct runoff to the properties below. In addition a set back of some distance 
should be required from the rock ledges to protect the property below from water run off.   

  

Please advise of the current status of this Major Zoning Amendment. 

  

Sincerely, 
Eugene Tolini 

 S Larkspur Drive 
Castle Rock, CO          
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Brad Boland

From: LARRY BANISTER <
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2023 12:36 PM
To:  Brad Boland; Sharon Chavez
Subject: Re: Founders Vista Development

Hello,  
Thank you very much, I really appreciate your service to our town.      
One concern outstanding:  
* In the email that Brad responded to - public access to walk the land with plots, boundaries, and 
detention ponds marked out.   
   
* From your email Rusty, and Brad's, I am still concerned these types of responses are not 
'advertised' at all to the meeting attendees as part of the invitation letter.  Because I took the time to 
ask I am privy to them, but the general public needs to be clearly informed of where this information 
resides at the time of meeting invitation.  Also, I looked for meeting notes on the Town Development 
Activity Map.  I do see the studies, but not meeting notes.    
    
Brad wrote:   
*  E-mails received over the course of the project will be included in the staff report that is prepared 
for Planning Commission and Town Council  
* Minutes are not something that are sent as part of a noticing packet.  I have attached my notes to 
this e-mail and they can also be found on the Town’s Development Activity Map. The notes will be 
included in the staff report to PC and TC.  
--------------------------------------------------------  
* The general public does not know about studies such as Rusty's Drainage Study, and the 
Geotechnical Investigation unless the invitation letter points directly to them.       
   
* Here is an example from the GI report that the public needs to be clearly informed as to where it 
resides.    
Overlot grading into cemented or very hard sandstone using scrapers will probably not be possible or 
efficient. Utility trench excavations using backhoes may also be precluded. Nearby developments 
such as Founders Village, Castlewood Ranch and 
Terrain have similar conditions. It has proven difficult and expensive to excavate these 
materials, and once they are removed, they have to be mechanically broken down to 
use as backfill. These layers will likely require rock excavation methods using heavy rippers, blasting, 
rock saws, and/or pneumatic hammers and stingers. In order to reuse the 
excavated rock, it would need to be broken down to pieces no larger than 3 inches in diameter, then 
blended with soil fill.    
   
Excavations in cemented sandstone, and perhaps very hard sandstone (50/5 and 
harder), will be challenging and will require additional effort for efficient excavation. Hard 
rock excavation techniques typically include combinations of heavy ripping, pneumatic 
hammers, rock saws and/or controlled blasting. Heavy ripping and slower than normal 
excavating should be anticipated.  
   
* We need a great deal of discussion on Drainage detention ponds (3).  A big concern and very 
controversial, and your study should be advertised.      
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My grandson has a Star Wars trumpet solo tonight and I cannot attend the meeting.   
Thanks for your time,      
Best Regards,   
Larry Banister  
   

On 05/18/2023 10:43 AM MDT  <  wrote:  
   
   

   
Mr. Banister,  
   
Below, please find our responses to comments received in your email dated 5/15/23  
   
Thank you for your comments and interest in Founders Vista.  
   
Rusty Hall  
Highline Engineering  
303-889-0044  
   
On Monday, May 15, 2023 at 12:48:01 PM MDT, LARRY BANISTER <  wrote:  
   
   
Hello Brad, Russel, and Sharon,   
   
I've attached Jim Cable's email and will forward one from Jim Peterson as examples of 
many emails resulting from the 1st, 2nd and 3rd meetings.  I cannot find anything that 
was published by CR documenting these or the numerous concerns raised from the 
meetings - no minutes, no Action Items listed or followed up on.  We need this 
documentation in order to have focused and meaningful discussions on May 18th.    
   
I think you all know that some living in this locale on Gordon Drive built their houses 
here in the 70's.  They have lived long lives here and have very wise counsel on what is 
good for the area, and no one else knows better.  I've lived in CR since 1985, and on 
Gordon Drive since 1997.  I framed houses here in the 80's for Youngs 2nd and 3rd 
addition to CR.    
   
In fairness to the time, leg work, and very professional communications our neighbors 
expended to raise concerns in the past 3 neighborhood meetings, I hope CR will 
document and publish all of the issues and concerns you have received about  water, 
drainage, blasting, wildlife impact, traffic, etc.   The public deserves and needs to know 
everything that has transpired going into this 4th meeting on May 18th.    
   
Thank you.  I will try to send my personal concerns about the re-zoning in separate 
email.    
Larry Banister  
433 Gordon Drive  
   

---------- Original Message ----------  
From:   
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entire ridge line including all of Gordon Dr, Gordon Lane and Larkspur Dr,  
by a third party geologic engineering firm. (To my knowledge this has not  
been done at this time.) Then any discovered hazards should be mitigated  
before development of the site begins. Mitigation alternatives to be  
considered should include an appropriate set back from the rock face. Below  
are some pictures showing some areas of concern.  
   
Response:   

A.      The owner/builder will have a third party Geologic “Rock Fall” Risk 
Assessment completed by an engineering firm with this scope of expertise. 
B.      Assessment should include safe distances (setback distance) to blast in 
proximity to the ridge line and set a Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) blasting 
vibration threshold for the ridge line. 
C.      Rock fall hazards should be mitigated prior to the start of the development 
and as an option install crack gauges to monitor movement of rock features on 
the ridgeline rock outcrops during the development.  

   
   
   
2. Access Road from Gordon Dr to detention pond and facilities. In the  
past before the town put up fencing around the new wastewater culvert, kids  
would use the access to the detention pond area and go smoking up there.  
This area in the Community Wildfire Protection Plan 2022  
(https://castlerock-co.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F  
<https://castlerock-co.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=10402603&GUID=2CC1D2A6-  
790F-47C7-8C22-F93CB9593901>  
&ID=10402603&GUID=2CC1D2A6-790F-47C7-8C22-F93CB9593901) has been 
designated  
a Very High fire risk. It is not appropriate to have access to this area  
from Gordon Dr or to the public in general. Any road access will lead people  
to use that as a hiking or biking trail no matter the signage, or chained  
access. I also see no reason for the HOA for Founders Vista to manage this  
site as the impact of the detention area has little or no consequences to  
the HOA and significant consequences to the residents of the Gordon Dr area.  
Once the construction is completed by the developer, it should be turned  
over to the town to manage and bill the HOA appropriately for maintenance.  
   
   

RESPONSE: Storm sewer is proposed to convey developed runoff from the upper 
plateau to the proposed detention pond below. 

Access to the pond and storm sewer is required for maintenance by the Town. 

Also, the land surrounding the detention pond will be dedicated to the Town of Castle 
Rock.  After which, the Town will 

have the right to enforce trespassing and control access to the pond and open space. 

   
3. Skyline / Ridge variance: Given the geologic risk above I see no  
reason to allow the variance of the Skyline / Ridge ordinance which pushes  
the development and associated rock removal closer to the ridge line rather  
than helping to mitigate the geologic risk to the homes on Gordon Dr, Gordon  
Lane and Larkspur Dr. In addition the lots in Yellow with houses will block  
the view line (blue line) from the view point on Plum Creek Blvd. Also note  
that the green lots are on the ridge line per the developers map. In my view  
a reasonable alternative is to remove the cul-de-sac and the lots adjacent  
to the ridge line to both lower the geologic risk and limit the Skyline  
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encroachment.  
   
   

RESPONSE: In an effort to provide more separation between the Cliff 
edge and proposed homes, 

the cul-de-sac identified as Aryshire Court on the Site Development Plan 
for Founders Vista has been 

relocated approximately 250 feet east of Birrcastle Way, (it's original 
location).  

   

As stated in the previous neighborhood meetings, the area seeking relief from the No-
Build area of the  

Skyline-Ridgeline ordinance is completely surrounded by homes outside the No-build 
area.  As a result, the proposed lots 

are not visible from any Town Viewing platform. 

   
In 1982 the liability for the problems at that time was  
murky. The Catholic Church owned the property which was in Douglas County  
and threatening residents in Castle Rock for a town approved development  
where the town had been warned that the development was in a moderate to  
severe geologic hazard area. In this instance all parties should now be  
aware of some potential geologic risks and take the appropriate action to  
access those risks.  
   
   
   
Thank you,  
   
Jim Cable  
   

 <mailto   
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Brad Boland

From: Cozy Swickard <
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2023 5:40 PM
To: Brad Boland
Cc: George Teal
Subject: Memmen Young Project meeting 5/18/23

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Brad: following last week’s meeting, here are some comments: 
 
1) Mr Hall’s submittal still doesn’t illustrate the topographical features of the proposed development. This has a negative 
impact on the claim that the project dedicates ’48%’ of its land to open space. The truth is that 48% of the property is 
unbuildable due to terrain. This is the fourth request: add topographical features to the submission to show the 
property accurately. 
 
2) Along the same lines, it would be helpful to show the adjoining property owner’s names on the submission so that the 
public can accurately identify those who will be most seriously affected by the proposed development. This is the first 
step in undertaking a serious effort to address the serious concerns of existing property owners regarding this project.  
 
3) Mr Hall stated that there would be little or no traffic impact, ’something along the lines of 560 trips per day.’ This is 
obviously not true. Rocha’s 2019 traffic report updated in 2022 clearly states that the volumes at buildout will be in the 
area of 4800 trips per day, i.e. by the end of 2024. Rocha’s report also predicts that p.m. traffic conditions at the corner 
of North Ridge Road and Plum Creek Parkway will be LOS F, i.e. ‘constant traffic jam’ for eastbound drivers turning right 
onto North Ridge Road. This obviously means that 562 dwelling units is too much even for the expanded infrastructure 
of North Ridge Road and Plum Creek Parkway (each comprising four lanes.) In order to arrive at a LOS C or even LOS D, 
math would dictate the optimum number of dwelling units; 400? 300? 
 
4) Rocha’s report states that 55% of the new 4800 trips would route through the Ridge Road / Plum Creek Parkway 
roundabout. That’s 2600 southbound trips on North Ridge Road past our driveway. We have had tremendous problems 
with Castle Rock Public Works recognizing the difficulties accessing and leaving our driveway - located within 100’ of the 
Plum Creek / Ridge Road roundabout - safely. With this much more traffic whizzing past our driveway which is now right-
in / right-out, our ability to enter and exit safely is becoming a potential liability for the Town. 
 
5) Rocha’s traffic report also concluded that the enormous trip volumes would necessitate 200+ feet deceleration lates 
for turning into the proposed development entrances. This means more land given over to pavement, a feature that is 
not included in Mr Hill’s proposal. This affects land use and could further reduce the number of dwelling units. 
 
6) Even though the Rocha report was updated in 2022, there is no mention of the current northbound traffic backup on 
North Ridge Road at the Highway 86 traffic light. It is a two-light delay for northbound drivers turning left onto Highway 
86 (Fifth Street) on weekday mornings. In the evening, traffic turning left onto Highway 86 southbound from Founder’s 
Parkway also suffers a two-light delay. This is a function of volume, not construction. Though Rocha mentions a fancy 
new roundabout on that corner, 562 new dwelling units will produce unimaginable traffic backup. 
 
7) The Skyline variance should be denied. The whole reason for creating the ordinance was to preserve views. No matter 
how Mr Hill tries to slice it, Skyline views will be lost to rooftops which negates the ordinance’s intent. Mr Hill attempts 
to rationalize the variance with imagined viewing platform figures that are simply functional. By the time building 
elevations are finalized, the Ridgeline will be visible from all the surrounding residences. The ordinance was 



2

implemented in an effort to preserve Castle Rock’s natural beauty. Adding 17 more houses is not a significant reason to 
override the ordinance’s intent. Preservation is needed more today than ever. 
 
Thank you for your attention, C. 
 
 
Cozy Swickard 

 N Ridge Road 
Castle Rock, CO 80104 
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Brad Boland

From: Jill Holland <
Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2023 8:25 AM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Memmen-Young development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Mr. Boland, 
 
We cannot attend tonight’s meeting, either in person or hybrid, as we have out-of-town company arriving this 
evening.  My husband and I have attended 2 of the 3 neighborhood meetings, including last week’s. 
 
I’d like to weigh in with my vehement opposition to this development, primarily because of water issues and traffic 
issues.  I know that ON PAPER, the Town and the developer say that neither of these will be a problem.  I 
disagree.  Maybe water availability will remain stable for the next 10 years, but what about after that?  What about all of 
the people that already have wells, that now have to share  this non-rechargeable water source with 562 new 
households? 
 
From day one on this project, (and also on the Chateau Valley development, whose east boundary is our west property 
line),  my goal has been to have the density significantly reduced.  The developer touts that density has been reduced 
from what was originally approved in the 80s, but further reductions in DUs have been minuscule, and nothing more 
than lip service, in my opinion. 
 
I have asked this question of Laurie Van Court (via a response to her comment on NextDoor), and have received no 
answer.  So I’m asking you the same: 
 
Can the Town significantly reduced the current number of dwelling units requested (currently 562) as a condition of 
approval?  300 DUs seems much more reasonable and sustainable. 
 
I eagerly await your answer, and I thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jill Holland 

Plum Creek Pkwy, Castle Rock, CO 80104 
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Brad Boland

From: Desiree LaFleur
Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2023 10:43 AM
To: Tara Vargish; Brad Boland
Cc: Dave Corliss
Subject: Fwd: Memmen Young/Founders Vista Plan Development Plan Amendment and Annexation

Good morning guys, 
Please see the residents email below.  
Unfortunately I will not have time to meet Mr. Reagan before tonight’s Planning Commission meeting but I will try to call 
him.  
Any advice is welcomed!  
 
Thanks, 
Desi 

Desiree A. LaFleur 
Town of Castle Rock 
Councilmember District 4 
dlafleur@crgov.com  
303.660.1384  
www.CRgov.com 
 
 
 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Doug Reagan <  
Date: May 24, 2023 at 2:24:35 PM MDT 
To: Desiree LaFleur <DLaFleur@crgov.com> 
Subject: Memmen Young/Founders Vista Plan Development Plan Amendment and Annexation 

  

Dear Desiree LaFleur, 

 I am writing to communicate some concerns with the Memmen Young/Founders Vista Planned 
Development Plan Amendment and Annexation as currently proposed. I have resided in Castle Rock 
since 1978 and have lived in District 4 (350 Gordon Drive) for more than 25 years. I served on the CR 
Planning Commission from 1984-1988 and was on the Commission when the original plan for this 
property was approved. Last Thursday, May 18, 2023, I attended the third and last neighborhood 
meeting on this project and will be attending the Planning Commission hearing on this project at the CR 
Planning Commission meeting tomorrow, Thursday, May 25th.  

I would like to meet with you in advance of this meeting, or at least have an opportunity to speak with 
you by phone (cell: 303-881-0983), to discuss some of the significant concerns that have been voiced at 
neighborhood meetings that directly affect the residents of District 4 and in the area proposed for 
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development. I and others believe that these concerns have not been sufficiently addressed in 
neighborhood meetings.  

Case in point: After the neighborhood meeting of January 5th 2022, I contacted Brad Boland of 
Development Services to discuss some of these issues, in particular the detention pond and related 
facilities to be constructed directly behind my house. I subsequently sent Brad a lengthy email message 
on January 26, 2022 elaborating on my concerns and suggesting some possible solutions. On January 
28th, Brad responded, thanking me for my patience and input, stating that my message would be 
included in the official project record, and that he would reach out to CR Water and forward my 
message to the applicant. At this time, Brad indicated that he would try to arrange a meeting involving 
him, me, and representatives of the applicant and CR Water. I had asked for such a meeting to try and 
resolve issues with the detention pond planned behind my house so that the matter could be resolved 
cooperatively, rather than by confrontation. My experience with environmental conflict resolution (I 
have been certified by the U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution [IECR]), and I have 
participated in numerous such negotiations. I received no further information on the subject until I 
visited Brad at his office last Monday, May 15th, over 15 months since I had initial requested a meeting. 
As of today, I have heard nothing further about this meeting.  

The third (and last) neighborhood meeting for this project was held on May 18, 2023. The public hearing 
in front of the CR Planning Commission has been scheduled for one week later, May 25th. If there were 
no substantive issues, this would be acceptable, but several significant issues raised by residents at 
these meetings do not appear to have been adequately addressed by the applicant.  

I have spent my professional career as an environmental scientist and planner, conducting numerous 
projects throughout the United States and in a dozen countries. I am not, nor have I ever been opposed 
to this proposed project, but I’m alarmed by the lack of relevant supporting information or unbiased 
data I have seen that has apparently been used to justify key elements of this project “amendment,” 
which appears to be an entirely new proposal rather than an amendment to the existing one. Among 
the concerns voiced at neighborhood meetings are the following: 

         The area proposed for this development has complex topography and underlying geology which 
present significant challenges to development. I have not seen a topographic map of the area that 
shows the cliffs and drainages. At the neighborhood meeting last week, the request was again made for 
such a map. The response was that it would make the map “cluttered.” A topographic map at the 
relevant scale and with the appropriate contour intervals should be a minimum requirement, especially 
for a property with the challenges presented for development on caprock/bedrock, such as is the case 
for this property. 

         The applicant’s representative acknowledged that the layout of houses and infrastructure 
could change, based on the results of geotechnical surveys. My experience has been that 
the planned infrastructure and residential lots (that involve blasting of bedrock) should 
follow, not precede appropriate geotechnical surveys of the bedrock and escarpment by 
independent experts prior to designating development infrastructure (houses, roads, 
pipelines, etc.) to determine project layout and project feasibility. Geotechnical surveys are 
also necessary to evaluate potential impacts, particularly to existing residences, such as 
those along Gordon Dr., that are located at the base of the escarpment directly below room-
sized boulder as cliffs. As was pointed out in at least one neighborhood meeting, the 
consequences of development that result from insufficient geotechnical assessment could 
potentially result in catastrophic property damage and even to loss of life.  

         The underlying assumptions used in conducting the traffic study: Information presented in 
neighborhood meetings suggests that the traffic study may not cover adequately cover all 
potentially affected roads (e.g., Fifth St.).  Are these assumptions reasonable and sufficiently 
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comprehensive? Discussion at the neighborhood meetings I attended cast doubt on the 
adequacy of the current assessment. 

         Development of the detention pond and access road connecting to Gordon Drive in PL 2.1: 
These was shown on a map provided at the first Neighborhood meeting, but not shown on 
the planned development plan (sheet 3 of 5) of the maps that were presented at the May 
18th Neighborhood meeting, which we were told were those that would be submitted to the 
Planning Commission on May 25th. When I met Brad at his office on May 15th, he indicated 
that both were still planned and that they had been reviewed by CR Water. Both pond and 
road present significant potential risks (e.g., flooding, public access to areas identified as 
posing extreme fire danger) to the Gordon Drive neighborhood, including my property and 
that of my immediate neighbors.  More information should be provided, reviewed carefully, 
and adjustments made to protect the Town of Castle Rock and its residents from avoidable 
hazards and associated liability. 

         Erosion potential and mitigation:  The map (sheet 5) shows large areas designated for 
regrading. Our last neighborhood meeting was cut short by the applicant before I had the 
opportunity to ask if regrading might also include blasting. Even without topographic lines, it 
appears that regrading would be done on a slope, creating potential for large amounts of 
soil to be transported downhill in the event of rainfall events. This could adversely impact 
the detention pond in PL 2.1 and residents on Gordon Drive, of which I am one. An 
evaluation of erosion potential and any proposed mitigation should be made prior to 
acceptance of this amendment to avoid.  

         Visual impact assessment: The visual assessment we were told had been conducted, does not appear to 
address all relevant areas, based on discussion at neighborhood meetings. This information should be 
carefully reviewed for adequacy.   

As one who has been involved in numerous planning activities, I hope that the Planning Commission 
considers these issues, is able to perform adequate and careful reviews of the proposed plan, and is able 
to evaluate the adequacy of the data used to justify the changes proposed in the amendment and 
annexation document.  

At the conclusion of the neighborhood meeting last week, I asked for copies of the minutes of the 
neighborhood meetings. I had been unable to attend one of those meetings. Brad responded that there 
were no minutes, only “summaries of what I heard.” I responded that I understood the purpose of these 
neighborhood meetings was to inform stakeholders of what was being proposed in order to try and 
resolve issues before bringing matters to CR Planning Commission hearings. He replied that this 
neighborhood meeting was to let attendees see what would be presented to the Planning Commission.   

The lack of minutes would seem to be a serious omission in the records of this project, hence the detail 
I’m providing here for the benefit of the Planning Commission and eventually, of the Town Council. As 
an environmental scientist and planner, I strongly recommend that Planning Commission and Town 
Council Members conduct a tour of this proposed area to obtain a better grasp of the many areas of 
concern before acting on this proposal. If potentially affect members of the public could be included, all 
the better.  

I apologize for the short notice, but I was not expecting that this proposal would be presented to the CR 
Planning Commission only a week after the last neighborhood meeting, particularly in view of the 
number of serious but unresolved issues remaining.  

I look forward to connecting with you and to hopefully seeing you at the public hearing before the CR 
Planning Commission tomorrow evening. 

Respectfully, 
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Douglas Reagan, Ph.D. 

Gordon Drive, Castle Rock, CO 
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Brad Boland

From: Laurie MacLeod <
Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2023 1:49 PM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Memmen/Founders Vista Proposed Planned Development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hello, 
 
I would like to submit my concerns regarding this development. I have lived on Johnson Drive in Castle Rock 
for almost 35 years. During this time, I have witnessed significant growth. I understand that growth is 
inevitable and desirable for many, but believe that the town is growing too fast and there is not appropriate 
infrastructure in place to support it.  
 
This particular development, and many others in the area, have me quite concerned. The Town of Castle Rock 
is allowing developers to build many homes, duplexes and condos in the area. There have been little changes 
to infrastructure of the town to handle all these additional people. I have heard that Hwy 86 is being widened 
to accommodate the additional traffic, but it won't be enough.   
 
In addition, we have a lack of water tables/aquifers in this area. How are we going to sustain the needs of the 
people of this town when we continue to let builders build? According to the Town of Castle Rock's website 
"Nearly 75% of all water consumption is used by residents." 
 
In the area that is slated for development just east of my home is currently home to a great deal of wildlife, in 
particular bears. In the early 90's, we frequently saw deer. It has been several years since I have seen any in 
the area. The bears are still present, but after this development goes in, where will they go? 
 
Also, when I purchased the home, it was my understanding that the Memmen Ridge and the 'subject property' 
would not be developed. We are losing our small town feel and the views in this valley, which is why we 
moved here along with many others.  
 
Concerned citizen, 
Laurie MacLeod 

 Johnson Dr. 
Castle Rock, CO 80104 
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Brad Boland

From: Celene Swiftshadow <
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2023 10:50 AM
To: Brad Boland
Subject: Memmen Young/Founders Vista Proposed Planned Development Plan Amendment and Annexation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Good morning,  
 
I hope this email finds you well. I would like to express my concern as a homeowner in the Memmen area about this 
development. I am located on South Street and have already been impacted by the amount of road construction 
throughout the area. My driveway sits on a curve and even with a mirror to help me back out I have almost been in 
several accidents due to citizens rushing through my neighborhood to bypass construction, or due to detours caused by 
this construction. The road ways surrounding this area are not built for such a population that we have already and yet 
we look to develop more and increase the population surrounding downtown Castle Rock. I have reached out to suggest 
more stop signs in my local neighborhood and have been told I need others in the neighborhood to sign off on this. For 
stop signs. With this development we look at increased traffic through these little roadways and I understand ridge road 
is getting widened as I type this out however, have we asked ourselves if this is enough for the flow of traffic we have 
already? Have we looked at the environmental impact this development will have on our local wildlife? I have bears and 
coyotes in my yard as it is, mountain lions are sighted by that church this development is down hill of. We are not just 
increasing our population but also taking away from the wildlife we have here, not to mention the beautiful natural land 
we have. Instead of driving down 5th and seeing lush trees, we'll be looking at cookie cutter housing. and lastly, I know 
Castle Rock water insists that they are working on securing more water for us but I have been here owning a home for 
three years and yet we've always been in a drought. My yard is mostly weeds and dirt due to not wanting to use water 
for non-native grasses.  
 
1. increased traffic with lack of traffic flow  
2.local wildlife and views being pushed out and destroyed  
3.where is our water going to come from with increase to the population  
 
I am sadly against this development going in, I believe this area should be turned into a park or open space much 
like Rhyolite or Memmen Open Space. We need to preserve our land, not continue to develop it.  
 
Thank you for reading,  
Vanessa Epperson  




