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July 2, 2026
Project No: SF2420
Jen Uhler
El Paso County
Planning and Community Development
2880 International Circle, Suite 110,
Colorado Springs, CO 80910

Re:	Cimarron Hills Southeast Mixed-Use Filing No. 1 
Construction Document Resubmittal
El Paso County, Colorado

Dear Jen,

This letter serves to notify you that all submittal documents have been revised in accordance with El Paso County’s latest review of Construction Documents associated with Cimarron Hills Southeast Mixed-Use Filing No. 1.  Please forward this letter to all parties involved with the review and approval of the Construction Documents.
Response to Comments
The following responses address the comments noted in the referenced review:
Construction Plan Comments - CDurham
1. Comment #1 – Pg #1 – Add "J"
Response: "JOSHUA PALMER" has been revised to "JOSHUA J. PALMER" throughout the CD set
2. Comment#2 – Pg #6 – Local or Collector?
Response: This street is a collector and the label has been revised accordingly
3. Comment #3 – Pg #7 – Need to add a dimension showing the separation between water and storm sewer lines.
Response: A label has been added denoting the dimension between the water and storm lines
4. Comment #4 – Pg #15 – Add note somewhere that wherever HGL is outside of pipe, watertight joints will need to be provided
Response: A note including that statement has been added to all pages showing the storm plan & profile.
5. Comment #5 – Pg #15 – Verify cover over pipe
Response: Dimensions have been added to show the cover over the pipe
6. Comment #6 – Pg #15 – Update crossing labels to storm location
Response: Labels have been moved to align with the storm sewer
7. Comment #7 – Pg #18 – Fix Text
Response: The text overlap was corrected
8. Comment #8 – Pg #21 – Add R2-1 sign 30 mph here for reduction on Meadowbrook due to radius
Response: Sign added
9. Comment #9 – Pg #21 show new development
Response: New development is shown but it should be noted that the improvements associated with Lot 1 are not included with this set
10. Comment #10 – Pg #21 – Street signs are on same post as stop sign
Response: Street signs have been moved to the same post as the stop sign
11. Comment #11 – Pg #21 - Label Road
Response: Road label added
12. Comment #12 – Pg #21 – Update to latest Signing and Striping notes
Response: Notes have been updated 
Construction Plan Comments – Mikayla Hartford
1. Comment #1 – Pg #17 – 1: min. width of 12ft at top of embankment
Response: A label has been added to clearly show that the top width is 12'
2. Comment#2 – Pg #20 – 5' dimension doesn't match report
Response: The calcs in the FDR have been updated to show a 5'x5' opening in the outlet structure


Final Drainage Report Comments - CDurham
1. Comment #1 – Pg #2 Add "J"
Response: Added "J"
2. Comment #2 – Pg #8 – Map was missing in Appendix. Please provide with next submittal
Response: Map is included with this submittal
3. Comment #3 – Pg #8 – With full buildout, how will flows continue along historic path? Entirety of site will be developed and high levels of impervious based on multi-family buildout.
Response: This section has been revised to accurately depict the flow paths
4. Comment #4 – Pg #9 – FDR needs to look at what final developed conditions will be. Indicate that Lot 1 is being reviewed concurrently under EPC project PPR2613
Response: Section has been revised to state that Lot 1 is currently being reviewed by EPC
5. Comment #5 – Pg #13 – Please indicate that this development is being reviewed under EPC project PPR2613 where these items will be designed.
Response: Statement has been added 
6. Comment #6 – Pg #14 – Provide analysis of roadside ditch if emergency flows from weir enter the ditch and culvert under Peterson
Response: An Analysis of the ditch and culvert has been added
7. Comment #7 – Pg #15 – Be consistent as to which fees you are using. Note you do not have to use 2026 fees, can continue with 2025 fees.
Response: Revised to 2025 fees for consistency
8. Comment #8 – Pg #15 – List the 2 tracts
Response: The 2 tracts are now listed
9. Comment #9 – Pg #15 – Provide calculation for how the acreage was determined, as well as % impervious for this plat, as pond spreadsheet shows total imperviousness as 70%.
Response: Calculations are included in the report. The imperviousness in this FDR addresses the Meadowbrook improvements only. Improvements in Lot 1 and Tracts A & B will be addressed with their respective FDRs.
10. Comment #10 – Pg #17 – Future flows cannot be greater than existing flows
Response: The discharge from the site has been updated to show a decrease in flows in proposed conditions
11. Comment #11 – Pg #17 - Please provide analysis/ discussion of the east fork sand creek along the northern boundary of the site. Identify any improvements indicated in the DBPS. Is the creek stable, erosive, in need of improvements? is the crossing at Peterson adequate? Is this development responsible for any improvements to the creek (refer to DCMV1.4.2 ? please address. – Provide analysis of the 100yr floodplain at the Proposed Meadowbrook parkway. Ensure cross flow in Roadways for initial and major storms (DCMV1 table 6-1) is met.
Response: A discussion of East Fork Sand Creek is included on page 2 of the report. The floodplain was analyzed in the no-rise certification
12. Comment #12 – Pg # 22 – Final drainage report needs to show developed stages. Multi-Family development in Lot 1 is what's driving this final plat and should be shown as developed, not future.
Response: PR-5 is no longer labeled as "future"
13. Comment #13 – Pg #22 – This basin should not have a future, as it is in the area being developed under a PPR Project.
Response: PR-5 is no longer labeled as "Future"
14. Comment #14 – Pg #23 – Provide calculations for inlets at DP 2 and DP 3
Response: The capacity for the sump inlets at DP 2 and DP 3 were determined using the nomographs shown in the Inlets section of the narrative of the report.
15. Comment #15 – Pg #56 – 37.1 is total outfall from pond spreadsheet
Response: Q has been updated to total outflow from Pond spreadsheet
16. Comment #16 – Pg #56 – Where did the previous detail and table go? Where did L, W, and D come from?
Response: L, W, and D come from Figure 9-38 below the table
17. Comment #17 – Pg #57 – Is this south of Highway 24 or south of the property? Please clearly state which ditch it it.
Response: This is the ditch south of the site. The ditch is clearly labeled on the drainage map with the same name.
18. Comment #18 – Pg #57 – Where did this flow come from?
Response: These flows come from the flows exiting the development upstream of the site added with the flows exiting the site.
19. Comment #19 – Pg #85 – Please submit "No-Rise" certification as a stand alone document and remove from drainage report. Please include documentation provided with letter to PPRBD.
Response: The No-Rise Certification was removed from this report.
20. Comment #20 – Pg #87 – Please remove from drainage report. Comments have been provided on construction drawing stand alone set.
Response: Removed
21. Comment #21 – Pg #115 – Show Base flood elevations.
Response: Labels for BFEs have been made more clear to make them stand out more.
22. Comment #22 – Pg #115 – Label existing structure conveying flows under roadway. Provide analysis of structure w/ proposed detained flows and emergency overflow.
Response: Labels and analysis have been added.
23. Comment #23 – Pg # 115 – Please include design point EX-3 as shown on hydrology spreadsheet.
Response: Design Point EX-3 has been added to this table.
24. Comment #24 – Pg 115 - Highlighted flows do not match report or spreadsheet. Please revise.
Response: Revised
25. Comment #25 – Pg # 115 – Ensure all existing easements are shown and labeled
Response: Revised
26. Comment #26 – Pg #115 – Include discussion of ditch and culvert in report and if they are adequate under proposed flows.
Response: Discussion is included in the narrative of the report.
27. Comment #27 – Pg #115 – Include existing basin flowpaths. Label or add to legend
Response: Added
28. Comment #28 – Pg #116 – Missing proposed drainage map. Please provide and ensure comments from submittal 2 are addressed.
Response: Drainage map is included
Final Drainage Report Comments – Mikayla Hartford
1. Comment #1 – Pg #28 – 5' Per plans
Response: Spreadsheet revised to 5'


If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to contact me at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,



Name
Title
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