WOOOMEM VALLEY LAND USE PLAN

June 28,1977
INTRODUCTION:

.
-

The general objective of this land use plan is to maintain Woodmen Valley

as a desirable place to live by keeping it as much like

it is today as is possible.

The plan as stated is a land use plan and not a comprehensive master plan, but
it should be considered as the first step towards the formulation of a master
plan. Water, sewer, and roads all represent problem areas that must be given

careful consideration in order to complete a comprehensi

ve plan. Recognizing

that the details of these will require a Tong time to resolve, they will be left

to be completed at a later date. The plan also recogniz

of praoperty owners to develop their property and does not create any new obstacles .-

to prevent this from happening.

BOUNDARY OF WOODMEN VALLEY LAND USE PLAN:

es the continued desires

The area included in the plan shall be bounded by the D&RGYW railroad
tracks to the east, the U.S.A.F.A. to the north, Woodmen Road to the south,
and Pike National Forest to the west, except that it shall also include the
developed area south of Woodmen Road near the entrance to Mount St. Francis,

and that part of Mount St. Francis extending south of Mo
Figure 3,

ZONING:

The entire area described should be in a uniform 5
Farming District should be used throughout instead of th

odmen Road. See

acre zone, The A-2
e present mixture of

A-2 and F-1 zoning. Development in the area should continue as basically single

family residential. See Figure 1.

SUBDIVISION OF PROPERTY:

There should be no further subdivision of property
that are less than 5 acres in size. Those lots that do
for 5-acre zoning should remain non-conforming just as t
time, Figure 2 locates those properties. Improvements
should be considered the same as they have been in the p
must petition the E1 Paso Cournty Board of Adjustment for
obtain a building permit,
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ii.)

1ii.)

Region II

[f at some future date both public water and sewer become available
in this area, the zoning of the area should be changed to A-5-A Rural
Residential. This zone permits one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres and
will place a majority of the lots in a conforming zone. The few lots
that are smaller than 2.5 acres should be "permitted exceptions" within
the A-5-A Zone. After establishing the A-5-A Zone, no further sub-
division of property to create any land parcels that are less than 2.5
acres should be permitted within this region.

Region III

This area presently conforms to 5 acre zoning with a few exceptions.

It shall remain at a 5 acre density except that when public water and
sever become available in this region, the matter of 5 acre density vs

2.5 acre density should be reconsidered by the property owners within
this region.

"~ WATER, SEWER, AND ROADS:

One or more task forces made up of Woodmen Valley property ovners shall be

formed to study and recommend alternative solutions that will insure an adequate
supply of water, adequate.sewage conditions, and improved road conditions in the
future in Woodmen Valley.




SOA 2y P AT AXH =
L=2A Nl Lot LOWE] 2

Tsood s23 °0N @

Lsoigoy dE=a9IS ﬂﬁm [ M f
i e |||% Ddonyd 0!l a2091S D ~|.¢ D

-7
! l
| |
I |
pe—— el

|
A2VYoroogn \.EU:JIL !

alllll_

-— e md

o
Iy
LY

10vPs ¢
it fiany

g o

cEl
rn.: uu...... i D

S8 | ss

L21] 99

'w'g'v S™M



———— — —— — " ——

‘ause the plan does not deal with many critical issues (provision of water and
<wer, transportation system, environmental matters, services and capacities, costs

factors), the conclusions of the plan are not technically verifiable, although
they may be intuitively sensible. Questions such as the overall impact of the
development of five acre parcels with well and septic systems and the impact of
such systems on the water supply and the general environment versus the impact of
higher density with public water and sewer are not thoroughly analyzed. This is
understandable when one considers that the plan represents the attempt of the
residents to maintain a certain life-style rather than to solve technical and

~environmental problems. As such, the plan is more analagous to the citizen input

stage of a comprehensive planning process than it is to a comprehensive plan itself.
It should be noted further that if such a plan were presented by a developer as
the first phase of a development proposal (sketch plan or master plan) it would

" fail for lack of information.

‘What the plan appears to be is a preliminary step in a program to rezone areas

of the Woodmen Valley and to have this proposed zoning reflected in the 1990

- Plan, in much the same way that undeveloped land zoned for industrial use is

reflected in the plan as industrial land. As such it presents an overall zoning
scheme and sets forth certain rezoning policies to be applied to the Woodmen

-Valley. If the rezoning scheme is adopted, it requests that the land use plan

be changed to reflect both the zoning and the zoning policies.

If the Commission feels that the proposed plan has merit and should be adopted
in some official form (either as an amendment to the adopted plan or as a rezoning
juest) it is the departments’ feeling that the land use plan component should
- adopted as an interim revision of the 1990 Land Use Plan. As the members of
the Commission are aware, the county is currently developing a comprehensive
plan for the county which will replace the 1990 Land Use Plan. As an interim
revision, the proposed plan would constitute Tand development policy until such
time as the new plan is adopted. The questions mentioned earlier must be addressad
before the proposal can be considered a component of the new comprehensive plan.

It should also be noted that there is an apparent contradiction in the proposal. The
proposal indicates that subdivision into 2.5 acre lots would be permitted with the
provision of public water and sewer. It also indicates that no subdivision of

<* lots into parcels of less than 5 acres should be allowed. This should be clarified.

"Planning Commission Action: The request was approved as an interim revision
_“to the 1990 Land Use Plan by a vote of 5-0

[p————
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August 1,1977

Mr. P.J. Anderson, Planning Director
E1 Paso County Land Use Department
27 E. Vermijo Ave. '

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903

Dear P.J.

The property owners in Woodmen Valley have been concerned for sometime about
existing problems as well as future development in the Woodmen Valley area.
Many of these problems and concerns can best be addressed by developing a
comprehensive master plan for the area. As an initial step in formulating
this master plan, the property owners have prepared and approved a land use

. plan for the Woodmen Valley area.

We are submitting this proposed land use plan for Woodmen Valley as an effort

.- to show in a unified way how the vast majority of property owners in the Valley

feel about the future development of their land hoping that the desirable
character of Woodmen Yalley as a place to live will not be changed by outside
influence or perhaps by a single developer seeking profit at the expense of
the remaining 159 property owners. Roads and water are problems that rank of
equal priority with land use, and efforts to bring forth solutions to these.
problems will be started in the near future as well.

Therefore, we would 1ike a place on the agenda so that the proposed land use
plan for Woodmen Valley can be presented at the September meeting of the EI
Paso County Planning Commission. We will also ask that the following action
be taken:

i.) That the Woodmen Valley Land Use Plan be approved and used as a guide

for recommendations pertaining to future development in the Woodmen
Valley area. )

ii.) That the plan be adopted as a modification to the E1 Paso County 1990
Land Use Plan, and that the maps, plats, and charts be changed to
indicate the modification.

iii.) That the plan be sent to the E1 Paso County Board of Commissioners
for their certification.

Respectfully,

John M. Strathman for the
Woodmen Valley Property Owners .
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August 6, 1977

Colorado Springs City Government

Mr. Lawrence D. Ochs, Mayor

Hembers of City Council

Mr. George Fellows, City Manager

Mr. Gordon Hinds, City Attorney

Mr. Edward Baldwin, City Planning Director

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The property owners in Woodmen Valley have become increasingly concerned about
land development activity in the Woodmen Valley area during the past few years.
The general concern is not that the undeveloped property is being developed, but
concern that the nature of the development will adversly change the present
character and desirability of the area as a place to live. This became a
critical problem to us during this past year when a developer sought approval

of a subdivision of 30 acres into 29 separate lots on a parcel of land north

of Woodmen Valley Road. This request was denied by the city, [ believe, pri-
marily on the grounds that it was a matter of annexation as a means of obtaining
rezoning. A similar rezoning request was made by the same developer to the
County and denied largely for two reasons. First, the proposed density was

high compared to the present Woodmen Valley density and not in keeping with the
present development pattern of the area. Second, the Woodmen Valley property
owners asked that a master plan of the entire area be considered before any
parts of Yoodmen Valley are permitted to change. It is not fair to the property
owners of any area that has some semblance of a consistent development plan,

to have it modified in bits and pieces without an overall goal and plan to be
followed.

The residents of Woodmen Valley began in April of this year to develop such

a land use plan to be presented to the appropriate local governmental bodies

with the request that it be used as a quide to future development in the area.

We believe that the plan as presently drafted is reasonable, fair, and is highly
acceptable to resident property owners as well as owners of presently undevel-
oped Tand in Voodmen Valley. A copy of the proposed plan is attached. This plan
will be presented to the E1 Paso County Planning Commission at their September
19th meeting. There are 199 recorded parcels of land in the 2300 acres included

-+ Within the boundary of the area under approximately 160 different ownerships.

The proposed land use plan along with explanatory material has been presented

to each property owner residing in Woodmen Valley and mailed to land owners
living outside the area. Although not everyone's response has been received,
the general response to the plan has been very positive. To date, 135 of the
160 property owners have responded, and all but § have indicated approval of
the plan. The primary reason for disapproval has been based on a desire not

to permit further subdivisions of land parcels into less than 5 acre lots, ever.
The responses to date represent over 90% of the total acreage, with over 99%

of the reporting acreage approving the plan. From the response you can readily
conclude that we are indeed concerned about the future of the Woodmen Valley

area and about adopting a positive plan that should be acceptable to nearly
everyone,

[t is difficult to understand how one or perhaps two owners, who are not
residents and represent less than a few percent of the land in the area, can
seemingly—generate—action—for—annexation and subsequent rezoning. This creates
a disturbing situation to us and may raise a Tegal question as well as a moral
issue where matters of annexation and zoning are considered simultaneously.

SR
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I would submit that matters of annexation and zoning should be considered
separately. There appears to be an underlying assumption throughout your
Hoodmen Valley Annexation Study that property in the study area will develop
more densily in the future. This is presumptious since only one property
owner out of 160 has given a definite indication of desiring a density of
greater than one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres.

Much of the information in the annexation study is vaqgue and omits some
important considerations. For instance, the annexation study states that

"parts of the area..... have a high probability of developing as a very des-
irable residential area which ...... may be in short supply in the City within
10 or 15 years." Yet, without a reasonable and inclusive long range plan

for the area, the desirability of Woodmen Valley may not be maintained in
the future. There is no reference in the study to present property owners
in the area and how they desire "their property" to develop or not to
develop as the case may be. The westerly boundary of the alternate area
mentioned for annexation almost seems ludicrous. There is little logic in
annexing along an imaginary line ( even if it is a section line ) that cuts
through the middle of an area when there is so much in common on both sides

-of the Tine. The areas are topographically the same, property improvements

are similar, and therefore they should be planned and developed together
without creating an artifical dividing line. The D&RGW Railroad track forms
a more natural and Togical place to draw a boundary if a new boundary is
necessary. Both zoning and development are presently different east and
west of the railroad tracks. Also, it is not clear from the study that the
economics of annexation will benefit either the City or Woodmen Valley
property owners for either alternative considered. Additional information
relative to capital costs that will be incurred by property owners must be
made available. Our study of the area has raised many of the same questions
raised in the annexation study and left them unanswered too. For example,
future needs for water and sewer need a great deal of further analysis.
Roads is another important issue, and parts of the information contained in
the study related to roads appears to be inaccurate and inconsistent.
Acceptable answers to these critical questions will require a great deal of
indepth study, communications, and cooperation between property owners and
governmental bodies. I suggest that these problems are not solved simply
by annexation of the area. A master plan reflecting answers to the area's

“problems and representing the desires of the property owners should be a

minimal starting point for an annexation proposal.
Therefore, in behalf of the Woodmen Valley property owners, it is respect-
fully requested that the City of Colorado Springs:

1.) Postpone taking any action to annex property west of the DA&ARGW
Railroad tracks and north of Woodmen Road until the property owners
have had an opportunity to present their proposed land use plan to
the E1 Paso County Planning Commission for adoption to the 1990

-Land Use Plan.

2.) Postpone taking any action to annex all or-any part of Woodmen
Valley west of the tracks and north of Woodmen Road prior to
completing detailed studies of water, sewer, and roads for the
entire area and doing this in cooperation with the property owners
of Woodmen Valley. N >

3.) Adopt the attached Woodmen Valley Land Use Plan to the City's

TR
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Comprehensive Land Use Development Plan.

4.) Inform the residents of Woodmen Valley in advance of City meetings
at which the future development of Woodmen Valley is to be con-
sidered.

Since the proposed land use plan being considered by the property owners

of Woodmen Valley does not address annexation specifically, this communication
is not meant to express general aqreement by the property owners either for

or against annexation. It does however, indicate a strong agreement that

any future land use in the described area should follow the intent of the
proposed plan whether it remains in the County or becomes part of the City.

Respectfully,

John H.Strathman
Chairman, Woodmen Valley
Land Use Committee
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June 28, 1977

TO WOODMEN VALLEY PROPERTY OWNERS:

Do you sometimes feel that growth and develepment in the Woodmen Valley
area is on the verge of becoming uncontrolled? The recent subdivision proposal
on Woodmen Road was an indication of this, and there is surely more to come.
Unless we join together, find an agreeable plan, and present it positively to
our Tocal government, the amenities that have made Woodmen Vailey a desirable
place to 1ive will disappear, forever.

The following pages discuss this situation and propose a plan with one
thought in mind. This thought echoes what we have stated so many times at
meetings, city and county hearings, in petitions, etc....our desire to maintain
Woodmen Valley as much like it is today as we possibly can. To accomplish
this we need to develop a positive approach rather than relying only on a
good defensive posture when a threatening situation arises.

During the Board of County Commissioner's hearing of the Allan Miller
petition on March 10, 1977, we indicated to the Commissioners an interest and
desire in delaying any change in our present zoning until a plan for the entire
area could be considered. Part of their reason for denying the petition was
to allow time to work on such a plan. Several of us have completed a plan and
strongly urge you to support it. Hopefully what is here also represents your
thinking so that we can move ahead rapidly and present our desires to the E]
Paso County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners firmly and
in unison, before any additional rezoning or subdivision requests are submitted
to the county.

Water, roads, sewer, and city imposed annexation are subjects that must
eventually be considered in any plan. However, the details of these will
require a long time to formulate, and therefore should be Teft to complete at
a later date after a general land use plan has been adopted. Let us concentrate
then on matters most closely related to Tand use and zoning.

SUMMARY OF SITUATION:

Our immediate attention should be directed to the foliowing situations
and problem areas.

A. Proposed rezoning of undeveloped land for higher density development.
B. City type development immediately south of Woodmen Road setting a
precedent.

C. Present development in Woodmen Valley not conforming to 5-acre zoning

sivpen 5o PEQUIRETQNG v v S S Y Lo ‘ '

..Dc, An unrealistic 1990 E1 Paso County Land Use Plan that has been adopted
h for the Woodmen Valley area. ‘ _
- - E. " 'A:-hodge-podge of F-1 Forest and Re¢reation Dfstrict and A-2 Farming

“District zoning in’ Woodmen ValTey.

. DISCUSSION OF PROBLEM AREAS:

s UﬁdéVeThped:;agd:i.(.SeegFiguré35:9=

,Jﬂ._T_IhévifﬁbTy thefé.WfTI}bé_é:gfeét deal -of - pressure 1n the future to develop
. land in Woodmen Valley at higher densities. The Allan Miller petition was just
the beginning. Without a plan that is agreeﬁguponuandvsupported by the praperty



owners in the area and approved by our county government, there is a good proba-
bility of higher density development eventually being approved. Land developers
are unusually persuasive and tenacious in accomplishing their objectives and
will eventually wear down the most ardent opposition. Once a higher density
development is permitted north of Woodmen Road, we can be assured that there
will be more to come. Setting the precedent coupled with neighbor dissatis-
faction and growing economic pressures will fuel the situation with 1ittle hope
of knowing when or where it will end.

Development South of Woodmen Road:

Although the development going on south of Woodmen Road in both Rockrimmon
and Discovery is considered low density for city type development, it represents
quite a contrast to what we are accustomed and desire in Woodmen Valley. The
contrast itself creates both asthetic and economic pressures on less densily
developed property north of Woodmen Road which is another argument for a positive
and agreed upon plan supported especially by those who are located physically
near those developed areas.

Woodmen Valley Zoning Anomaly:

Within the area bounded by Woodmen Road, the D&RGW tracks, and the Air
Force Academy there is a mixture of F-1 (Forest and Recreation District) and
A-2 (Farming District) zoning. (See Figure 1) Both of these zones require
5-acre minimum Tot sizes although the F-1 zone will permit much smaller minimum
lot sizes (slightly less than 1/4 acre) if the lots have been platted. This
is a technical point, but it is possible that some properties could be developed
to this density now if it can in fact be shown that they were platted at the
time they were subdivided. Recorded covenants alsc provide most of us add-
itional protection although they generally permit nigher density development
if the zoning would permit it. The density allowed by the zoning regulation
takes precedence over the covenants in cases where the density of the zone is
Tower. You are probably aware that there are presently 87 lots in these zones
between 1.67 and 4.99 acres that do not meet the minimum 5 acre requirement
and are therefore non-conforming. (See Figure 2) This is a hardship on both
the owners of these properties and the county because a building permit can
only be obtained by approval of a variance by the E1 Paso County Board of
Adjustment, plus approval by the State and County Health Department to permit
private water and sewer. A future solution to this problem is needed to bring
these properties into zoning conformance. This is of particular importance to
the owners of the unimproved non-conforming lots which there are about 15, as
no reasonable short term solution is available.

The 1990 Land Use Plan:

The 1990 Land Use Plan, adopted by E1 Paso County in 1970, indicates that
the Woodmen Valley area should develop as a mixture of housing at a density
ranging from 4 to 9.9 dwelling units per acre with areas of open space in between.
Although the Land Use PTan is generally used only as a rough guide, it represents




neither our actual development nor our future development desires. This is a
recorded official document of E1 Paso County and as such we should see that it
is modified to indicate our desired plan for the future development of Woodmen
Valley.

Water:

The supply of well water in Woodmen Valley is limited. If homes were built
on each of the existing platted lots, a shortage of well water would very likely
develop. This may become a critical problem to us in the future, and it is in
order to study possible alternatives now. However, the long time necessary to
study the problem thoroughly, indicates that we should formulate a land use plan
now and start consideration of the water situation afterwards. It is not possible
to ignore water while considering a land use plan, but a simultaneous detailed
solution does not seem entirely necessary.

PROPOSED PLAN:

The most desirable plan is one that will maintain Woodmen Valley as it is
today. While this may not be entirely achievable, we should at least be able to
maintain a density not much higher than we presently enjoy. We cannot realisti-
cally expect undeveloped land in our area not to develop, or to develop at a
density less than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, and in some circumstances one
dwelling unit per 2.5 acres may be appropriate.

A. The area included in the plan (see Figure 3) shall be bounded by the
DA&RGW railroad tracks to the east, the U.S.A.F.A. to the north, Woodmen
Road to the south, and Pike National Forest to the west, except that it
shall also include the developed area south of Woodmen Road near the
entrance to Mount St. Francis.

B. The entire area described should be in a uniform 5 acre zone. The A-2
Farming District should be used throughout instead of the present mixture
of A-2 and F-1 zoning. Development in the area should continue as
basically single family residential.

C. There should be no further subdivision of property to create any land
parcels that are less than 5 acres in size. Those lots that do not
meet the minimum size for 5-acre zoning should remain non-conforming
just as they are at the present time. Figure 2 locates these properties.
Improvements to these non-conforming lots should be considered the same
as they have been in the past. The property owner must petition the
E1 Paso County Board of Adjustment for approval in order to obtain a
building permit.

D. Referring to Figure 4 to locate the regions, future development in
the area should take place as follows:
i.) Region I
This area is presently mostly undeveloped. It shall be

permitted to develop at either a 2.5 or 5 acre density at the option
of the land owner. However, any development more dense than one
dwelling unit per 5 acres will require both public water and
sewers to that area to be installed at the expense of the developer
of the land, and the development should otherwise conform to the
A-5-A Zone and Subdivision Regulations of E1 Paso County.



ii.) Region II

If at some future date both public water and sewer become
available in this area, the zoning of the area should be changed
to A-5-A Rural Residential. This zone permits one dwelling per
2.5 acres and will place a majority of the lots in a conforming
zone. The few Tots that are smaller than 2.5 acrea should be
"permitted exceptions" within the A-5-A Zone. After establishing
the A-5-A Zone, no further subdivision of property to create any
Tand parcels that are less than-2.5 acres should be permitted
within this region.

iii.) Region III
This area presently conforms to 5 acre zoning with a few
exceptions. It shall remain at a 5 acre density except that
when public water and sewer become available in this region,
the matter of 5 acre density vs 2.5 acre density should be
reconsidered by the property owners within this region.

PROCEDURE:

The following general procedure will be followed in order to gain formail
consideration of this plan.

A. Obtain written approval or disapproval by area property owners of the
above plan for future land use in Woodmen Valley. The greatest impact
will be attained by having a high percentage of the property owners
approving this plan.

B. After approval of the plan ourselves, the next step will be to submit
it to the E1 Paso County Planning Commission via the Land Use Depart-
ment for adoption to the Master Plan of the County. We will then
request that it be forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for
their certification, and ask that it be recognized by all cognizant
governmental bodies as "the guide" for future development in our area.

C. The next step will be a request to the Board of County Commissioners
to rezone the areas presently zoned F-1 to A-2 so that the area will
be uniformily zoned A-2.

D. Then we should form one or more groups of residents to study possible
future alternatives for water, sewer, and roads should the need arise.
It will be beneficial to consider these before they become a crisis

situation.

ACTION REQUIRED BY YOU:

Please consider this plan carefully. It is very important to all of us if
we are to maintain our present life style in Woodmen Valley. Property owners
1iving outside of Woodmen Valley will have received this by mail while resident
property owners will have it delivered to them personally. The last page of this
document is provided for your written approval/disapproval. Should you have any
questions about any part of this, contact someone listed on the next to last page

by phone, mail, or in person.

Those 1iving outside Woodmen Valley please mail your signed approval/dis-



approval in the enclosed stamped envelope. Those regiding in Woodmen Valley

will be called on personally and can deliver their signed approval/disapproval

to the person calling. If you are not called upon within 10 days after delivery,
contact someone on the next to Tast page and ask them to pick it up.
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If you have questions or need additionel information contact any
of the persons listed below.

John S8trathman
715 Hidden Valley Road
598-5240

James Ross
240 Fidden Valley Road
598-7993

Edith Brilggs
1260 Timber Valley Road

598-5696

Norman Schrock
385 Hicden Valley Road
598=56"73

Tom Watt
1120 Northfield Road
598=-6066

Jean Perrin
1095 Northfield Road
5908-5456

Karla Olsen
1485 Northfield Road
598-5110

Grosvenor Garnett
1280 W, Woodmen Road

598-2384

Sally Drabing
on5 Hidden Valley Road
598=6123

Johan Sverdrup
1645 Timber Valley Road

598-1988
Arlys Gould

1675 W. Woodmen Road
598-5612

lote:

David Maher
385 Hidden Valley Road
598-1048

Charlie MacEachern
535 Hidden Valley Road
598-9620

Betty Lindeman
470 Hidden Valley Road
598-5303

¢lifford Horton
310 W. Woodmen Road
508=5233

Buck Foyle
7725 Eastwood Road
598«~4737

Polly Munson
580 Northfield Road
598-1131

William Pfeiffer
310 Hidden Valley Road
598=-5258

Robert Jones
1550 Northfield Road
598=53"78

Glenn Shoptaugh
530 Northfield Road
598=323"7

Gene Warrington
315 Hidden Valley Road
598=536"7

Joel Hefley
1625 W. Woodmen Road
598-28"71

All of the above addresses are Colorado Springs, CO 80919



Date

I/We as owners

of property in Woodmen Valley on

Road, hereby APPROVE DISAPPROVE of the proposed

Land Use Plan, and ask that it be used by our E1l Paso
Ccounty Government as & guide to future development in

the area described by the plan.

Number

Map

Lot

3%
Lcres

*pg recorded by El Paso county Assessor,property descriptions.
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EL PASO COUNTY

27 EAST VERMIO
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO 80903

June 27, 1977

Mr. John Strathman

Dear John,

I want to thank you and those involved for the work that you have done

for Woodmen Valley. The information that you have compiled is, on the
whole, accurate, and the proposed plan or recommendations that you have
submitted are reasonable in light of the present circumstances in Wood-
men Valley. I would merely like to clarify several points and suggest an
amendment to one of your recommendations. If these recommendations and
proposed plan meet with the general approval of the residents and property
owners of the valley, the Land Use Department will encourage their
adoption by the County.

First of all, it is necessary to understand that the Planning Commission,
not the Board of County Commissioners, is responsible for the Master

Plan of the County. The plan is merely certified to the Board of County
Commissioners after adoption by the Planning Commission. Although it is
always good policy to ask the Board of County Commissioners to endorse

the plan, they are not bound by its recommendations. The zoning, on the
other hand, is within the final purview of the Board of County Commissioners.
Therefore, the zoning of Woodmen Valley should be of primary importance.

I would also add that an amendment to the zone plan is much more difficult
than an amendment to the master plan.

Second, your letter to the Woodmen Valley property owners states that

the F-1 zone will permit quarter-acre Tots under certain circumstances
which include public water and sewer. The F-1 zone permits 10,000

square foot lots if such Tots are platted. The ptatting requirements
have changed significantly over the years (from literally no requirements
other than recording to present day S.B. 35 type regulations). Lots
previously platted may be built upon if there is at least 10,000 square
feet regardless of public water and sewer (if indeed there are any
platted Tots in the valley). The present subdivision regulations require
all new subdivisions of land to have a public sewer system if the



lots being created are less than 5 acres, and a public water system
1f such Tots are less than 2% acres. The point is: it is the platting,
not necessarily the public water and sewer, which controls lot sizes.

Third, it is not correct to state, "wells and septic systems on less than
5 acres are non-conforming in any existing E1 Paso County zone." Wells
and septic systems have nothing to do with conformance or nonconformance
to zoning. Conformance or nonconformance of wells and septic systems

is a matter regulated by the State Division of Water Resources and the
State and County Health Department. For all platted subdivisions in
recent years, it has been a requirement that lots of less than 5 acres
have public sewer, and lots less than 2% acres have both public water and
public sewer. Lots created prior to this requirement, or Tots which

did not require platting, are not required to have public water and
sewer. Approximately nine-tenths of the 54,000 Tots in E1 Paso County
are not platted or were platted prior to the public water and sewer
requirements. Such lots met the requirements of subdividing at the

time they were created, and may obtain private water and sewer upon the
approval of the necessary health and water agencies.

Proposed Plan

The following are my comments and recommendations:
A. The plan area is logical and should not require amendment.

B. The A-5 Farming District is not necessarily the most restrictive
5 acre county zone. Serious consideration should be given to
the A-2 zone for the entire valley. The A-5 zone permits
duplexes as a matter of right; the A-2 does not. They are both
5 acre minimum zones. It would be much easier to attempt the
rezoning of the F-1 only, rather than the rezoning of the F-1 and
all of the A-2. The county policy for many years has been to
rezone property only upon the request of the property owners.
Although this is not legally necessary, it would be a difficult
policy to change.

C., D., and E.

I have not had the opportunity to study your proposed "Regions”
in detail. Comparison of these regions should be made to our
environmental maps prior to final designation on a plan.

If, after this review, it appears that the regions have a
rational basis in fact, and the majority of the property
owners-support their designation, the Land Use Department would
recommend them to the Planning Commission. However, such
recommendation would be conditioned upon recognition that these
specific regions are only advisory in nature.

Without regard to these regions, the following are my present recommenda-
tions for Woodmen Valley:



1s Further subdivision of property in the valley not be encouraged
unless public water and sewer are provided.

2. Lots that are presently less than 5 acres, i.e. nonconforming,
should remain nonconforming. Such Tots should not be granted
variances by the Board of Adjustment where they were created
after the five acre zoning requirement unless there is a
showing of undue hardship created by someone other than the
present property owner.

3. If a variance for a nonconforming lot is requested, it should
be granted only upon the obtaining of public water and sewer where
possible.

4. Where possible, contiguous parcels of less than 5 acres should
be combined prior to a Board of Adjustment variance, unless
public water and sewer are provided or the lots are within an
appropriate region, as finally determined.

5. That the zoning remain 5 acre minimum unless a change of
circumstances can be shown to justify a higher density. A
change of circumstances should include, as a minimum, public
water and sewer, and publicly maintained roads.

I look forward to working with you and other interested residents of
Woodmen Valley in formulating a good plan for the valley's future
development. Most of the data collection has been accomplished, and a
final plan should only be a matter of coordinating the desires of
property owners in the valley with those of the officials elected and
appointed to represent them. I feel comfortable that those positions
are not far apart.

Sincerely, /)

. 77

P7J. Anderson
Land Use Administrator

PJA: jb
cc: Bill Wildman il
John Fisher



//‘f;fp STANDARD FORM COMMENT AGENDA

(SUBDIVISIONS)

Item No. - Agenda Item 15:  Proposed Land Use Plan for the Woodmen Valley. The
applicants are requesting adoption of the Land Use Plan and Zoning Plan as a
revision of the land Use portion of the 1990 Land Use Plan.

FACTS: The proposed "Plan" was developed by residents of the Woodmen Valley as a
response to increase growth pressures within the area. The "Plan" covers an area

of 2300 acres. Basic components of the "Plan" and recommended changes include the
following: (1) The "Plan divides the Woodmen Valley into three regions and recommends
zoning and land use minimums for each region; (2) Region 1: recommended development at one
unit per 5 acre minimum with one unit per 2.5 acres permitted if public water and sewer
WATER A NLIRTLIon V Mo are provided; (3) Region 2: 5 acre minimm until
The plan does not address this issue | water and sewer (public) are provided at which time
directly but states that public water|2.5 acre per unit development to be allowed; (L)
and sewer are to be a pre-requisite Region 3: 5 acre per unit development with a
before 2.5 acre lots are permitted reconsideration of 5 acre concept at such time as

public water and sewer are provided, at which time
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: 2.5 acre per unit would be the maximum density
The plan does not address the permitted; (5) Zoning: re-zone the entire area A-2
question of roads. All roads are and permit zone changes only to A-5-A and only if
now private and unmaintained., public water and sewer are provided; (6) Subdivision.
permit subdivision of property into 5 acre lots only.

FIRE PROTECTIOH: The area is curreniiy served by the Woodmen Valley V.F.D. The area

is rated as a severe wildfire hazard area and has no water system (e.g. hydrants) and

no publically maintained roads. The question of fire protection is not addressed in

the plan.

SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGIC CHARACTERISTICS: This issue is not addressed in the plan. Investiga-
tion of the area indichtes that there are severe geologic and soils hazards throughout

the valley with severe limitations noted for both septic systems and foundations.

PARK AND SCHOOL PROVISIQNS. This is not addressed in the plan. At present there are no park
or public recreation acilities in the valley. The ®alley is within school district #20 .
and is served by one elementary school. School capacities based on the proposed development

are not addressed.
OTHER AGENCY COiMENTS: No other agencies have been contacted with regard to the plan.

L wwrevre. Lhe proposed plan is not a comprehensive plan in the
LoD YRE DERARTHEN L O ENTS 1 o Vst and Tant con plan" and does not deal with
the wide range of subjects generally included in preparation of a comprehensive plan.
The basic reason for the plan is to achieve official recognition,, through an adopted
plan, of the desires &f the residents of the valley to maintain the rural-residential
nature of the area. Thus, any requests for zone changes within the valley would not
be in conformance with the plan and therefore subject to defeat. The present plan shows
(1990 Land Use) signifigantly higher density development than that desired by the
residents (L<9.9 units per acre). They are therefore attempting to change the land use
map which is a component of the plan.

Because the plan does not deal with mang critical issues éprovision of watgr fnd sewer,
- taansportation system, environmental ma ters, services an capacities, costs a?tors)
over



the conclusions of the plan are not technically verifiable, although they may
be intuitively sensible. Questions such as the overall impact of the development
of five acre parcels with well and septic systems and the impact of such systems on the
water supply and the general environment versus the impact of higher density with
public water and sewer are not thoroughlu analyzed. This is understandable when one
considers that the plan represents the attempt of the residents to maintain a certain
life-style rather than to solve technical and environmental prohlems. As such, the
plan is more analagous to the citizen input stage of a comprehensive planning proces
than it is to a comprehensive plan itself. It should be noted further that if such a
plan were presented by a developer as the first phase of a development propsal (sketch plar
or master plan) it would fail for lack of information. ,

What the plan appears to be is a preliminary step in a program to re-zone areas of the
Woodmen Valley and to have this proposed zoning reflected in the 1990 plan, in much

the same way that undeveloped land zoned for industrial use is reflected in the plan

as industrial land. As such it presents an overall zoning scheme and sets forth

certain rezoning policies to be applied to the Woodmen Valley. If the rezoning scheme is
adopted, it requests that the land use plan be changed to reflect both the zoning and the
zoning policies.

If the Commission feels that the pooposed plan has merit and should be adopted in some
official form (either as an amendedment to the adopted plan or as a re-zoning request$

it is the departments! feeling that the land use plan component should be adopted as

an interim revision of the 1990 Land Use Plan. As the members of the Commission are aware,
the county is cwrrently developéng a comprehensive plan for the county which will

replace the 1990 Land Use Plan. As an interim revision, the proposed plan would consti*-te
land development policy until such time as the new plan is adopted.The questions !
mentioned earlier must be addressed before the proposal can be considered a componen

of the new comprehensive plan.

It should also be noted that there is an apparent contradiction in the proposeal. The
proposal indicates that subdivision into 2.5 acre lots would be permitted with the
provision of public water and sewer. It also indicates that no subdivision of lots
into parcels of less than 5 acres should be allowed. This should be clarified.



July 15, 1993

Tex Leute

Water Engineering Department
City of Colorado Springs Utilities
404 West Fontenaro

P. O. Box 1103 - Mail Code 1260
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80901

RE: Woodmen Valley Master Plan

Dear Mr. Leute:

Per our telephone conversation of today, attached are a few materials related to this 1977
planning effort. The original file is in storage. The upshot is that, in 1977, the County

approved a Master Plan for the outlined lots intended to preserve existing zoning and density.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Tl L

Carl chueler
Assistant Director - Comprehensive Planning

Attachment

cc:  Kenneth G. Rowberg, Director

27 E. Vermijo (719) 520-6300 P.O. Box 2007
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903 FAX (719) 520-6396 Colorado Springs, Colorado 80901
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Item No. - Agenda Item 15: - Proposed Land Use Plan for the 'W&odxﬁen"i’aiié}._' The. .
applicants are requesting adoption of the land Use Plan and Zoning Plan as a =~ . _
revision of the Land Use portion of the 1990 Land Use Plan. . e gl B

FACTS: The proposed "Plan® was developed by residents of the Woodmen Valley as a
response to increase growth pressures within the area. The "Plan" covers an area '
of 2300 acres. Basic components of the "Plan" and recommended changes include the
following: (1) The "Plan divides the Woodmen Valley into three regions and recommends
zoning and land use minimums for each region; (2) Region 1: recommended development at one
unit per 5 acre minimum with one wnit per 2.5 acres permitted if public water and sewer
1 S are provided; (3) Region 2: 5 acre minimm wtil

The plan does not address this issue |water and sewer. (public) are provided at which time
directly but states that public water|2.5 acre per unit development to be 'allowed; (L)
and sewer are to be a pre-requisite Region 3: 5 acre per unit development with a
before 2.5 acre lots are permitted [reconsideration of S acre concept at ‘such time as
public water and sewer are provided, at which time
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: 2.5 acre per unit would be the maximum density
The plan does not address the ' permitted; (5) Zoning: re-zone the entire.area A2
question of roads. All roads are ' [ and permit zome changes only to A-5-A and only if
now private and wnmaintained. public water and sewer are provided; (6)." subdivision:

R wod B " permit subdivision of property-into 5-acre lots only.

FIRE PROTECTION: The area is curreniiy served by the Woodmen Valley V.F.D. The"""aréé.
is rated as a severe wildfire hazard area and has no water system (e.g. hydrants) and
no publically maintained roads. The question of fire protection is not addressed in
the plan. T ' T

SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGIC CHARAGTERISTICS: This issue is not addressed in the plan.. Investiga-
tion of the area indichtes t Te are severe geologic and soils hazards throughout

the valley with severe limitations noted' for both septic systems and foundations. .

RO LRI 1S SN

PARX AND SCH PROVISIPNS: This is not addressed in the plan. At present there are no park
or public Smgxqe!'atfgnag? Ii')ar:'uc?:ll.:i.‘c.:i.las in the valley. The walley is within school district #20
and is served by one elementary school. School capacities based on the proposed development

are not addressed.
OTHER AGENCY COIMMENTS: No other agencies have been comtacted with regard to the plan.

Vs smevre. The proposed plan is not a cdmprehensive plan in the

%ﬁﬁgpgesg QggggT&'qhg%ﬂl‘? &t is a "zoning and land use plan" and does not deal with
the wide range of subjects generally included in preparation of a comprehensive plan.
The basic reason for the plan is to achieve official recognition,, through an adopted
plan, of the desires &f the residents of the valley to maintain the rural-residential
nature of the area. Thus, any requests for zome changes within the vallay would not -
be in conformance with the plan and therefore subject to defeat. The present plan ‘shows
(1990 Land Use) signifigantly higher density dsvelopment than that desired by the °
residents (L-9.9 units per acre). They are therefore attempting to ¢hange the land use
map which is a component of the plan. T

Because the plan does not de 5 is : '
al jo no al with critical issues (provision of water f“d| suF,

- tmamsportation system, environmental ters, ser 8 and capacities, cost
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the conclusions of the plan are not technically verifiable, although they may
be intuitively sensible. Questions such as the overall impact of the development
of five acre parcels with well and septic systems and the impact of such systems on the
water supply and the general environment versus the impact of higher density with
public water and sewer are not thoroughlu analyzed. This is understandable when one
considers that the plan represents the attempt of the residents to maintain a certain
life-style rather than to solve technical and environmental prohlems. As such, the
plan is more analagous to the citizen input stage of a comprehensive planning proces
than it is to a comprehensive plan itself. It should be noted further that if such a
plan-were presented by a developer as the first phase of a development propsal (sketch plan
or master plan) it would fail for lack of informatiom., = . .

“ '~ " What the plan appears to'be is a preliminary step in a program to re-zone areas of the
*_ Woodmen Valley.and to have this proposéd zoning reflected in the 1990 plan, in much
~ * the 'same way that undeveloped land zoned for industrial use is reflected in the plan
" as industrial land. As such it presents an overall zoning scheme and sets forth
- certain rezoning policies to be applied to the Woodmen Valley. If the rezoning scheme is

adopted, it requests that the },and_htl':s_e' plan be changed to reflect both the zoning and the

e _zoning policies,"
meAa e Caay t.".i 1N LK af

-~ AP L “Eilnam

‘If the Commission feels that the ppoposed plan has merit and should be adopted in some
7 official form (either as an amendedment to the adopted plan or as a re-zoning request}
.11t is thé departments' feeling that the land use plan component should be adopted as
77 an interim revision of the 1990 Land Use Plan, As the members of the Commission are aware,
 the county cwrrently developang a comprehensive plan for the county which will
replace the 1990 Land Use Plan. As an interim revision, the proposed plan would const<*—te
. land ‘development policy until such time as the new plan is adopted.The questioms
- mentioned edrlier must be addressed before the proposal can be considered a component
of the new comprehensive plan, ' ; 3 iy

= ~"'Tt should also be noted that ‘there is an apparent contradiction in the proposeal, The
* " proposal indicates that subdivision into .2.5 acre lots would be -permitted with the
provision of public water and sewer. It also indicates that mo subdivision of lots
into parcels of less than 5 acres should be allowed. This should be clarified.
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//IEE; STANDARD FORM COMMENT AGENDA
(SUBDIVISIONS)

Item No. - Agenda Item 15:  Proposed Land Use Plan for the Woodmen Valley. The
applicants are requesting adoption of the Land Use Plan and Zoning Plan as a
revision of the lLand Use portion of the 1990 Land Use Plan.

FACTS: The - proposed "Plan" was developed by residents of the Woodmen Valley as a
response to increase growth pressures within the area. The "Plan" covers an area

of 2300 acres. Basic components of the “Plan" and recommended changes include the
following: (1) The "Plan divides the Woodmen Valley into three regions and recommends
zoning and land use minimums for each region; (2) Region 1: recommended development at one
unit per 5 acre minimum with one unit per 2.5 acres permitted if public water and sewer
'WﬁTE&LKNU"SﬂNTT?ﬂjTﬂT'PRUVIblUNb: ‘ are provided; (3) Region 2: 5 acre minimum until
The plan does not address this issue |water and sewer (public) are provided at which time
directly but states that public water]2.5 acre per unit development to be allowed; (L)
and sewer are to be a pre-requisite [Region 3: 5 acre per unit development with a
before 2.5 acre lots are permitted |[reconsideration of 5 acre concept at such time as
public water and sewer are provided, at which time

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: 2.5 acre per unit would be the maximum density

The plan does not address the f permitted; (5) Zoning: re-zone the entire area A-2
question of roads. All roads are and permit zone changes only to A-5-A and only if
now private and unmaintained., public water and sewer are provided; (6) Subdivision

permit subdivision of property into 5 acre lots only

————

FIRE PROTECTIQN: The area is curreniiy served by the Woodmen Valley V. F.D. The area

is rated as a severe wildfire hazard area and has no water system (e.g. hydrants) and

no publically maintained roads. The question of fire protectlon is not addressed in

the plan.

SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGIC. CHARAGTE IS 1¢cs: This issue is not addressed in the plan. Investiga-
tion of the area indicates tha ere are severe geologic¢ and soils hazards throughout
the valley with severe llmltatlons noted for both septic systems and foundations.

PARK AND SCHOOL PROVI S This is not addressed in the plan. At present there are no pax
or public recreatigpaf¥§2gillt1es in the valley. The malley is within school disbrict #20
and is served by one elementary school. School capacities based on the proposed developmer

are not addressed.
OTHER AGENCY COIMMENTS: No other agencies have been contacted with regard to the plan.

1 The proposed plan is not a comprehensiwe plan in the B
%éggpgsg Qggé@TQENJthL ﬁﬁTSrt is a Yzoning and land use plan" and does not' deal with:
the wide range of subjects generally included in preparation of a comprehensive plan.:
The basic reason for the plan is to achieve official recognition,, through an adopted
plan, of the desires &f the residents of the valley to maintain the ruralsresidential .
nature of the area. Thus, any requests for zone changes within the valley would not
be in conformance with the plan and therefore subject to defeat. The present plan shows
(1990 Land Use) signifigantly higher density development than that desired by.the
residents (h-9 9 units per acre). They are therefore attempting to change the land use’
map- which is a component of the plan,

Because the plan does not deal with mang critical jissues éprOV131on of water fnd'sew 'y
- tmansportation system, environmental matters, services an capacltles, costs a%torsgr
over



than it is'tq'é comprehensive plan itself, It should be noted further that if such a
plan were presented by a devéloper as the first phase of a development propsal (sketch plar
or master plan) it would fail for lack of information. . ;

What the plan appearsfto.bg_is a preliminary step in a program to re-zone areas of the

as industrial land. As such’ it presents an overall zoning scheme and sets forth

certain rezoning policies to be applied to the Woodmen Valley, If the rezoning scheme is
_ addpted;'it.requestshthat the land use plan be changed to reflect both the zoning and the
zoning policies, - : ; '

:If the Commission {ggls tha# the pnoposed plan has merit and should be adopted in some

official ;brm_(either as an amendedment to the adopted Plan or as a re-zoning requesty

an interim revision of the 1990 Land Use Plan., As the members of the Commission are aware,
he county ; ¥ elopéng a comprehensive plan for the county which will
replace the 1990 Land Use Plan. As an interim revision, the proposed plan would consts*te
land developnient policy until such time as the new plan is adopted.The questions
mentioned earlier must be addressed before the proposal can be considered a component
of the new comprehensive plan, .

It should also be noted that there is an apparent contradiction in the proposeal. The
proposal indicates that subdivision into 2.5 acre lots would be permitted with the
provision of public water and sewer. It also indicates that no subdivision of lots
into parcels of less than 5 acres should be allowed. This should be clarified.
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June 28, 1977

TO WOODMEN VALLEY PROPERTY OWNERS:

Do you sometimes feel that growth and development in the Woodmen Valley
area is on the verge of becoming uncontrolled? The recent subdivision proposal
on Woodmen Road was an indication of this, and there is surely more to come.
Unless we join together, find an agreeable plan, and present it positively to
our lTocal government, the amenities that have made Woodmen Valley a desirable
place to 1ive will disappear, forever.

The following pages discuss this situation and propose a plan with one
thought in mind. This thought echoes what we have stated so many times at
meetings, city and county hearings, in petitions, etc....our desire to maintain
Woodmen Valley as much 1ike it is today as we possibly can. To accomplish
this we need to develop a positive approach rather than relying only on a
good defensive posture when a threatening situation arises.

During the Board of County Commissioner's hearing of the Allan Miller
petition on March 10, 1977, we indicated to the Commissioners an interest and
desire in delaying any change in our present zoning until a plan for the entire
area could be considered. Part of their reason for denying the petition was
to allow time to work on such a plan. Several of us have completed a plan and
strongly urge you to support it. Hopefully what is here also represents your
thinking so that we can move ahead rapidly and present our desires to the EI
Paso County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners firmly and
in unison, before any additional rezoning or subdivision requests are submitted
to the county.

Water, roads, sewer, and city imposed annexation are subjects that must
eventually be considered in any plan. However, the details of these will
require a long time to formulate, and therefore should be left to complete at
a later date after a general land use plan has been adopted. Let us concentrate
then on matters most closely related to land use and zoning.

SUMMARY OF SITUATION:

Our immediate attention should be directed to the following situations
and problem areas.

A. Proposed rezoning of undeveloped land for higher density development.

B. City type development immediately south of Woodmen Road setting a
precedent.

C. Present development in Woodmen Valley not conforming to 5-acre zoning
requlations.

D. An unrealistic 1990 E1 Paso County Land Use Plan that has been adopted
for the Woodmen Valley area.

E. A hodge-podge of F-1 Forest and Recreation District and A-2 Farming
District zoning in Woodmen Valley.

DISCUSSION OF PROBLEM AREAS:

Undeveloped Land: ( see Figure 5 )

Inevitably there will be a great deal of pressure in the future to develop
Tand in Woodmen Valley at higher densities. -The Allan Miller petition was just
the beginning. Without a plan that is agreed upon and supported by the property



owners 1in the area and approved by our county government, there is a good proba-
bility of higher density development eventually being approved. Land developers
are unusually persuasive and tenacious in accomplishing their objectives and
will eventually wear down the most ardent opposition. Once a higher density
development is permitted north of Woodmen Road, we can be assured that there
will be more to come. Setting the precedent coupled with neighbor dissatis-
faction and growing economic pressures will fuel the situation with little hope
of knowing when or where it will end.

Development South of Woodmen Road:

Although the development going on south of Woodmen Road in both Rockrimmon
and Discovery is considered Tow density for city type development, it represents
quite a contrast to what we are accustomed and desire in Woodmen Valley. The
contrast itself creates both asthetic and economic pressures on Tess densily
developed property north of Woodmen Road which is another argument for a positive
and agreed upon plan supported especially by those who are located physically
near those developed areas.

Woodmen Valley Zoning Anomaly:

Within the area bounded by Woodmen Road, the D&RGW tracks, and the Air
Force Academy there is a mixture of F-1 (Forest and Recreation District) and
A-2 (Farming District) zoning. (See Figure 1) Both of these zones require
5-acre minimum lot sizes although the F-1 zone will permit much smaller minimum
Tot sizes (slightly less than 1/4 acre) if the lots have been platted. This
is a technical point, but it is possible that some properties could be developed
to this density now if it can in fact be shown that they were platted at the
time they were subdivided. Recorded covenants also provide most of us add-
itional protection although they generally permit higher density development
if the zoning would permit it. The density allowed by the zoning regulation
takes precedence over the covenants in cases where the density of the zone is
Tower. You are probably aware that there are presently 87 lots in these zones
between 1.67 and 4.99 acres that do not meet the minimum 5 acre requirement
and are therefore non-conforming. (See Figure 2) This is a hardship on both
the owners of these properties and the county because a building permit can
only be obtained by approval of a variance by the E1 Paso County Board of
Adjustment, plus approval by the State and County Health Department to permit
private water and sewer. A future solution to this problem is needed to bring
these properties into zoning conformance. This is of particular importance to
the owners of the unimproved non-conforming lots which there are about 15, as
no reasonable short term solution is available.

The 1990 Land Use Plan:

The 1990 Land Use Plan, adopted by E1 Paso County in 1970, indicates that
the Woodmen Valley area should develop as a mixture of housing at a density
ranging from 4 to 9.9 dwelling units per acre with areas of open space in between.
Although the Land Use PTan is generally used only as a rough guide, it represents




neither our actual development nor our future development desires. This is a
recorded official document of E1 Paso County and as such we should see that it
is modified to indicate our desired plan for the future development of Woodmen
Valley. ‘

Water:

The supply of well water in Woodmen Valley is limited. If homes were built
on each of the existing platted Tots, a shortage of well water would very likely
develop. This may become a critical problem to us in the future, and it is in
order to study possible alternatives now. However, the Tong time necessary to
study the problem thoroughly, indicates that we should formulate a land use plan
now and start consideration of the water situation afterwards. It is not possible
to ignore water while considering a land use plan, but a simultaneous detailed
solution does not seem entirely necessary. :

PROPOSED PLAN:

The most desirable plan is one that will maintain Woodmen Valley as it is
today. While this may not be entirely achievable, we should at least be able to
maintain a density not much higher than we presently enjoy. We cannot realisti-
cally expect undeveloped land in our area not to develop, or to develop at a
density Tess than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, and in some circumstances one
dwelling unit per 2.5 acres may be appropriate.

A. The area included in the plan (see Figure 3) shall be bounded by the
D&RGW railroad tracks to the east, the U.S.A.F.A. to the north, Woodmen
Road to the south, and Pike National Forest to the west, except that it
shall also include the developed area south of Woodmen Road near the
entrance to Mount St. Francis.

B. The entire area described should be in a uniform 5 acre zone. The A-2
Farming District should be used throughout instead of the present mixture
of A-2 and F-1 zoning. Development in the area should continue as
basically sirgle family residential.

C. There should be no further subdivision of property to create any land
parcels that are less than 5 acres in size. Those Tots that do not
meet the minimum size for 5-acre zoning should remain non-conforming
Just as they are at the present time. Figure 2 locates these properties.
Improvements to these non-conforming lots should be considered the same
as they have been in the past. The property owner must petition the
ET1 Paso County Board of Adjustment for approval in order to obtain a
building permit.

D. Referring to Figure 4 to locate the regions, future development in
the area should take place as follows:
i.) Region I
This area is presently mostly undeveloped. It shall be

permitted to develop at either a 2.5 or 5 acre density at the option
of the land owner. However, any development more dense than one
dwelling unit per 5 acres will require both public water and
sewers to that area to be installed at the expense of the developer
of the land, and the development should otherwise conform to the
A-5-A Zone and Subdivision Regulations of E1 Paso County.



ii.) Region II

If at some future date both public water and sewer become
available in this area, the zoning of the area should be changed
to A-5-A Rural Residential. This zone permits one dwelling per
2.5 acres and will place a majority of the lots in a conforming
zone. The few lots that are smaller than 2.5 acrea should be
"permitted exceptions" within the A-5-A Zone. After establishing
the A-5~A Zone, no further subdivision of property to create any
land parcels that are Tess than 2.5 acres should be permitted
within this region.

iii.) Region III
This area presently conforms to 5 acre zoning with a few
exceptions. It shall remain at a 5 acre density except that
when public water and sewer become available in this region,
the matter of 5 acre density vs 2.5 acre density should be
reconsidered by ‘the property owners within this region.

PROCEDURE :

The following general procedure will be followed in order to gain formal
consideration of this plan.

A. Obtain written approval or disapproval by area property owners of the
above plan for future land use in Woodmen Valley. The greatest impact
will be attained by having a high percentage of the property owners
approving this plan.

B. After approval of the plan ourselves, the next step will be to submit
it to the E1 Paso County Planning Commission via the Land Use Depart-
ment for adoption to the Master Plan of the County. We will then
request that it be forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for
their certification, and ask that it be recognized by all cognizant
governmental bodies as "the guide" for future development in our area.

C. The next step will be a request to the Board of County Commissioners
to rezone the areas presently zoned F-1 to A-2 so that the area will
be uniformily zoned A-2.

D. Then we should form one or more groups of residents te study possible
future alternatives for water, sewer, and roads should the need arise.
It will be beneficial to consider these before they become a crisis
situation.

ACTION REQUIRED BY YQU:

Please consider this plan carefully. It is very important to all of us if
we are to maintain our present life style in Woodmen Valley. Property owners
living outside of Woodmen Valley will have received this by mail while resident
property owners will have it delivered to them personally. The last page of this
document is provided for your written approval/disapproval. Should you have any
questions about any part of this, contact someone listed on the next to last page
by phone, mail, or in person.

Those 1iving outside Woodmen Valley please mail your signed approval/dis-



approval in the enclosed stamped envelope. Those residing in Woodmen Valley

will be called on personally and can deliver their signed approval/disapproval

to the person calling. If you are not called upon within 10 days after delivery,
contact someone on the next to last page and ask them to pick 1t up.

"’”/!Ay/eﬂ-;.
i

™ p 5 /

.m' fu XV ,’..’ h

g

Hraanca Ll
J

~

N a;w W 4T

/! @(f%?é_(ﬁ\
)
ﬁéZA,{?, /{ Meenasn/
OQ,W [ Voo
/)

SIR))




sSHpe
LLavac] T 330914

IFasia Hetwava  z-Y [}

AN3VUASI@ (WILYFADBY ONY 183304 (-4 @

tQN3BI T Ivoz _.Ilul_
vazy 29 av |y J:;_om\ | _
— L _
N ]
Ayvarnog A4r2 —2,] _
N 2
J

T
Ao

‘v3'¥'S(



SHX
LL3NOS]

San G 107 + Salsvannog 197 J:_?o:m vadyy 39

SA0H\ o .
uN L oSl Sl II0W AQ SBIY N .nLo.._ )
% £9s 21} Svow Jo SIIWY 0§ Sd1on 'S
% L€ L3 S3YIV O°S W AssSIT 'suev 'y
SAIY o°3 vl
(-] . ] . -
DAIW WO STV 0°'S n\o_ St oS $$37 208 'YW 30 wwa....cu 2 e
ko 31 Le Sa3X S vy HLSSI 'S10M ‘e
Y% @01 o
STINWO'S MYHL STT LOS “DWAW J0 SAIW S°2 @ LA AL T %% dm-»ﬁTi_a_« SA07 I AFAWON Lol “1
o [~ Tsolasuvis
SHYIV S°T NWHL ST m--m _ _
\ = | _
- I$321S 1o | _
.:..,.....Qfow __'IIIII_ —lIIIJ_
o AXVON00R A LI D—— !
I \ T 0 [
s _ \U - |
S = _ SR
: [
L —
o I
?0.9
~— I .ﬂ.__. llllllll
&
o
]
[z rXvwas !
ﬁ/ E L . F:aoha
1
i 1
) ‘wg'¥ ST

n_d.z



- - s e e iy — mert e - HET BB sy et Moy kg -y g | —_ - ey

SHI FAOD
LL 3ol } M H~

NVTIG NV QIQaTINTT
vadaly 39 Syl Asvannog-

&w . | r

x * &
oV Guod ABTIwA ~raog & .ue.n.

3 Y

e %5 g
T SeeviL 2 JIwnay
J g
Qvoy TIBidimon e

NS G

N ‘vu'w'gn

fos LSV
i

W W Sewr MRS A RPE WS WAk e e e



She

LL 3n0 LS
L
.¢ FANLIH A
SACISTY (W QFCrTIr Loy
WOy OPSCr OIS L O STV
vy SFoou T Nors3y I 31onN
: { l
l |
i |
Oy ..|l|||_ _..IIIJ
.........Mw n, AXVORnog ALt2 _ _
)
“ I A a— ! _
- | /a . _.
3 ¥
| | =
L varbgy | _
2
S\
@&

x -
1

)
qu “ 1 -
% : Lo .
4 T vaiv3y

H

_ 10 tvot'o3y
| |

‘v 'Y 'S'™M

2.«.:@. m.mD ach Q.m_won_o«& 40 la.r ~|._H~H WQOGMM. JQ.?@:W u,,«Z



sk
LLavog |

.m AJ3QI4 = oLzl SIDNYYS US UW b
°%he'es b2s 3YyyaAIY T3INIAWIT E
%3 LY (oY= ISUEIWN gaNeIJNWIN) T
SreavAd US LU HIQaIIRT
“/a Q01 oLol va3v (V] IouswA Vi) °|
L Wwiel uoo~¢ AY%ITV l.l..Illl.u Soliselc
D S3139a03d A3ACAWING () r~——-"
; I ! [
N7 _ _
N%/ l |
Z qll —_ e g
xQanank.lev_ "
“ _
||||| — 1
- 1 1 711:!1 /00 ew———- -+
| I
2] |
, \\\\\\k- ; o..o..._ !
4 P
fo.
]
3RXvaa e
aapy

SN

N
;WE_E.EN . .‘... N §%§

‘wyg'Y SN

\Akumaou&t nw>oun_z_23 _.uz_BoIm yady 49 SN



If you have gquestions or need additional info
of the persons listed below.

John Strathman
715 Hidden Valley Road
598-5240

James Ross
240 Hidden Valley Road
598-"7993

Edith Briggs
1260 Timber Valley Road
598=5696

Norman Schrock
585 Hidden Valley Road
598-5673

Tom Watt
1120 Northfield Road
598-6066

Jean Perrin
1095 Northfield Road
598-5456

Karla Olsen
1485 Northfleld Road
5908-5110

Grosvenor Garnett
1280 W, Woodmen Road

598-2384

Sally Drabing
275 Hidden Valley Road
508-6123

Johan Sverdrup
1645 Timber Valley Road
598-1988

David Maher
885 Hidden Valley Road
598~1048

Charlie MacEachern
535 Hidden Valley Road
598-9620

Betty Lindeman
470 Hidden Valley Road
598~5303 -

Clifford Horton
310 W. Woodmen Road
598=5233

Buck Hoyle
7725 Eastwood Road
598=4737

Polly Munson
580 Northfield Road
598-1131

William Pfeiffer .
310 Hidden Valley Road
598-5258

Robert Jones
1550 Northfield Road
598=5378

Glenn Shoptaugh
530 Northfield Road
598=-3237

Gene Warrington
515 Hidden Valley Road
598~5367

rmation contact any

Arlys CGould Joel Hefley
1675 W. Woodmen Road 1625 W. Woodmen Road
598-5612 598-28"71

Note: All of the above addresses are (Colorado Springs, CO 80919



Date

I/We as owners

of property in Woodmen Valley on

Road, hereby APPROVE DISAPPROVE of the proposed

Land Use Plan, and ask that it be used by our El Paso
County Government as a gulde to future development in

the area described by the plan,

Number

Map

Lot

),:-
Acres

*ps recorded by E1l Paso County Assessor,property deseriptions.



WOODMEM VALLEY LAND USE PLAN

June 28,1977
INTRODUCTION:

The general objective of this land use plan is to maintain Woodmen Valley
as a desirable place to live by keeping it as much like it is today as is possible.
The plan as stated is a land use plan and not a comprehensive master plan, but
it should be considered as the first step towards the formulation of a master
plan., Water, sewer, and roads all represent problem areas that must be given
careful consideration in order to complete a comprehensive plan. Recognizing
that the details of these will require a long time to resolve, they will be left
to be completed at a later date. The plan also recognizes the continued desires -

of property owners to develop their property and does not create any new obstacles /.-,
to prevent this from happening. Gl

BOUNDARY OF WOODMEN VALLEY LAND USE PLAN:

The area included in the plan shall be bounded by the D&RGW railroad
tracks to the east, the U.S.A.F.A. to the north, Woodmen Road to the south,
and Pike National Forest to the west, except that it shall also include the
developed area south of Woodmen Road near the entrance to Mount St. Francis,

and that part of Mount St. Francis extending south of Woodmen Road. See
Figure 3.

ZONING:

The entire area described should be in a uniform 5 acre zone. The A-2
Farming District should be used throughout instead of the present mixture of

A-2 and F-1 zoning. Development in the area should continue as basically single
family residential. See Figure 1.

SUBDIVISION OF PROPERTY: | .

There should be no further subdivision of property to create any land parcels
that are less than 5 acres in size. Those lots that do not meet the minimum size ,
for 5-acre zoning should remain non-conforming just as they are at the present MY
time. Figure 2 locates those properties. Improvements to non-conforming lots s
should be considered the same as they have been in the past. The property owner

must petition the E1 Paso County Board of Adjustment for approval in order to 5
obtain a building permit. ™

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT: ' ' | '

Referring to Figure 4 to locate the regions, future development in the area T ¥
should ;ake place as follows: (Figure 5 locates presently unimproved property)
i.) Region I
This area is presently mostly undeveloped. It shall be permitted
to develop at either a 2.5 or 5 acre density.at the option of the land
owner. llowever, any development more dense than one dwelling unit per
5 acres will require both public water and sewer to that area to be
installed at the expense of the developer of the land, and the develop-
ment should otherwise conform to the A-5-A  Zone and.Subdivision Reg-
ulations of E1 Paso County. Development at a density greater than one
dwelling unit per 5 acres will require rezoning this region to A-5-A. ;o
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ii.) Region 1I
[f at some future date both public water and sewer become available
in this area, the zoning of the area should be changed to A-5-A Rural
Residential. This zone permits one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres and
will place a majority of the lots in a conforming zone. The few lots
that are smaller than 2.5 acres should be "permitted exceptions” within
the A-5-A Zone. After establishing the A-5-A Zone, no further sub-

division of property to create any land parcels that are less than 2.5
acres should be permitted within this region.

iii.) Region III
This area presently conforms to 5 acre zoning with a few exceptions.
It shall remain at a 5 acre density except that when public water and

2.5 acre density should be reconsidered by the property owners within
this region.

“ WATER, SEWER, AND ROADS:

One or more task forces made up of Woodmen Valley property owners shall be
formed to study and recommend alternative solutions that will insure an adequate

supply of water, adequate.sewage conditions, and improved road conditions in the
future in Hoodmen Valley.

sever become available in this region, the matter of 5 acre density vs LS it
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Proposed land use plan for Woodmen Valley. The plan has been prepared by
residents of Woodmen Valley and is submitted as an amendment to the 1990
g Land Use Plan for E1 Paso County.
&

¢FACTS: The proposed "Plan" was developed by residents of the Woodmen Valley as a
- response to increase growth pressures within the area. The "Plan" covers an
' area of 2300 acres. Basic components of the "Plan" and recomnmended changes
. include the following: (1) The "Plan divides the Woodmen Valley into three
; * regions and recommends zoning and land use minimums for each region;
i (2) Region 1: recomnended development at one unit per 5 acre minimum with
_ o one unit per 2.5 acres permitted if public water and sewer are provided;
SRLY ' T (3) Region 2: 5 acre minimum until water and sewer (public) are provided

o BN at which time 2.5 acre per unit development to be allowed; (4) Region 3:
A 5 acre per unit development with a reconsideration of 5 acre concept at such
% - time as public water and sewer are provided, at which time 2.5 acre per unit
“ . would be the maximum density permitted; (5) Zoning: re-zone the entire area
A-2 and permit zone changes only to A-5-A and only if public water and sewer

: are provided; (6) Subdivision: permit subdivision of property into 5 acre
5 lots only.

-'__"L

»

e .

4 WATER AND SANITATION PROVISIONS:

The plan does not address this fssue directly but states that public water
1 and sewer are to be a pre-requisite before 2.5 acre lots are permitted.

NEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: The plan does not address the question of roads.
A1l roads are now private and unmaintained.

FIRE PROTECTION: The area is currently served by the Woodmen Valley V.F.D. The
area is rated as a severe wildfire hazard area and has no water system
(e.g. hydrants) and no publically maintained roads. The question of fire
protection is not addressed in the plan.

SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGIC CHARACTERISTICS: This issue is not addressed in the plan.
Investigation of the area indicates that there are severe geologic and soils

hazards throughout the valley with severe limitations noted for both septic
systems and foundations.

PARK AND SCHOOL PROVISIONS: This is not addressed in the plan. At present there
are no parks or public recreational facilities in the valley. The valley is
within school district #20 and is served by one elementary school. School
capacities based on the proposed development are not addressed.

OTHER AGENCY COMMENTS: No other agencies have been contacted with regard to the
plan. :

LAND USE DEPARTMENT COMMENTS: The proposed plan is not a comprehensive plan in the
accepted sense of the term. It is a "zoning and land use plan" and does not deal

. with the wide range of subjects generally included in preparation of a comprehen-

" sive plan. The basic reason for the plan is to achieve'official recognition, through
in adopted plan, of the desires of the residents of the valley to maintain the

ural-residential nature of the area. Thus, any requests for zone changes within

the valley would not be in conformance with_the plan_and_therefore subject to——
defeat. The present plan (1990 Land Use) shows significantly higher density
development than that desired by the residents (4-9.9 units per acre). They are
therefore attempting to change the land use map which is a component of the plan.




—

*Planning Commission Action:

sause the plan does not deal with many critical issues (provision of water and
-wer, transportation system, environmental matters, services and capacities, costs

factors), the conclusions of the plan are not technically verifiable, although
they may be intuitively sensible. Questions such as the overall impact of the
development of five acre parcels with well and septic systems and the impact of
such systems on the water supply and the general environment versus the impact of
higher density with public water and sewer are not thoroughly analyzed. This is
understandable when one considers that the plan represents the attempt of the
residents to maintain a certain life-style rather than to solve technical and

~environmental problems. As such, the plan is more analagous to the citizen input

stage of a comprehensive planning process than it is to a comprehensive plan itself.

+ It should be noted further that if such a plan were presented by a developer as

the first phase of a development proposal (sketch plan or master plan) it would

- fail for lack of information.

ﬁfWhat the plan appears to be is a preliminary step in a program to rezone areas

of the Woodmen Valley and to have this proposed zoning reflected in the 1990

. Plan, in much the same way that undeveloped land zoned for industrial use is

reflected in the plan as industrial land. As such it presents an overall zoning
scheme and sets forth certain rezoning policies to be applied to the Woodmen

-Valley. [If the rezoning scheme is adopted, it requests that the land use plan

be changed to reflect both the zoning and the zoning policies.

If the Commission feels that the proposed plan has merit and should be adopted
in some official form (either as an amendment to the adopted plan or as a rezoning
quest) it is the departments' feeling that the land use plan component should
- adopted as an interim revision of the 1990 Land Use Plan. As the members of
the Commission are aware, the county is currently developing a comprehensive
plan for the county which will replace the 1990 Land Use Plan. As an interim
revision, the proposed plan would constitute land development policy until such
time as the new plan is adopted. The questions mentioned earlier must be addressed
before the proposal can be considered a component of the new comprehensive plan.

It should also be noted that there is an apparent contradiction in the proposal. The

- proposal indicates that subdivision into 2.5 acre lots would be permitted with the

provision of public water and sewer. It also indicates that no subdivision of

> lots into parcels of less than 5 acres should be allowed. This should be clarified.

The request was approved as an interim revision

~_to the 1990 Land Use Plan by a vote of 5-0

3, swadely
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August 1,1977

Mr. P.J. Anderson, Planning Director
E1 Paso County Land Use Department
27 E. Vermijo Ave.

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903

Dear P.J.
The property owners in Hoodmen Valley have been concerned for sometime about

'+ existing problems as well as future development in the Woodmen Valley area.

Many of these problems and concerns can best be addressed by developing a
comprehensive master plan for the area. As an initial step in formulating
this master plan, the property owners have prepared and approved a land use

ai _p]an for the Woodmen Valley area.

We are submitting this proposed 1and use plan for Woodmen Valley as an effort

"' to show in a unified way how the vast majority of property owners in the Valley

feel about the future development of their land hoping that the desirable
character of Woodmen Valley as a place to live will not be changed by outside
influence or perhaps by a single developer seeking profit at the expense of
the remaining 159 property owners. Roads and water are problems that rank of
equal priority with land use, and efforts to bring forth solutions to these.
problems will be started in the near future as well.

Therefore, we would 1ike a place on the agenda so that the proposed land use
plan for Woodmen Valley can be presented at the September meeting of the E)
Paso County Planning Commission. We will also ask that the following action
be taken:

i.) That the Woodmen Valley Land Use Plan be approved and used as a quide

for recommendations pertaining to future development in the Woodmen
Valley area. )

ii.) That the plan be adopted as a modification to the E1 Paso County 1990

Land Use Plan, and that the maps, plats, and charts be changed to
indicate the modification.

iii.) That the plan be sent to the E1 Paso County Board of Commissioners
for their certification.

Respectfully,

John H. Strathman for fhe.

Woodmen Valley Property Owners .
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August 6, 1977

Colorado Springs City Government

Mr. Lawrence D. Ochs, Mayor

Members of City Council

Mr. George Fellows, City Manager

Mr. Gordon Hinds, City Attorney

Mr. Edward Baldwin, City Planning Director

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The property owners in loodmen Valley have become increasingly concerned about
Tand development activity in the Woodmen Valley area during the past few years.
The general concern is not that the undeveloped property is being developed, but

_ Concern that the nature of the development will adversly change the present

character and desirability of the area as a place to live. This became a «
critical problem to us during this past year when a developer sought approval

of a subdivision of 30 acres into 29 separate lots on a parcel of land north

of Woodmen Valley Road. This request was denied by the city, I believe, pri-
marily on the grounds that it was a matter of annexation as a means of obtaining
rezoning. A similar rezoning request was made by the same developer to the
County and denied largely for two reasons. First, the proposed density was

high compared to the present Woodmen Valley density and not in keeping with the
present development pattern of the area. Second, the Woodmen Valley property
owners asked that a master plan of the entire area be considered before any
parts of Woodmen Valley are permitted to change. It is not fair to the property
owners of any area that has some semblance of a consistent development plan,

to have it modified in bits and pieces without an overall goal and plan to be
followed.

The residents of Woodmen Valley began in April of this year to develop such

a land use plan to be presented to the appropriate local governmental bodies

with the request that it be used as a quide to future development in the area.

We believe that the plan as presently drafted is reasonable, fair, and is highly
acceptable to resident property owners as well as owners of presently undevel-
oped land in Woodmen Valley. A copy of the proposed plan is attached. This plan

I+ will be presented to the E1 Paso County Planning Commission at their September
.-~ 19th meeting. There are 199 recorded parcels of land in the 2300 acres included
- within the boundary of the area under approximately 160 different ownerships.

The proposed land use plan along with explanatory material has been presented

. to each property owner residing in Woodmen Valley and mailed to land owners

living outside the area. Although not everyone's response has been received,
the general response to the plan has been very positive. To date, 135 of the
160 property owners have responded, and all but 5 have indicated approval of
the plan. The primary reason for disapproval has been based on a desire not
to permit further subdivisions of land parcels into less than 5 acre lots, ever.

. The responses to date represent over 90% of the total acreage, with over 99%
4+ of the reporting acreage approving the plan. From the response you can readily

conclude that we are indeed concerned about the future of the Woodmen Valley

area and about adopting a positive plan that should be acceptable to nearly
everyone.

[t is difficult to understand how one or perhaps two owners, who are not
residents and represent less than a few percent of the land in the area, can
seemingly generate-action for-annexation and subsequent rezoning. This creates
a disturbing situation to us and may raise a legal question as well as a moral
issue where matters of annexation and zoning are considered simultaneously.

Ve oo
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I would submit that matters of annexation and zoning should be considered
separately. There appears to be an underlying assumption throughout your
Woodmen Valley Annexation Study that property in the study area will develop
more densily in the future. This is presumptious since only one property
owner out of 160 has given a definite indication of desiring a density of
greater than one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres.

Much of the information in the annexation study is vague and omits some
important considerations. For instance, the annexation study states that
"parts of the area..... have a high probability of developing as a very des-
irable residential area which .,....may be in short supply in the City within
10 or 15 years." Yet, without a reasonable and inclusive long range plan
for the area, the desirability of Woodmen Valley may not be maintained in
the future. There is no reference in the study to present property owners
in the area and how they desire "their property" to develop or not to
develop as the case may be. The westerly boundary of the alternate area
mentioned for annexation almost seems ludicrous. There is little logic in
annexing along an imaginary line ( even if it is a section line ) that cuts
through the middle of an area when there is so much in common on both sides
-of the line. The areas are topographically the same, property improvements
are similar, and therefore they should be planned and developed together
without creating an artifical dividing 1ine. The D&RGW Railroad track fors
a more natural and logical place to draw a boundary if a new boundary 1is
necessary. Both zoning and development are presently different east and
west of the railroad tracks. Also, it is not clear from the study that the
economics of annexation will benefit either the City or Woodmen Valley
property owners for either alternative considered. Additional information
relative to capital costs that will be incurred by property owners must be
made available. Our study of the area has raised many of the same questions
raised in the annexation study and left them unanswered too. For example,
future needs for water and sewer need a great deal of further analysis.
Roads is another important issue, and parts of the information contained in
the study related to roads appears to be inaccurate and inconsistent.
Acceptable answers to these critical questions will require a great deal of
indepth study, communications, and cooperation between property owners and

. governmental bodies. I suggest that these problems are not solved simply

. by annexation of the area. A master plan reflecting answers to the area's
“problems and representing the desires of the property owners should be a

.+ minimal starting point for an annexation proposal.

Therefore, in behalf of the Woodmen Valley property owners, 1t is respect-

-, fully requested that the City of Colorado Springs:

1.) Postpone taking any action to annex property west of the D&RGY
Railroad tracks and north of Woodmen Road until the property owners
have had an opportunity to present their proposed land use plan to
the E1 Paso County Planning Conmission for adoption to the 1990

.Land Use Plan.

2.) Postpone taking any action to annex all or-any part of Woodmen
Valley west of the tracks and north of Woodmen Road prior to
completing detailed studies of water, sewer, and roads for the

entire area and doing this in cooperation with the property owners

of Woodmen Valley.

3 .

3.) Adopt the attached Woodmen Valley Land Use Plan to the City's

. ———— .

T
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Comprehensive Land Use Development Plan.

4.) Inform the residents of Woodmen Valley in advance of City meetings
at which the future development of Woodmen Valley is to be con-
sidered.

Since the proposed land use plan being considered by the property owners

of Woodmen Valley does not address annexation specifically, this communication
is not meant to express general agreement by the property owners either for

or against annexation. It does however, indicate a strong agreement that

any future land use in the described area should follow the intent of the
proposed plan whether it remains in the County or becomes part of the City,-

Respectfully, | s

John H.Strathman
Chairman, Woodmen Valley
Land Use Committee
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DEVELOPMENT PLAN FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

TOTAL ACRES

ROADS

DEVELOPED
AGRICULTURAL

PARK AND OPEN SPACE
TOTAL TO BE DEVELOPED

DEVELOPMENT PLAN
1202 acres AT 2-4 p.u. PER ACRE
211 AcrRes AT 8-20 D.U. PER ACRE
586 ACRES AT 1 D.U. PER 5 ACRES

142 ACRES COMMERCIAL WITH 2 ACRE
AVERAGE LOT SIZE

562 ACRES INDUSTRIAL AT 5 ACRES

AVERAGE LOT SIZE

MARKET VALUE PER S.F. UNIT (LOW DENSITY)
MARKET VALUE PER S.F. UNIT (MED. DENSITY)
MARKET VALUE PER M.F. UNIT

ASSESSED VALUE PER cOMM, SITE (DEV.)
ASSESSED VALUE PER COMM. SITE (UNDEV.)
ASSESSED VALUE PER IND. SITE (DEV.)
ASSESSED VALUE PER IND. SITE (UNDEV.)

REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY LOW DENSITY
SINGLE FAMILY MED. DENSITY
MULTI-FAMILY

9182

570 ACRES
120 AcCRES
3194 ACRES
2613 ACRES
2685 ACRES

3606 UNITS
2954 uNITS
117 unITS

/1 UNITS

112 uNITS

$40,000
$30,000
$25,000
$41, 4yl
$5,647

$20,653
$4,393

$7020.00
$162,270.00
$110,775



EL PASO COUNTY

LAND USE DEPARTMENT

27 EAST VERMIO
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO 80903

June 27, 1977

Mr. John Strathman

Dear John,

I want to thank you and those involved for the work that you have done

for Woodmen Valley. The information that you have compiled is, on the
whole, accurate, and the proposed plan or recommendations that you have
submitted are reasonable in Tight of the present circumstances in Wood-
men Valley. I would merely like to clarify several points and suggest an
amendment to one of your recommendations. If these recommendations and
proposed plan meet with the general approval of the residents and property
owners of the valley, the Land Use Department will encourage their
adoption by the County.

First of all, it is necessary to understand that the Planning Commission,
not the Board of County Commissioners, is responsible for the Master

Plan of the County. The plan is merely certified to the Board of County
Commissioners after adoption by the Planning Commission. Although it is
always good policy to ask the Board of County Commissioners to endorse

the plan, they are not bound by its recommendations. The zoning, on the
other hand, is within the final purview of the Board of County Commissioners.
Therefore, the zoning of Woodmen Valley should be of primary importance.

I would also add that an amendment to the zone plan is much more difficult
than an amendment to the master plan.

Second, your letter to the Woodmen Valley property owners states that

the F-1 zone will permit quarter-acre lots under certain circumstances
which include public water and sewer, The F-1 zone permits 10,000

square foot lots if such lots are platted. The platting requirements
have changed significantly over the years (from Titerally no requirements
other than recording to present day S.B. 35 type regulations). Lots
previously platted may be built upon if there is at least 10,000 square
feet regardless of public water and sewer (if indeed there are any
platted lots in the valley). The present subdivision regulations require
all new subdivisions of land to have a public sewer system if the



lots being created are Tess than 5 acres, and a public water system
if such lots are less than 2% acres. The point is: it is the platting,
not necessarily the public water and sewer, which controls lot sizes.

Third, it is not correct to state, "wells and septic systems on less than
5 acres are non-conforming in any existing E1 Paso County zone." Wells
and septic systems have nothing to do with conformance or nonconformance
to zoning. Conformance or nonconformance of wells and septic systems

is a matter regulated by the State Division of Water Resources and the
State and County Health Department. For all platted subdivisions in
recent years, it has been a requirement that Tots of less than 5 acres
have public sewer, and lots less than 2% acres have both public water and
public sewer. Lots created prior to this requirement, or lots which

did not require platting, are not required to have public water and
sewer. Approximately nine-tenths of the 54,000 lots in EI Paso County
are not platted or were platted prior to the public water and sewer
requirements. Such lots met the requirements of subdividing at the

time they were created, and may obtain private water and sewer upon the
approval of the necessary health and water agencies.

Proposed Plan

The following are my comments and recommendations:
A. The plan area is logical and should not require amendment.

B. The A-5 Farming District is not necessarily the most restrictive
5 acre county zone. Serious consideration should be given to
the A-2 zone for the entire valley. The A-5 zone permits
duplexes as a matter of right; the A-2 does not. They are both
5 acre minimum zones. It would be much easier to attempt the
rezoning of the F-1 only, rather than the rezoning of the F-1 and
all of the A-2. The county policy for many years has been to
rezone property only upon the request of the property owners.
Although this is not legally necessary, it would be a difficult
policy to change.

C., D., and E.

I have not had the opportunity to study your proposed "Regions"
in detail. Comparison of these regions should be made to our
environmental maps prior to final designation on a plan.

I[f, after this review, it appears that the regions have a
rational basis in fact, and the majority of the property

owners support their designation, the Land Use Department would
recommend them to the Planning Commission. However, such
recommendation would be conditioned upon recognition that these
specific regions are only advisory in nature.

Without regard to these regions, the following are my present recommenda-
tions for Woodmen Valley:



T Further subdivision of property in the valley not be encouraged
unless public water and sewer are provided.

2. Lots that are presently less than 5 acres, i.e. nonconforming,
should remain nonconforming. Such Tots should not be granted
variances by the Board of Adjustment where they were created
after the five acre zoning requirement unless there is a
showing of undue hardship created by someone other than the
present property owner.

51 If a variance for a nonconforming lot is requested, it should
be granted only upon the obtaining of public water and sewer where
possible.

4. Where possible, contiguous parcels of less than 5 acres should
be combined prior to a Board of Adjustment variance, unless
public water and sewer are provided or the Tots are within an
appropriate region, as finally determined.

5. That the zoning remain 5 acre minimum unless a change of
circumstances can be shown to justify a higher density. A
change of circumstances should include, as a minimum, public
water and sewer, and publicly maintained roads.

I look forward to working with you and other interested residents of
Woodmen Valley in formulating a good plan for the valley's future
development. Most of the data collection has been accomplished, and a
final plan should only be a matter of coordinating the desires of
property owners in the valley with those of the officials elected and
appointed to represent them. I feel comfortable that those positions
are not far apart.

Sincerely,

Iy Jﬁy

PfJ. Anderson

Land Use Administrator

PJA: jb

cc: Bill Wildman —

John Fisher
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August 1,1977

Mr. P.J. Anderson, Planning Director
E1 Paso County Land Use Department
27 E. Vermijo Ave.

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903

Dear P.J.

The property owners in Woodmen Valley have been concerned for sometime about
existing problems as well as future development in the Woodmen Valley area.
Many of these problems and concerns can best be addressed by developing a
comprehensive master plan for the area. As an initial step in formulating
this master plan, the property owners have prepared and approved a land use
plan for the Woodmen Valley area.

We are submitting this proposed land use plan for Woodmen Valley as an effort
to show in a unified way how the vast majority of property owners in the Valley
feel about the future development of their land hoping that the desirable
character of Woodmen Valley as a place to Tive will not be changed by outside
influence or perhaps by a single developer seeking profit at the expense of

the remaining 159 property owners. Roads and water are problems that rank of
equal priority with land use, and efforts to bring forth solutions to these
problems will be started in the near future as well.

Therefore, we would 1ike .a place on the agenda so that the proposed land use
plan for Woodmen Valley can be presented at the September meeting of the El
Paso County Planning Commission. We will also ask that the following action
be taken:
i.) That the Woodmen Valley Land Use Plan be approved and used as a guide
for recommendations pertaining to future development in the Woodmen
Valley area.
ji.) That the plan be adopted as a modification to the E1 Paso County 1990
Land Use Plan, and that the maps, plats, and charts be changed to
indicate the modification.

iii.) That the plan be sent to the E1 Paso County Board of Commissioners
for their certification.

ol
QA\G‘X\.\J Respectfully, )
o k) Foihos e
B Pes° Dpaf,..-e“‘ ohn H. Strathman for the
) BB o2 Woodmen Valley Property Owners
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22 April 1981
Woodmen Valley Property Owners:

A, The Sisters of Mount St. Francis are requesting their total acreage
(Approx. 1250 acres) be annexed by the city. Community Development
Associates has been retained to do the preliminary planning required
for snnexation. Nolan Schriner of that firm contacted me to relate
their plans and to answer questions.

The city does not require a master plan or a zone at the time of

annexation. Consequently, there are few details to pass along. Basically,
their intentions are to retain the convent as it is with 150 to

200 acres of surrounding land. The remaining land will be sold for dev-
lopment sometime in the future. It doesn!'t appear that they have a
buyer waiting, but several developers (mostly outside of Colorado) have
indicated an interest. Since the convent will remain, they too are very
interested in how the property is developed. With the exception of a
portion of the land on the southern boundary which has optimum access
from the Oak Hills development, the desire is to have the land developed
by a single developer. This will provide tighter control over the
development.

To date the planner has completed a detailed topographical study
of the area, a soil stability study, a vegetation study, and identified
developable areas. The results of these studies are shown on several
maps. The planner estimates that some J00 to 600 acres may not be dev-
elopable due to the slope of the terrain. This implies that roughly
50% of the 1250 acres could be developed. If the land is annexed, zoning
will be required in 60-90 days. An agricultural or residential holding
zone would probably be used until such time that the developer submits
1 master plan. It could be many years in the making.

The annexation request will be made to the Colorado Springs FPlanning
Commission at their megting on May 7th starting at 8:30 AM at City Hall,
Kiowa and Nevada, 2nd floor. If you have questions regarding this item
prior to the meeting on May T7th, contact:

Nolan Schriner, Community Development Associates 1L71-0073

John Maynard, Colorado Springs Planning Dept. L71=6692

Larry Hecox, Attorney for Mt. St. Francis 117 3=l ly

City Planning Commission agenda information L 71-6692

B. Charles Graff and Associates, representing Bob Jones and Josephine
Smith, is requesting a wavier of the E1 Paso County Subdivision Regulatilons
in order to subdivide 15 acres in Woodmen Valley into 3 separate 5 acre
lots. The property is north and west of the intersection of Westwood and
Red Springs Valley Road. The subdivision regulations presently require a
subdivision to have at least 60 feet of frontage on a publically main=-
tained road. Since our roads are privately owned, they cannot comply.
Therefore, the request is to waive this requirement. It will be necessary
for the Planning Commission and ultimately the County Commissioners to
approve this waiver if the subdivision is to take place. This decision

is important not only for the petitioner, but also for anyone else in the
Valley who may want to subdivide property (even if it results in 5 acre

or larger parcels) in the future because it tends to set a precedence for
all future requests. This will be heard at the County Planning Commission
Jeeting to be held on May 18th at Centennial Hall starting at 5:00 PM.

For agenda information call L71=-5742 after May 13th., If you have questions
about the request, you may contact John Fischer at the County Land Use

Dept. at L71-57h42.
John Strathman
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Woodmen Valley Annexation Study *Zzzf

Preliminary Draft Report

TOTAL WOODMEN VALLEY ANNEXATION STUDY AREA

General Information

The total area under consideration for possible annexation encompasses
approximately 2,750 acres (4.3 square miles). Mount St. Francis Convent
comprises 1,270.17 acres of that total.

Within the total Woodmen Valley Annexation area the current
population is 986 persons. There are also 223 single family dwelling
units creating an average of 4.6 persons/d.u. (This figure appears to
be high. If the 110 year round residents of the Convent are subtracted
from the total population, the result is 876 persons or an average
family size of 3.9 persoms).

Subtracting the land owned by Mount St. Francis Convent from the
total annexation area, the result is 1,480 acres on which 223 dwelling
units are located. This results in 1 d.u./6.6 acres. There are 529.5 acres
of vacant land (37%) within this area. If the vacant area should develop
at the same density as that which exists today, the ultimate population
would be 1,110 persons. However, it is unlikely that future development
would be as sparse as that which exists today. The Pikes Peak Area
Council of Governments projects the population for this area, in the
year 2000, to be 4,910. The Park and Recreation Master Plan projects
a population of 2,785 in 1990.

As in previous annexation analyses results of this area study are
not clearly defined. Available data simply does not present the full
picture and the data necessary for a complete cost benefit analysis is
either unavailable or would be very time consuming to assemble as a
prerequisite to annexation. Recognizing these shortcomings, however, we
have assembled information which should provide the basis for an informed
judgement to be made.

Following is a brief analysis of the data available including the
reports received from other City departments.

Planning

The area under consideration is entirely within the "Planning Area"
as delineated and defined in the Comprehensive Plan Program, General Land
Development Recommendations — Planning Information Report Two .




The "Planning Area Policy'" from those recommendations states in part
that "The City should consider the possibility of providing full urban
services to lands within the Planning Area.....(and) within the Planning
Area, services should only be provided for developments which are
adjacent to existing developed areas - consistent with open space and
all other adopted land development policies.

In addition, parts of the area under consideration have a high
probability of developing as a very desirable residential area which
"Planning Information Report Two' indicates may be in short supply in
the City within 10 to 15 years. City Planning Department and Pikes Peak
Area Council of Governments projections indicate that the undeveloped
portions of the area would very probably attract growth if services are
provided. Recent developments, in the immediate area, such as the
Digital Equipment Company, will provide further pressure for development
of the vacant areas.

In response to the provisions of the City Council resolution on
annexation policy adopted in December, 1972:

Some of the developed portion of the area is presently being served
with City water and wastewater but the water division cautions that
service of additional areas would be dependent on availability of
water.

The annexation of the area under consideration would appear to be a
"logical extension of the corporate boundary' particularly in light
of the recommended "Planning Area Policy" and the natural barrier of
the Pike National Forest that exists at the western edge of the area
and the Air Force Academy on the northern boundary. However, the
relative benefit to the City of such an annexation is by no means
clear.

A significant portion of the Woodmen Valley Annexation Alternative
is already urbanized. Likewise, a portion is presently provided
with City water services and City wastewater service, all of which
would qualify it for second order annexation consideration.

Summary Comments - City Départments
Utilities
Wastewater:
Of all the homes in the Woodmen Valley area only 57 are presently

provided wastewater service by the City. This service is concentrated
in Thunderbird and Pinecreek Estates. The remaining developed area is



divided into large tracts which make the need for public sewer service
highly unlikely from an economic standpoint. If this area were annexed,
future developments would be required to provide the necessary sewer
facilities. The major impact would be long range and again would
necessitate possibly two additional personnel to provide for inspection,
customer service, and preventative maintenance of the Collection System.
The immediate effects would be the annual loss of approximately $1,700.00
for the differential outside City user charges and $91.00 per single
family unit connection fee.

Another point that should be considered is that annexation of
this area may stimulate new development at a faster rate. This, in
turn, could cause the Wastewater Division to accelerate the program
for the installation of the new Monument Creek Interceptor to provide
sufficient outfall line capacity.

Water:

The Mount St. Francis Josephine Convent area and the portion east
of Monument Creek, known as the Tudor-Thunderbird Estates area, are
presently served by the City of Colorado Springs, Water Division. All
other residences in this area generate their water supply from individual
and private wells. There is no fire protection in any of the areas
being serviced from wells.

Cost to establish City water distribution and fire protection in
this area should be at the expense of the owners and/or developers.

The Water Division has a tentative major distribution system of
12-inch and 8-inch water mains proposed, but the existing development
is quite sparse at present with a very poor street network, most
roadways being dead-end.

In order to prepare an approximate cost estimate for required water
facilities it would be necessary to have a master plan for this entire
area so that we would be able to determine main locations, sizes,
necessary appurtenances, etc.

The Water Division has projected future water service to this
area and would be able to supply required demands.

Should future development continue to be as sparse as the existing
development in this area, it would be expected that maintenance costs
compared to revenues received would be much higher than normally
experienced in most areas of the City.



Gas and Electric Divisions:
Gas and electricity are currently supplied by the City to this area.

Police Department

An analysis of the criminal activity in the area to be annexed appears
negligible at this time. However, there are other important factors which
must be considered.

As you know, the proposed development of Oak Hills at Rockrimmon will
add a considerable number of people to a currently sparsely populated area
of the City. The Department did not take this addition into consideration
in its 1977 budget. As a result, we view this subdivision as a form of
"mini-annexation."

Likewise, the Woodman Valley area was not considered in this year's
budget. This area presents a somewhat different problem than population,
that is, the size of the geographical area concerned. Response time,
accessibility, and officers' safety become critical in such a discussion.
In order to provide satisfactory response to both these areas, better
coverage to those persons and property in the Rockrimmon area, and proper
allowances for officers' safety, the following is recommended:

(1) One additional officer per shift which equates to five additional
sworn positions.

(2) One additional vehicle for this geographic area.

The Department realizes that a desirable level of Police protection
can only be obtained with sufficient manpower and equipment to service this
rather remote area of the City. It appears somewhat inappropriate to expect
those persons living in the proposed annexation to bear the brunt of the
required expenditures. Yet at the same time, we do not feel it appropriate
nor desirable to provide anything less than the satisfactory level of Police
protection to any resident of the City of Colorado Springs.

Salaries:

5 Patrolmen @ $1,216 per month 572,960

Overtime @ $650 per year 3,250 $76,210
Operating:

Benefits @ $477 2,385

Pension @ 5% 3,648

False Arrest Insurance @ $71 355

Clothing/Cleaning Allowance @ $305 1,525

Equipment @ $250 1,250

Maintaining Vehicle (1) 6,000 15,163



Capital Outlay:
1 vehicle fully equipped 7,750 7,750
TOTAL $99,123

In a memo dated July 12, 1977, the Police Department representative
stated that if the City were to annex the total Woodmen Valley Annexation
Study Area,'"the Department would, in all probability, request the full
five (5) persons and one (1) vehicle. These would be in addition to the
personnel we intend to request through the 1978 budget process. We feel
such additions are necessary in order to maintain a desirable level of
police service in the area in question."

Fire Department

Under the existing conditions we cannot provide what I could term
adequate fire protection in Woodmen Valley (the area west of Thunderbird
Estates and Pine Creek to and including Mt. St. Francis). The relatively
few homes would probably not justify a station directly in that area. The
only alternative is to locate a station which is presently contemplated in
west Rockrimmon, so that either Buckeye Drive or Westwood could be traveled
to get from Rockrimmon to that area. This would not alleviate the conditions
of topography, winding street designs, or the road conditions described in
Woodmen Valley or the lack of water but would reduce travel distance to some
degree.

It would seem that considering the area being proposed for annexation
and the station location described that about half of the cost for a station
and staffing might be reasonably considered as a cost of annexing that area.
Costs would be as follows:

Cost of station (finished) $225,000
Cost of pumper equipped 90,000
Manpower (12 men) 198,000

$513,000

One half this cost would be approximately $256,000 for the opening year and
about $100,000 for salaries per year after that.

As stated above, a fire station is presently contemplated in west
Rockrimmon to serve the Rockrimmon, Discovery, Oak Hills areas. This
station will be needed at some point, whether the Woodmen Valley Annexa-
tion Study Area is annexed or not. The annexation would, in all proba-
bility, accelerate the need for a station in the area.




Park and Recreation Department

Woodmen Valley

Land Requirements Acq. Dev. Maint.
14 ac. community park 91,000 700,000 15,484
7 ac. neighborhood park 45,000 175,000 7,742

7 ac. playfield 45,000 56,000
Sub-total 181,000 931,000 30,968

Facilities

1 tennis court 13,000 3,427
Total 181,000 944,000 34,395

People Needed

Maintenance Cost
1 - permanent $8,592
2 - seasonal 3,840
$12,432 - included in $34,395 above
Recreation
3 - seasonals $5,400

Public Works

Traffic Engineering:

Signing and pavement markings can be installed and maintained for
approximately $3,000.00 per year.

The proposed annexation area has only one street light at the
intersection of Gillen Road and Woodmen Road. It is recommended, if the
area is annexed, residential lighting be installed within five years.
The remaining area along Woodmen Road and along Gillen Road, between
Tudor Road and Woodmen Road, would receive street lights as the area
adjacent to these roadways develops.

The total area will require approximately 173, 100 watt High
Pressure Sodium, street lights at a cost of $12,000 a year using current
rates.



Engineering and Streets Division:

1.

Arterial Streets
Woodmen Road - Approximately three miles in length, partially
improved, not to standards.

Major burden of improving would be on the developers, therefore
we have to consider maintenance only.

a. Present condition maintenance would be high due to side
ditches, undefined paving edges, etc.: $5,000 per annum

b. Future developed condition maintenance costs: $2,500 per annum

Residential Streets

There is approximately 5 1/2 miles of residential road systems
in the Woodmen Valley area, of which 3 3/4 miles have any
asphalt type surface. The streets are not curbed and do not
appear to be to any standards. Many private streets exist
throughout this area.

Maintenance would consist of overlaying the existing paved
streets once every 8 years at a cost of: $20,000 per annum

Grading remainder of unpaved streets - 1 3/4 miles of unpaved
streets annual maintenance cost: $500 per mile

Drainage

Since we assume 207 of the area to have some kind of structure
or to be platted, 807 of the area would be subject to drainage
fees or the placement of structures.

80% of 2,534 acres = 2,027 acres

1140 acres are already under a fee assessment in '"Dry Creek Basin"
which is currently assessed at $1,008 per acre. The remaining
acreage would be charged at the currently programmed figure of
$1,109 per acre for unstudied basins.

Fee assessments would then be:

1026 acres at $1,008/acre = $1,034,208
1001 acres at $1,109/acre

$1,110,109

Total fee collectible at time of building
requests - subject to increase annually $2,144,317

The cost of structures required for the unstudied area is
undeterminable at this time, therefore we can only give the
figures on fee assessment. The area would have to be engineered
for a study of structures required.



Monument Creek

This area of the annexation request should be treated as a possible
lineal type park wilderness area and we are assuming no improvements
would be needed along Monument Creek as long as the floodway is not
further encroached upon. This could be determined from the study
required as previously mentioned.

Bridges

A major structure would be required on Woodmen Road at Monument Creek
at a cost of approximately $1,000,000 which would include a portion
of Woodmen Road to be widened.

Note: This report does not include the controversial R.R. crossing
at Woodmen Road, underpass or overpass. (This is estimated at
$2 million.)

A R.R. overpass and bridge will be required at the intersection of
either Rockrimmon Boulevard or Woodmen Road with the Denver and Rio
Grande Railroad tracks, whether this area is annexed or not. However,
presently, this major facility is a City-County obligation.

It has been estimated that this facility would cost $3 million.
Alternate funding sources do exist. The Federal Aid Urban System

is one such funding alternative. This system requires a local
commitment of 267 to be matched by 74% Federal funds. (Local cost
would be approximately $720,000.) To use this funding source, Rock-
rimmon Boulevard would need to be placed on the Federal Aid Urban
System.

It should be pointed out that this source of funding consists of
approximately $1,040,000/year to be used by Colorado Springs, Manitou
Springs, Fountain, El1 Paso County, and the State Department of High-
ways. Funding has been tentatively committed for the next 5 years.
The City of Colorado Springs' share of the Urban System Funds has
been programmed through 1982 for Union Boulevard improvements.

If Rockrimmon Boulevard is not placed on the System, another source
of funding available is the Off-System Roads Program. Again, this
funding source requires 26% local commitment or $720,000. The total
funding available is approximately $300,000 to be used County-wide.

Engineering Costs

There would be approximately $20,000 required for engineering a new
drainage basin study. This would be an immediate one time cost.

Personnel

No additional personnel would be required for the Engineering Department.



One additional person would Re required for the Street Division at
a per annum cost of $10,000.

8. Equipment

Three pieces of equipment would be required to supplement the present
maintenance fleet. These would be: dump truck, roller and pickup.

The total cost of purchase would be: $15,0001

Other Services

The departments reporting above comprise a large percentage of the
City's annual expenditure for public services. However, the City provides
a number of services not included above which, taken as a whole, are con-
siderable in terms of costs. Expenses for items such as administration,
municipal courts, public welfare, public health, and certain community
development activities are difficult to assign and estimate on a geographic
basis, but an addition of over eleven percent to the present population
of the City is almost certain to increase costs for some of these, perhaps
even by a percentage factor equal to the population increase. We have no
reliable estimate of the increased cost of these services but they should
be considered as a cost factor in the anmnexation evaluation. One imponder-
able factor in this consideration is that the residents of the study area
may already be benefiting from these services to some degree. This segment
of service costs is mentioned in anticipation of some degree of subjective
consideration being given to it in evaluating the annexation.

Revenue Anticipation

The total assessed value of property within the total annexation area
is $3,538,410 (January 1, 1977 figures). At 11 mills this would result in
yearly revenue of $38,922.50 from this area. The Road and Bridge tax
revenue would be $8,846.025.

Sales tax revenue would be minimal in this area as it is primarily
a residential development.

There would be additional revenue from drainage fees as stated in the
comments from the Public Works Department.

1In a memo from the Street Superintendent, dated July 12, 1977, it was
stated that this would be the cost provided a request for 2 additional
sweepers plus 2 employees to operate the sweepers is approved in the
1978 budget.



WOODMEN VALLEY - ALTERNATE

As a result of the comments from the various City departments stating
concern with the large lots, private roads and rough topography particularly
in the western area of the proposed annexation area, and because most of
the property in the eastern portion particularly Thunderbird Estates and
Pine Cree% Estates, is presently furnished with several or complete City
utilities™, an alternate annexation is being proposed.

The alternate area is approximately the eastern most quarter of the
total Woodmen Valley Annexation area. It is comprised of 109 d.u. on 530
acres with a population of 425 persons.

This alternate annexation area is the more developed area of the total
proposed annexation area. Of the 530 acres, 178.8 are undeveloped resulting
in 347% undeveloped.

Each of the City departments that had commented on the total proposed annexa-
tion area was asked to reassess its comments concerning the alternate annexa-
tion area. The comments concerning the alternate area follow:

Summary Comments - City Departments
Utilities
Wastewater:

The alternate annexation analysis request by the Planning Department
has a minor impact on my original comments dated April 15, 1977 (comments
on total annexation area).

As T stated, extension of sewer service in the vacant areas will be
the burden of the developer. Of the existing developed areas, Pine Creek
Estates is largely without public sewers and future improvement districts
may be required.

The proposed alternate will eliminate the problem of providing full
City services, such as sewers, to an area which, because of lot arrangement
and topography, make this service very impractical.

Basically, all of my previous comments including the revenue loss
still apply to the alternate plan.

1 e oo ] .
A map depicting the utility services presently provided or contracted
for those that have signed an annexation agreement will be presented at
the Informal City Council meeting.

10



Water:

As noted previously, the Thunderbird Estates and Pine Creek Estates
areas are presently served by the City of Colorado Springs, Water Division.
However the Pine Creek Estates area is very weak in fire protection. It
is estimated that 10 new fire hydrants and 3500 feet of new water main
would be required to meet City specifications. Approximate cost would be
$65,000.00.

The area west of the D&RG Railroad would have to be served from a
proposed new 12 inch water main in Woodmen Road. Cost of this main and
other water mains and facilities needed to serve this tract should be
at the expense of the owner and/or developer.

Gas:

The Gas Division is already serving Pine Creek Estates and Thunderbird
Estates. We have a 4 inch high pressure main in Woodmen Road and a 6 inch
high pressure line running north from Woodmen Road along the west R.O.W.
line of Interstate 25. Any extensions from these lines would be done with
Gas Division money and the revenue from customers would return these costs
to the Gas Division. We would not need any additiomal people or equipment
to maintain this area.

Electric:
Currently serves this area.

Police Department

I refer you again to our memo of April 19, 1977 (memo concerning total
Woodmen Valley Annexation Study Area). 1In it we state that several factors
were considered in our recommendation for personnel and equipment for the
area in question. We have never maintained that annexation of alternative
A alone is justification for such requests. However, after reviewing our
departmental needs in the northwest quadrant, these recommendations seem to
meet minimum annexation requirements.

If the Department had an adequate supply of personnel and equipment, it
would be feasible for us to absorb alternative A without incurring additional
costs or reducing our current level of police service. Unfortunately, this
is not the case. It would be most difficult to absorb any new additions or
annexations, particularly in the northwest quadrant, without either adding
new positions and equipment or reducing services.

Fire Department

The area considered in this alternate annexation includes Pine Creek
and Thunderbird, as far as development that currently exists.

The Thunderbird Estate area is generally spaced fairly adequate as far

as hydrants are concerned and we feel that if the flow is sufficient,
would be adequate in that residential area.

11



The Pine Creek area has only two hydrants on the loop formed by Tudor
Road and Gillen Road which is a distance of approximately one mile. It
was my understanding that the utilities representative that was present at
the meeting said he thought the water supply was available in the form of
mains in that area and if that is true hydrants could be installed.

We currently have under consideration the construction of a station at
one of two proposed locations. Locations are at Dublin and El1 Paso or in
the west portion of Rockrimmon, as we are currently trying to determine if
Falcon Estates might be considered for annexation soon and if so could affect
where the first station might be located.

As far as cost consideration, it would seem the following might be a
reasonable cost to be assigned to the area under discussion.

We normally can cover about 7 square miles with a station in areas that
are primarily residential and since this area is slightly less than 1 square
mile, it would seem about 14% of the cost of a station and the salary cost
for staffing could be a reasonable estimate.

The 147% cost of a station and staffing would be as follows:

Station construction (one-time cost) $36,000
Staffing and maintenance cost per year
14% cost 64,000

From the above, it is apparent that a first year would be approximately
$100,000 and the per year cost after that would be approximately $64,000.
The cost of additional hydrants needed in Pine Creek would have to be esti-
mated by the Water Department.

Again, as stated in the Fire Department report concerning the total
annexation area, the annexation of the Alternate area would accelerate the

need for the proposed Fire Station in the west Rockrimmon area.

Public Works Department

Traffic Engineering Division:

Signing and pavement markings can be installed and maintained for
approximately $2,500 per year.

The proposed annexation area has only one street light at the inter-
section of Gillen Road and Woodmen Road. It is recommended, if the area
is annexed, residential lighting be installed within five years. The remain-
ing area along Woodmen Road and along Gillen Road, between Tudor Road and
Woodmen Road, would receive street lights as the area adjacent to these
roadways develops.

12



The total area will require approximately 82, 100 watt High
Pressure Sodium, street lights at a cost of $5,700 a year using
current rates.

Streets and Engineering:
The majority of the area that is currently developed lies
easterly of Monument Creek and is currently known as Thunderbird

Estates.

The roads in this area are generally asphalted but lack the
benefit of curb and gutter.

Tabulation of Facts

1. Arterial Streets

First Time Costs:

Woodmen Road is the only arterial street in this area and is
approximately 5,000 feet in length.

Costs - One Time (lst Year)

Maintenance $ 5,0001
Bridge over Monument (widening) $l,000,0001
R.R. Overpass $2,000,000
Total $3,005,000
Future Costs (Per Annum) $ 2,500
2. Residential Streets

First Time Costs:

12,000 L.F. of paved roadways $ 45,0002

City share of intersections if this

were to go into an Imp. District $ 5,000
Total $ 50,000

Future Costs (Per Annum) $ 1,500

1 ]

These costs cannot be attributed to the annexation. These facilities
will be needed whether this area is annexed or not. However, presently,
these facilities would be a City-County obligation.

2This figure can be prorated over several years. Generally, overlaying is
done once every 8 years. Since most of the paved roads in the Total
Annexation Study Area are within the Alternate Annexation Area, the
figures used for the Total area can be applied here.

13



3. Drainage

Approximately 373 acres would be fee
assessed at a current fee of $4,109.00
per acre. $ 413,657

Cost of structures required would be
unknown until Drainage Master Plan
is received.

Engineering would still be as
previously stated in Woodmen Valley
Report dated April 1977. $ 20,000

4, Personnel

No additional personnel would be required for the Engineering
Department.

One additional person wouli be required for the Street Division at a
per annum cost of $10,000.

5. Equipment

Three pieces of equipment would be required to supplement the present
maintenance fleet. These would be: dump truck, roller and pickup.

The total cost of purchase would be: $ 15,000l
Notation:

A portion of the Thunderbird Estates lies within the Monument Creek
Flood Plain, restricting the issuance of building permits in some cases.

Summary:
Total initial cost approximately - $ 35,000
Total annual cost thereafter - $§ 42,200

Anticipated Revenue

The assessed valuation of the alternate area is $1,373,080. At 11
mills, this would result in increased City revenue of $15,103.88. Revenue
from the Road and Bridge Fund would be $3,432.70. Again, sales tax revenue
would be minimal.

There would be additional revenue from drainage fees as stated in the
comments from the Public Works Department.

lIn a memo from the Street Superintendent, dated July 12, 1977, it was
stated that this would be the cost provided a request for 2 additional

sweepers plus 2 employees to operate the sweepers is approved in the
1978 budget.

14



Conclusion

The purpose of this preliminary report is to point out the benefits
and concerns with the annexation of the area known as the Woodmen Valley
Annexation Study Area.

Realizing the problems with the large lots, rough topography, private
streets and general rural atmosphere in the western section of the study
area, the Planning Department has offered an alternate annexation area.

The options are to pursue one of these study areas for possible amnexa-
tion, to research further to arrive at a different possible alternate annexa-
tion area, or to do nothing.

The Planning Department realizes that more indepth study is needed if

either of these first two alternatives is chosen. However, guidance from
the City Council is desired before any further study is undertaken.

15



STATISTICAL SUMMARY

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Total Annexation Study Area Alternate Area
Area 2,750 acres 530 acres
Dwelling Units 223 109
Bepulation 986 (876)" 425
Assessed Value $3,538,410 $1,373,080
ANNUAL REVENUE ESTIMATES
Property Tax $38,922.50 $15,103.88
Road & Bridge Tax $ 8,846.03 $ 3,432.70
Sales Tax Minimal Minimal
Total $47,768.532 $18,536.582
COST INCREASE ESTIMATES
Immediate Annual Long Term
Total Annexation Study Area Capital Costs Operating Cost Capital Costs
Public Works Dept.
Street Div. $ 15,000 $ 10,000 -
Engineering Div. $ 20,000 § 28,375 s
Traffic Eng. Div - $ 15,000 -
Police Dept. $ 7,750 $ 91,373 -
Fire Dept. $157,500 $100,000 -
Park & Rec Dept. § 52,227 $1,112,000
Subtotal $200,250 $296,975 $1,112,000

Figure excluding 110 persons residing at Mt. St. Francis.

2

Drainage fees are not collected in the Co. If this area is annexed, there
will be additional revenue from drainage fees assessed at $1008/acre in Dry Creek
Basin and $1109/acre for unstudied basins.

3$3 million for the proposed bridge widening and RR overpass at Wooden Rd. &
Rockrimmon Blvd. is not shown here because it will be needed whether this area is
annexed or not. However, this major improvement is a City-Co. obligation presently.
Also, this figure could be reduced to $720,000 if City funds are used only to match
Federal Aid Urban or Off-System Roads funds.

16



COST INCREASE ESTIMATES (Cont.)

Total Annexation Study Area

Immediate
Capital Costs

Annual

Operating Cost

Long Term

Capital Cost

Utilities Divisions
Water Div.

Wastewater Div.

Subtotal

"TOTAL AREA" TOTALS

ALTERNATE ANNEXATION AREA

Public Works Dept.
Street Div.
Engineering Div.
Traffic Eng. Div.
Police Dept.
Fire Dept.
Park & Rec Dept.
Subtotal
Utilities Divisions
Water Div.
Wastewater Div.
Subtotal

"ALTERNATE AREA'" TOTALS

$200,250

$ 15,000

$ 20,000

$ 36,000

$ 71,000

$ 71,000

$296,975

$ 10,000

$ 24,000

$ 8,200
06

$ 64,000

$ 26,012

$132,212

$132,212

4
4
$1,112,000
__5
$ 556,000
$ 556,000
4
A
$ 556,000

4Information not available at this time—-it will be presented at the Informal

City Council meeting.

See Note 3 previous page.

6In a memo dated July 12, 1977, the Police Dept. stated that they could absorb
the alternate area without incurring additional costs if the Dept. had an adequate
supply of personnel and equipment.

7The annual operating costs and long term capital costs for the Park & Rec
Dept. were prorated for the alternate area at ) the requirements for the total annexa-
tion study area. This was justified because most of the population and development
have occurred in the alternate area.
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CHARLES E. GRAFF & ASSOCIATES, INC. LaND DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

471-9600
May 11, 1981

John Fisher

ElPaso County Land Use Dept.
27 E. Vermijo Ave

Colorado Springs, CO.

Dear John:

Enclosed please find five (5) copies of the letter of intent
for the requested granting of private access to the 15 acre
Jones property. The property is generally located 1000’

N.W. of the intersection of Northfield Road and Westwood Road,
North of Woodmen West Road. Also enclosed is one (1) map
describing the property and proposed access.

Sincerely,

CHARLES E., GRAFF & AS$OCIATES, INC.
,.w\—/-

JONATHON WARNER

JW/dh
ENCL:

= 2925 KING STREET
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO 80904
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"LETTER OF INTENT"

RE: PRIVATE ACCESS TO 15 ACRES LOCATED 1000"' N.W. OF THE
INTERSECTION OF NORTHFIELD ROAD AND WESTWOOD ROAD, NORTH
OF WOODMEN WEST ROAD.

Location: The property is generally located in the Northwest one
quarter of the Northeast one quarter (NW% of NE%) of section 2,
Township 13 South, Range 67 West of the 6th principal meridan, in
E1Paso County, Colorado.

INTENT AND USE: We propose to split the property into three 5 AC, or
2,7.5 AC Tots with each lot accomodating 1 residence and being
accessed privately. At this time we are requesting specifically

that private access be granted to the proposed 5 AC lots or 7.5 AC lots
from Woodmen Road 2600' North along Westwood Road, then 350' West
from Westwood Road along Northfield Road, and then 1500' North along
an existing roadway to the property. In this regard these specific
sections of Westwood Road, Northfield Road and the unamed roadway

are presently private roads. These private roads have accessed the
one existing residence on the property in question and the other
residences in the area for the last 80  years.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES: The property and surrounding properties 1in
the area are all zoned in accordance to the Woodmen Valley M.P. which
was approved by the Board of County Commissioners in  June, 1977 . In
this regard our request for 1 unit per 5 acres is in accordénce with

this master plan.



EL PASO COUNTY

27 EAST VERMIJO
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO 80903

June 27, 1977

Mr. John Strathman

Dear dJohn,

I want to thank you and those involved for the work that you have done

for Woodmen Valley. The information that you have compiled is, on the
whole, accurate, and the proposed plan or recommendations that you have
submitted are reasonable in Tight of the present circumstances in Wood-
men Valley. I would merely like to clarify several points and suggest an
amendment to one of your recommendations. If these recommendations and
proposed plan meet with the general approval of the residents and property
owners of the valley, the Land Use Department will encourage their
adoption by the County.

First of all, it is necessary to understand that the Planning Commission,
not the Board of County Commissioners, is responsible for the Master

Plan of the County. The plan is merely certified to the Board of County
Commissioners after adoption by the Planning Commission. Although it is
always good policy to ask the Board of County Commissioners to endorse

the plan, they are not bound by its recommendations. The zoning, on the
other hand, is within the final purview of the Board of County Commissioners.
Therefore, the zoning of Woodmen Valley should be of primary importance.

I would also add that an amendment to the zone plan is much more difficult
than an amendment to the master plan.

Second, your letter to the Woodmen Valley property owners states that

the F-1 zone will permit quarter-acre lots under certain circumstances
which include public water and sewer. The F-1 zone permits 10,000

square foot Tots if such lots are platted. The platting requirements
have changed significantly over the years (from literally no requirements
other than recording to present day S.B. .35 type regulations). Lots
previously platted may be built upon if there is at least 10,000 square
feet regardless of public water and sewer (if indeed there are any
platted lots in the valley). The present subdivision regulations require
all new subdivisions of land to have a public sewer system if the



Tots being created are less than 5 acres, and a public water system
if such lots are less than 2% acres. The point is: it is the platting,
not necessarily the public water and sewer, which controls lot sizes.

Third, it is not correct to state, "wells and septic systems on less than
5 acres are non-conforming in any existing E1 Paso County zone." Wells
and septic systems have nothing to do with conformance or nonconformance
to zoning. Conformance or nonconformance of wells and septic systems

is a matter regulated by the State Division of Water Resources and the
State and County Health Department. For all platted subdivisions in
recent years, it has been a requirement that Tots of less than 5 acres
have public sewer, and Tots less than 2% acres have both public water and
public sewer. Lots created prior to this requirement, or lots which

did not require platting, are not required to have public water and
sewer. Approximately nine-tenths of the 54,000 lots in E1 Paso County
are not platted or were platted prior to the public water and sewer
requirements. Such Tots met the requirements of subdividing at the

time they were created, and may obtain private water and sewer upon the
approval of the necessary health and water agencies.

Proposed Plan

The following are my comments and recommendations:
A. The plan area is logical and should not require amendment.

B. The A-5 Farming District is not necessarily the most restrictive
5 acre county zone. Serious consideration should be given to
the A-2 zone for the entire valley. The A-5 zone permits
duplexes as a matter of right; the A-2 does not. They are both
5 acre minimum zones. It would be much easier to attempt the
rezoning of the F-1 only, rather than the rezoning of the F-1 and
all of the A-2.. The county policy for many years has been to
rezone property only upon the request of the property owners.
Although this is not legally necessary, it would be a difficult
policy to change.

C., D., and E.

I have not had the opportunity to study your proposed "Regions"
in detail. Comparison of these regions should be made to our
environmental maps prior to final designation on a plan.

If, after this review, it appears that the regions have a
rational basis in fact, and the majority of the property

owners support their designation, the Land Use Department would
recommend them to the Planning Commission. However, such
recommendation would be conditioned upon recognition that these
specific regions are only advisory in nature.

Without regard to these regions, the following are my present recommenda-
tions for Woodmen Valley:
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1. Further subdivision of property in the valley not be encod?aged
unless public water and sewer are provided.

2. Lots that are presently less than 5 acres, i.e. nonconforming,
should remain nonconforming. Such Tots should not be granted
variances by the Board of Adjustment where they were created
after the five acre zoning requirement unless there is a
showing of undue hardship created by someone other than the
present property owner.

3. If a variance for a nonconforming lot is requested, it should
be granted only upon the obtaining of public water and sewer where
possible.

4. Where possible, contiguous parcels of less than 5 acres should
be combined prior to a Board of Adjustment variance, unless
public water and sewer are provided or the lots are within an
appropriate region, as finally determined.

5. That the zoning remain 5 acre minimum unless a change of
circumstances can be shown to justify a higher density. A
change of circumstances should include, as a minimum, public
water and sewer, and publicly maintained roads.

I look forward to working with you and other interested residents of
Woodmen Valley in formulating a good plan for the valley's future
development. Most of the data collection has been accomplished, and a
final plan should only be a matter of coordinating the desires of
property owners in the valley with those of the officials elected and
appointed to represent them. I feel comfortable that those positions
are not far apart.

Sincerely,
: Jﬁm
P/J. Anderson
Land Use Administrator

PJA:jb

cc: Bill Wildman
John Fisher
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August 1,1977

Mr. P.J. Anderson, Planning Director
E1 Paso County Land Use Department
27 E. Vermijo Ave.

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903

Dear P.J.
The property owners in Woodmen Valley have been concerned for sometime about

existing problems as well as future development in the Woodmen Valley area.
Many of these problems and concerns can best be addressed by developing a
comprehensive master plan for the area. As an initial step in formulating
this master plan, the property owners have prepared and approved a land use
plan for the Woodmen Valley area.

We are submitting this proposed land use plan for Woodmen Valley as an effort
to show in a unified way how the vast majority of property owners in the Valley
feel about the future development of their land hoping that the desirable
character of Woodmen Valley as a place to Tive will not be changed by outside
influence or perhaps by a single developer seeking profit at the expense of

the remaining 159 property owners. Roads and water are problems that rank of
equal priority with Tand use, and efforts to bring forth solutions to these
problems will be started in the near future as well.

Therefore, we would 1ike a place on the agenda so that the proposed land use
plan for Woodmen Valley can be presented at the September meeting of the El
Paso County Planning Commission. We will also ask that the following action

be taken:
i.) That the Woodmen Valley Land Use Plan be approved and used as a guide

for recommendations pertaining to future development in the Woodmen

Valley area.
ii.) That the plan be adopted as a modification to the E1 Paso County 1990
Land Use Plan, and that the maps, plats, and charts be changed to

indicate the modification.

iii.) That the plan be sent to the ET Paso County Board of Commissioners
for their certification.
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CHARLES E. GRAFF & ASSOCIATES, INC. LAND DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

471-9600

May 11, 1981

John Fisher

E1Paso County Land Use Dept.
27 E. Vermijo Ave

Colorado Springs, CO.

Dear John:

Enclosed please find five (5) copies of the Tetter of intent
for the requested granting of private access to the 15 acre
Jones property. The property is generally located 1000

N.W. of the intersection of Northfield Road and Westwood Road,
North of Woodmen West Road. Also enclosed is one (1) map
describing the property and proposed access.

Sincerely,

CHARLES E. _ GRAfF ifg}}OCIATES, INC.
,-’-\—/-

JONATHON WARNER

JW/dh
ENCL :
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"LETTER OF INTENT"

RE: PRIVATE ACCESS TO 15 ACRES LOCATED 1000' N.W. OF THE
INTERSECTION OF NORTHFIELD ROAD AND WESTWOOD ROAD, NORTH

OF WOODMEN WEST ROAD.

Location: The property is generally located in the Northwest one

quarter of the Northeast one quarter (NWj of NE%) of section 2,
Township 13 South, Range 67 West of the 6th principal meridan, in

ElPaso County, Colorado.

INTENT AND USE: We propose to split the property into three 5 AC, or

2,7.5 AC lots with each 1ot accomodating 1 residence and being

accessed privately. At this time we are requesting specifically

that private access be granted to the proposed 5 AC lots or 7.5 AC lots
from Woodmen Road 2600' North along Westwood Road, then 350' West

from Westwood Road along Northfield Road, and then 1500' North along

an existing roadway to the property. In this regard these specific
sections of Westwood Road, Northfield Road and the unamed roadway

are presently private roads. These private roads have accessed the

one existing residence on the property in question and the other
residences in the area for the last ___80 __ years.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES: The property and surrounding properties in
the area are all zoned in accordance to the Woodmen Valley M.P. which
was approved by the Board of County Commissioners in June, 1977 . In
this regard our request for 1 unit per 5 acres is in accordance with

this master plan.



\»/ El Paso County Planning Department

July 15, 1993

Tex Leute

Water Engineering Department
City of Colorado Springs Utilities
404 West Fontenaro

P. O. Box 1103 - Mail Code 1260
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80901

RE: Woodmen Valley Master Plan

Dear Mr. Leute:

Per our telephone conversation of today, attached are a few materials related to this 1977
planning effort. The original file is in storage. The upshot is that, in 1977, the County
approved a Master Plan for the outlined lots intended to preserve existing zoning and density.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely, Q ’\l

Carl F. Schueler
Assistant Director - Comprehensive Planning

Attachment

cc:  Kenneth G. Rowberg, Director

27 E. Vermijo (719) 520-6300 P.O. Box 2007
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903 FAX (719) 520-6396 Colorado Springs, Colorado 80901
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//.f;”' STANDARD FORM COMMENT AGENDA

(SUBDIVISIONS)

Item No. - Agenda Item 15; Proposed land Use Plan for the Woodmen Valley. The
applicants are requesting adoption of the land Use Plan and Zoning Plan as a
revision of the land Use portion of the 1990 Land Use Plan.

FACTS: The proposed "Plan" was developed by residents of the Woodmen Valley as a

response to increase growth pressures within the area. The "Plan" covers an area

of 2300 acres. Basic components of the "Plan" and recommended changes include the
following: (1) The "Plan divides the Woodmen Valley into three regions and recommends
zoning and land use minimums for each region; (2) Region 1: recommended development at one

unit per 5 acre minimum with one unit per 2.5 acres permitted if public water and sewer
Wﬂ]Eﬁ AND SANITATIUN PRUUISIUNS?"'T are provided; (3) Region 2: 5 acre minimm until
The plan does not address this issue | water and sewer (public) are provided at which time

directly but states that public water}2.5 acre per wnit development to be allowed; (L)
and sewer are to be a pre-requisite |Region 3: 5 acre per unit development with a
before 2.5 acre lots are permitted reconsideration of 5 acre concept at such time as
public water and sewer are provided, at which time

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: 2.5 acre per unit would be the maximum density

The plan does not address the permitted; (5) Zoning: re-zone the entire area A-2
question of roads. All roads are and permit zone changes only to A-5-A and only if
now private and unmaintained. public water and sewer are provided; (6) Subdivision:

permit subdivision of property into 5 acre lots only.

FIRE PROTECTION: The area is currenily served by the Woodmen Valley V.F.D. The area

is rated as a severe wildfire hazard area and has no water system (e.g. hydrants) and

no publically maintained roads. The question of fire protectlon is not addressed in

the plan.

SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGIC CHARACTERISTICS: Ihls issue is not addressed in the plan. Investiga-
tion of the area indichtes that there are severe geologic and soils hazards throughout
the valley with severe limitations noted for both septic systems and foundations.

PARK AND SCHOOL NS This is not addressed in the plan. At present there are no parks
or public recgaa éé%ghcilitles in the valley. The walley is within school disbrict #20.
and is served by one elementary school. School capacities based on the proposed development

are not addressed.

OTHER AGENCY COMMENTS: No other agencies have been contacted with regard to the plan.

The proposed plan is not a comprehensive plan in the
Eéggp 5 gggggTyFNJhgougggTSPt is a "zoning and land use plan" and does not deal with
the wide range of subjects generally included in preparation of a comprehensive plan.
The basic reason for the plan is to achieve official recognition,, through an adopted
plan, of the desires &f the residents of the valley to maintain the rural-residential
nature of the area. Thus, any requests for zone changes within the valley would not
be in conformance with the plan and therefore subject to defeat. The present plan shows
(1990 Land Use) signifigantly higher density development than that desired by the
residents (4-9.9 units per acre). They are therefore attempting to change the land use
map which is a.component of the plan.

Because the plan does not deal with many critical issues provis n of wat r d se "
- tmansportation system, environmental matters, services an capac 1es, cos a?tors)
over



the conclusions of the plan are not technically verifiable, although they may e
be intuitively sensible. Questions such as the overall impact of the development ) J
of five acre parcels with well and septic systems and the impact of such systems on the
water supply and the general environment versus the impact of higher density with
public water and sewer are not thoroughlu analyzed. This is understandable when one
considers that the plan represents the attempt of the residents to maintain a certain
life-style rather than to solve technical and environmental prohlems. As such, the
plan is more analagous to the citizen input stage of a comprehensive planning proces
than it is to a comprehensive plan itself. It should be noted further that if such a
plan were presented by a developer as the first phase of a development propsal (sketch pla
or master plan) it would fail for lack of information. ,

What the plan appears to be is a preliminary step in a program to re-zone areas of the
Woodmen Valley and to have this proposed zoning reflected in the 1990 plan, in much

the same way that undeveloped land zoned for industrial use is reflected in the plan

as industrial land. As such it presents an overall zoning scheme and sets forth

certain rezoning policies to be applied to the Woodmen Valley., If the rezoning scheme is
adopted, it requests that the land use plan be changed to reflect both the zoning and the
zoning policies.’

If the Commission feels that the ppoposed plan has merit and should be adopted in some
official form (either as an amendedment to the adopted plan or as a re-zoning requesty

it is the departments' feeling that the land use plan component should be adopted as

an interim revision of the 1990 Land Use Plan. As the members of the Commission are aware,
the county is currently developéng a comprehensive plan for the county which will

replace the 1990 Land Use Plan. As an interim revision, the proposed plan would consti*=te
land developrent policy until such time as the new plan is. adopted.The questions y
mentioned earlier must be addressed before the proposal can be considered a component
of the new comprehensive plan. '

B

Tt should also be noted that there is an apparent contradiction in the proposeal. The
proposal indicates that subdivision into 2.5 acre lots would be permitted with the
provision of public water and sewer. It also indicates that no subdivision of lots
into parcels of less than 5 acres should be allowed. This should be clarified.
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BALLOTING STATISTICS

BY ACREAGE

BY PROPERTY OWNER

A RESIDENTS NON-RESIDENTS TOTAL % TOTAL %
OWNERS IN AREA 118 45 163 100 2328 a. 100
RESPONSES BY BALLOT 117 24 141 87 2172 a. 93
APPROVALS 114 19 133 82 2028 a. 87
DISAPPROVALS 2 2 4 2.5 14 a. 0.6
NEUTRAL RESPONSE 1 3 4 2.9 129 a. 6
DID NOT RESPQOND 1 21 22 13 154 a. 7
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22 April 1981
Woodmen Valley Property Owners:

A, The Sisters of Mount St. Francis are requesting their total acreage
(Approx. 1250 acres) be annexed by the city. Community Development
Associates has been retained to do the preliminary planning required
for annexation. Nolan Schriner of that firm contacted me to relate
their plans and to answer questions.

The city does not require a master plan or a zone at the time of

annexation. Consequently, there are few details to pass along. Basically,
their intentions are to retain the convent as it is with 150 to

200 acres of surrounding land. The remaining land will be sold for dev-
lopment sometime in the future. It doesn't appear that they have a
buyer waiting, but several developers (mostly outside of Colorado) have
indicated an interest. Since the convent will remain, they too are very
interested in how the property is developed. With the exception of a
portion of the land on the southern boundary which has optimum access
from the Osk Hills development, the desire is to have the land developed
by a single developer. This will provide tighter control over the
development.

To date the planner has completed a detailed topographical study
of the area, a soil stability study, a vegetation study, and identified
developable areas. The results of these studies are shown on several
maps. The planner estimates that some 400 to 600 acres may not be dev-
elopable due to the slope of the terrain. This implies that roughly
50% of the 1250 acres could be developed. If the land is annexed, zoning
will be reqguired in 60-90 days. An agricultural or residential holding
zone would probably be used until such time that the developer submits
1 master plan. It could be many years in the making.

The annexation request will be made to the Colorado Springs Planning
Commission at their megting on May 7th starting at 8:30 AM at City Hall,
Kiowa and Nevada, 2nd floor. If you have questions regarding this item
prior to the meeting on May 7th, contact:

Nolan Schriner, Community Development Associates 71-0073

John Maynard, Colorado Springs Planning Dept. L 71=-6692

Larry Hecox, Attorney for Mt. St. Francis L73=Llly

City Planning Commission agenda information LL71=-6692

B. Charles Graff and Associates, representing Bob Jones and Josephine
Smith, is requesting a wavier of the El Paso County Subdivision Regulations
in order to subdivide 15 acres in Woodmen Valley into 3 separate 5 acre
lots. The property is north and west of the intersection of Westwood and
Red Springs Valley Road. The subdivision regulations presently require a
subdivision to have at least 60 feet of frontage on a publically main-
tained road. Since our roads are privately owned, they cannot comply.
Therefore, the request is to waive this requirement. It will be necessary
for the Planning Commission and ultimately the County Commissioners to
approve this waiver if the subdivision is to take place. This decision

is important not only for the petitioner, but also for anyone else in the
Valley who may want to subdivide property (even if it results in 5 acre

or larger parcels) in the future because it tends to set a precedence for
all future requests. This will be heard at the County Planning Commission
Meeting to be held on May 18th at Centennial Hall starting at 5:00 PM.

For agenda information call Uy71=-5742 after May 13th. If you have questions
about the request, you may contact—John Fischer—at the County Land Use

Dept. at L71-5742. John Strathm
rathman



June 28, 1977

TO WOODMEN VALLEY PROPERTY OWNERS:

Do you sometimes feel that growth and development in the Woodmen Valley
area is on the verge of becoming uncontrolled? The recent subdivision proposal
on Woodmen Road was an indication of this, and there is surely more to come.
Unless we join together, find an agreeable plan, and present it positively to
our local government, the amenities that have made Woodmen Vailey a desirable
place to live will disappear, forever.

The following pages discuss this situation ana propose a plan with one
thought in mind. This thought echoes what we have stated so many times at
meetings, city and county hearings, in petitions, etc....our desire to maintain
Woodmen Valley as much 1ike it is today as we possibly can. To accomplish
this we need to develop a positive approach rather than relying only on a
good defensive posture when a threatening situation arises.

During the Board of County Commissioner's hearing of the Allan Miller
petition on March 10, 1977, we indicated to the Commissioners an interest and
desire in delaying any change in our present zoning until a plan for the entire
area could be considered. Part of their reason for denying the petition was
to allow time to work on such a plan. Several of us have completed a plan and
strongly urge you to support it. Hopefully what is here also represents your
thinking so that we can move ahead rapidly and present our desires to the El
Paso County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners firmly and
in unison, before any additional rezoning or subdivision requests are submitted
to the county.

Water, roads, sewer, and city imposed annexation are subjects that must
eventually be considered in any plan. However, the details of these will
require a long time to formulate, and therefore should be Teft to complete at
a later date after a general Tand use plan has been adopted. Let us concentrate
then on matters most closely related to land use and zoning.

SUMMARY QF SITUATION:

Qur immediate attention should be directed to the following situations
and problem areas.

A. Proposed rezoning of undeveloped land for higher density development.
B. City type development immediately south of Woodmen Road setting a

precedent.
Present development in Woodmen Valley not conforming to 5-acre zoning

requlations.
An unrealistic 1990 E1 Paso County Land Use Plan that has been adopted

for the Woodmen Valley area.
A hodge-podge of F-1 Forest and Recreation District and A-2 Farming

District zoning in Woodmen Valley.

m O O

DISCUSSION OF PROBLEM AREAS:

Undeveloped Land: ( see Figure 5 )

Inevitably there will be a great deal of pressure in the future to develop
land in Woodmen Valley at higher densities. The Allan Miller petition was just
the beginning. Without a plan that is agreed upon and supported by the property



owners in the area and approved by our county government, there is a good proba-
bility of higher density development eventually being approved. Land developers
are unusually persuasive and tenacious in accomplishing their objectives and
will eventually wear down the most ardent opposition. Once a higher density
development is permitted north of Woodmen Road, we can be assured that there
will be more to come. Setting the precedent coupled with neighbor dissatis-
faction and growing economic pressures will fuel the situation with 1ittle hope

of knowing when or where it will end.

Development South of Woodmen Road:

Although the development going on south of Woodmen Road in both Rockrimmon
and Discovery is considered Tow density for city type development, it represents
quite a contrast to what we are accustomed and desire in Woodmen Valley. The
contrast itself creates both asthetic and economic pressures on less densily
developed property north of Woodmen Road which is another argument for a positive
and agreed upon plan supported especially by those who are located physically

near those developed areas.

Woodmen Valley Zoning Anomaly:

Within the area bounded by Woodmen Road, the D&RGW tracks, and the Air
Force Academy there is a mixture of F-1 (Forest and Recreation District) and
A-2 (Farming District) zoning. (See Figure 1) Both of these zones require
5-acre minimum lot sizes although the F-1 zone will permit much smaller minimum
lot sizes (slightly less than 1/4 acre) if the lots have been platted. This
is a technical point, but it is possible that some properties could be developed
to this density now if it can in fact be shown that they were platted at the
time they were subdivided. Recorded covenants also provide most of us add-

itional protection although they generally permit higher density development

if the zoning would permit it. The density allowed by the zoning regulation
takes precedence over the covenants in cases where the density of the zone is
lower. You are probably aware that there are presently 87 lots in these zones
between 1.67 and 4.99 acres that do not meet the minimum 5 acre requirement
and are therefore non-conforming. (See Figure 2) This is a hardship on both
the owners of these properties and the county because a building permit can
only be obtained by approval of a variance by the E1 Paso County Board of
Adjustment, plus approval by the State and County Health Department to permit
private water and sewer. A future solution to this problem is needed to bring
these properties into zoning conformance. This is of particular importance to
the owners of the unimproved non-conforming lots which there are about 15, as

no reasonable short term solution is available.

The 1990 Land Use Plan:

The 1990 Land Use Plan, adopted by E1 Paso County in 1970, indicates that
the Woodmen Valley area should develop as a mixture of housing at a density
ranging from 4 to 9.9 dwelling units per acre with areas of open space in between.
Although the Tand Use Plan s generally used only as a rough guide, it represents




neither our actual development nor our future development desires. This is a
recorded official document of E1 Paso County and as such we should see that it
is modified to indicate our desired plan for the future development of Woodmen

Valley.

Water:

The supply of well water in Woodmen Valley is limited. If homes were built
on each of the existing platted Tots, a shortage of well water would very likely
develop. This may become a critical problem to us in the future, and it is in
order to study possible alternatives now. However, the long time necessary to
study the problem thoroughly, indicates that we should formulate a land use plan
now and start consideration of the water situation afterwards. It is not possible
to ignore water while considering a land use plan, but a simultaneous detailed

solution does not seem entirely necessary.

PROPOSED PLAN:

The most desirable plan is one that will maintain Woodmen Valley as it is
today. While this may not be entirely achievable, we should at least be able to
maintain a density not much higher than we presently enjoy. We cannot realisti-
cally expect undeveloped land in our area not to develop, or to develop at a
density less than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, and in some circumstances one

dwelling unit per 2.5 acres may be appropriate.

A. The area included in the plan (see Figure 3) shall be bounded by the
D&RGW railroad tracks to the east, the U.S.A.F.A. to the north, Woodmen
Road to the south, and Pike National Forest to the west, except that it
shall also include the developed area south of Woodmen Road near the

entrance to Mount St. Francis.

B. The entire area described should be in a uniform 5 acre zone. The A-2
Farming District should be used throughout instead of the present mixture
of A-2 and F-1 zoning. Development in the area should continue as
basically sirgle family residential.

C. There should be no further subdivision of property to create any land
parcels that are less than 5 acres in size. Those lots that do not
meet the minimum size for 5-acre zoning should remain non-conforming
just as they are at the present time. Figure 2 locates these properties.
Improvements to these non-conforming lots should be considered the same
as they have been in the past. The property owner must petition the
E1 Paso County Board of Adjustment for approval in order to obtain a

building permit.

D. Referring to Figure 4 to locate the regions, future development in
the area should take place as follows:
i.) Region I
This area is presently mostly undeveloped. It shall be

permitted to develop at either a 2.5 or 5 acre density at the option
of the land owner. However, any development more dense than one
dwelling unit per 5 acres will require both public water and
sewers to that area to be installed at the expense of the developer
of the land, and the development should otherwise conform to the
A-5-A Zone and Subdivision Regulations of E1 Paso County.



ii.) Region II
If at some future date both public water and sewer become

available in this area, the zoning of the area should be changed
to A-5-A Rural Residential. This zone permits one dwelling per
2.5 acres and will place a majority of the lots in a conforming
zone. The few lots that are smaller than 2.5 acrea should be
"permitted exceptions" within the A-5-A Zone. After establishing
the A-5-A Zone, no further subdivision of property to create any
land parcels that are less than 2.5 acres should be permitted

within this region.

jii.) Region III
This area presently conforms to 5 acre zoning with a few
exceptions. It shall remain at a 5 acre density except that
when public water and sewer become available in this region,
the matter of 5 acre density vs 2.5 acre density should be

reconsidered by the property owners within this region.

PROCEDURE :

The following general procedure will be followed in order to gain formal
consideration of this plan.

A. Obtain written approval or disapproval by area property owners of the
above plan for future land use in Woodmen Valley. The greatest impact
will be attained by having a high percentage of the property owners

approving this plan.

B. After approval of the plan ourselves, the next step will be to submit
it to the E1 Paso County Planning Commission via the Land Use Depart-
ment for adoption to the Master Plan of the County. We will then
request that it be forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for
their certification, and ask that it be recognized by all cognizant
governmental bodies as "the guide" for future development in our area.

c. The next step will be a request to the Board of County Commissioners
to rezone the areas presently zoned F-1 to A-2 so that the area will

be uniformily zoned A-2.

D. Then we should form one or more groups of residents to study possible
future alternatives for water, sewer, and roads should the need arise.
It will be beneficial to consider these before they become a crisis

situation.

ACTION REQUIRED BY YOU:

Please consider this plan carefully. It is very jmportant to all of us if
we are to maintain our present life style in Woodmen Valley. Property owners
living outside of Woodmen Valley will have received this by mail while resident
property owners will have it delivered to them personally. The last page of this
document is provided for your written approva]/disapproval. Should you have any
questions about any part of this, contact someone listed on the next to last page

by phone, mail, or in person.

Those 1iving outside Woodmen Valley please mail your signed approval/dis-



approval in the enclosed stamped envelope. Those residing in Woodmen Valley

will be called on personally and can deliver their signed approval/disapproval

to the person calling. If you are not called upon within 10 days after delivery,
contact someone on the next to Tast page and ask them to pick it up.
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If you nave questions oOr need additional informetion contact any

of the persons listed below.

John Strathman
715 Hidden Valley Road
598-5240

James Ross
240 Hidden Valley Road
598-7993

Edith Brilggs
1260 Timber Valley Road

598=5696

Norman Schrock
385 picden Valley Road
598=5673

Tom Watt
1120 Northfield Road
5908~6066

Jean Perrin
1095 Northfield Road

598-5456

Karla Olsen
1485 Northfield Road
598-5110

Grosvenor Garnett
1280 W. Woodmen Road

598-2384

Sally Drabing
275 Hidden Valley Road

598-6123

Johan Sverdrup
1645 Timber Valley Road

598~1988
Arlys Gould

1675 W. Woodmen Road
598=-5612

Hote: All of the above addre

David Maher
385 Hidden Valley Road
598-1048

Charlie MacEachern
535 Hidden Valley Road
588-9620

Betty Lindeman
470 Hidden Valley Road
598~5303

Clifford Horton
310 W. Woodmen Road
598-5233

Buck Hoyle
7725 Eastwood Road
5908-4"73"7

Polly Munson
580 Northfield Road
598-1131

William Pfeiffer
310 Hidden Valley Road
598-5238

Robert Jones
1550 Northfield Road
598=5378

Glenn Shoptaugh
530 Northfield Road
598-323"7

Gene Warrington
315 Hidden Valley Road
598=536"7

Joel Hefley
1625 W. Woodmen Road
598-2871

sses are Colorado Springs, CO 80919



Date

I/We as owners

of property in Woodmen Valley on

Road, hereby APPROVE DISAPPROVE of the proposed

Tand Use Plan, and ask that it be used by our E1l Paso

county Government as @ guide to future development 1in

the area described by the plan.

Number

Map

Lot

*
bLcres

*ps recorded by E1 Paso County Assessor,property descriptions.



WOODMEM VALLEY LAND USE PLAN

June 28,1977
INTRODUCTION:

The general objective of this land use plan is to maintain Woodmen Valley
as a desirable place to live by keeping it as much Tike it is today as is possible.
The plan as stated is a land use plan and not a comprehensive master plan, but
it should he considered as the first step towards the formulation of a master
plan. Water, sewer, and roads all represent problem areas that must be given
careful consideration in order to complete a comprehensive plan. Recognizing
that the details of these will require a long time to resolve, they will be left
to be completed at a later date. The plan also recognizes the continued desires -

of property owners to develop their property and does not create any new obstacles X

to prevent this from happening.

BOUNDARY OF WOODMEN VALLEY LAND USE PLAN:

The area included in the plan shall be bounded by the D&RGW railroad
tracks to the east, the U.S.A.F.A. to the north, Woodmen Road to the south,
and Pike National Forest to the west, except that it shall also include the
developed area south of Woodmen Road near the entrance to Mount St. Francis,

and that part of Mount St. Francis extending south of Woodmen Road. See
Figure 3.

ZONING:

The entire area described should be in a uniform 5 acre zone. The A-?
Farming District should be used throughout instead of the present mixture of
A-2 and F-1 zoning. Development in the area should continue as basically single
family residential. See Figure 1.

SUBDIVISION OF PROPERTY: -

There should be no further subdivision of property to create any land parcels

that are less than 5 acres in size. Those lots that do not meet the minimum size
for 5-acre zoning should remain non-conforming just as they are at the present
time. Figure 2 locates those properties. Improvements to non-conforming lots
should be considered the same as they have been in the past. The property owner
must petition the E1 Paso County Board of Adjustment for approval in order to
obtain a building permit.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT:

Referring to Figure 4 to locate the regions, future development in the area
should §ake place as follows: (Figure 5 locates presently unimproved property)
i.) Region I
This area is presently mostly undeveloped. It shall be permitted
to develop at either a 2.5 or 5 acre density.at the option of the land
owner. However, any development more dense than one dwelling unit per
5 acres will require both public water and sewer to that area to be
installed at the expense of the developer of the land, and the develop-
ment should otherwise conform-to the A-5-A—Zone and-SubdivisionReq-
ulations of E1 Paso County. Development at a density qreater than one
dwelling unit per 5 acres will require rezoning this region to A-5-A.

=
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ii.) Region 1I

If at some future date both public water and sewer become available
in this area, the zoning of the area should be changed to A-5-A Rural
Residential. This zone permits one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres and
will place a majority of the lots in a conforming zone. The few lots
that are smaller than 2.5 acres should be "permitted exceptions" within
the A-5-A Zone. After establishing the A-5-A Zone, no further sub-
division of property to create any land parcels that are less than 2.5
acres should be permitted within this region.

iii.) Region III

This area presently conforms to 5 acre zoning with a few exceptions.

It shall remain at a 5 acre density except that when public water and
sewer become available in this region, the matter of 5 acre density vs
2.5 acre density should be reconsidered by the property owners within
this region.

*" WATER, SEWER, AND ROADS:

One or more task forces made up of Woodmen Valley property owners shall be
formed to study and recommend alternative solutions that will insure an adequate
supply of water, adequate.sewage conditions, and improved road conditions in the
future in Woodmen Valley.
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Proposed land use plan for Woodmen Valley. The plan has been prepared by
residents of Woodmen Valley and is submitted as an amendment to the 1990
Land Use Plan for E1 Paso County.

The proposed "Plan" was developed by residents of the Woodmen Valley as a
response to increase growth pressures within the area. The "Plan" covers an
area of 2300 acres. Basic components of the "Plan" and recommended changes
include the following: (1) The "Plan divides the Woodmen Valley into three
regions and recommends zoning and land use minimums for each region;

(2) Region 1: recommended development at one unit per 5 acre minimum with
one unit per 2.5 acres permitted if public water and sewer are provided;

(3) Region 2: 5 acre minimum until water and sewer (public) are provided

at which time 2.5 acre per unit development to be allowed; (4) Region 3:

5 acre per unit development with a reconsideration of 5 acre concept at such
time as public water and sewer are provided, at which time 2.5 acre per unit
. would be the maximum density permitted; (5) loning: re-zone the entire area
A-2 and permit zone changes only to A-5-A and only if public water and sewer
are provided; (6) Subdivision: permit subdivision of property into 5 acre
lots only.

WATER AND SANITATION PROVISIONS:

The plan does not address this issue directly but states that public water
and sewer are to be a pre-requisite before 2.5 acre lots are permitted.

NEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION: The plan does not address the question of roads.
A1l roads are now private and unmaintained.

FIRE PROTECTION: The area is currently served by the Woodmen Valley V.F.D. The
area is rated as a severe wildfire hazard area and has no water system
(e.g. hydrants) and no publically maintained roads. The question of fire
protection is not addressed in the plan.

SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGIC CHARACTERISTICS: This issue is not addressed in the plan.
Investigation of the area indicates that there are severe geologic and soils
hazards throughout the valley with severe limitations noted for both septic
systems and foundations.

| PARK AND SCHOOL PROVISIONS: This is not addressed in the plan. At present there

are no parks or public recreational facilities in the valley. The valley is
within school district #20 and is served by one elementary school. School
capacities based on the proposed development are not addressed.

OTHER AGENCY COMMENTS: No other agencies have been contacted with regard to the
plan. :

. LAND USE DEPARTMENT COMMENTS: The proposed plan is not a comprehensive plan in the

accepted sense of the term. It is a "zoning and land use plan" and does not deal
with the wide range of subjects generally included in preparation of a comprehen-
sive plan. The basic reason for the plan is to achieve'official recognition, through
in adopted plan, of the desires of the residents of the valley to maintain the
jural-residential nature of the area. Thus, any requests for zone changes within

the valley would not be in conformance with the plan and therefore subject to

defeat. The present plan (1990 Land Use) shows ‘significantly higher density
development than that desired by the residents (4-9.9 units per acre). They are
therefore attempting to change the land use map which is a component of the plan.
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:ause the plan does not deal with many critical issues (provision of water and
<wer, transportation system, environmental matters, services and capacities, costs

factors), the conclusions of the plan are not technically verifiable, although
they may be intuitively sensible. Questions such as the overall impact of the
development of five acre parcels with well and septic systems and the impact of
such systems on the water supply and the general environment versus the impact of
higher density with public water and sewer are not thoroughly analyzed. This is
understandable when one considers that the plan represents the attempt of the
residents to maintain a certain life-style rather than to solve technical and
environmental probiems. As such, the plan is more analagous to the citizen input

'stage of a comprehensive planning process than it is to a comprehensive plan itself.

It should be noted further that if such a plan were presented by a developer as

the first phase of a development proposal (sketch plan or master plan) it would
fail for lack of information.

' What the plan appears to be is a preliminary step in a program to rezone areas
-of the Woodmen Valley and to have this proposed zoning reflected in the 1990
. Plan, in much the same way that undeveloped land zoned for industrial use is

reflected in the plan as industrial land. As such it presents an overall zoning
scheme and sets forth certain rezoning policies to be applied to the Woodmen

-Valley. [If the rezoning scheme is adopted, it requests that the land use plan

be changed to reflect both the zoning and the zoning policies.

If the Commission feels that the proposed plan has merit and should be adopted
in some official form (either as an amendment to the adopted plan or as a rezoning
quest) it is the departments' feeling that the land use plan component should
. adopted as an interim revision of the 1990 Land Use Plan. As the members of
the Conmission are aware, the county is currently developing a comprehensive
plan for the county which will replace the 1990 Land Use Plan. As an interim
revision, the proposed plan would constitute land development policy until such
time as the new plan is adopted. The questions mentioned earlier must be addressed
before the proposal can be considered a component of the new comprehensive plan.

It should also be noted that there is an apparent contradiction in the proposal. The
proposal indicates that subdivision into 2.5 acre lots would be permitted with the
provision of public water and sewer. It also indicates that no subdivision of

“lots into parcels of less than 5 acres should be allowed. This should be clarified.

"Planning Commission Action: The request was approved as an interim revision

‘to the 1990 Land Use Plan by a vote of 5-0

o e —— —— —
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August 1,1977

My. P.J. Anderson, Planning Director
E1 Paso County Land Use Department
27 E. Vermijo Ave.

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903

Dear P.J. .

The property owners in Woodmen Valley have been concerned for sometime about
existing problems as well as future development in the Woodmen Valley area.
Many of these problems and concerns can best be addressed by developing a
comprehensive master plan for the area. As an initial step in formulating
this master plan, the property owners have prepared and approved a land use

_p]an for the Woodmen Valley area.

We are submitting this proposed land use plan for Woodmen Valley as an effort

i’ to show in a unified way how the vast majority of property owners in the Valley

feel about the future development of their land hoping that the desirable
character of Woodmen Valley as a place to live will not be changed by outside
influence or perhaps by a single developer seeking profit at the expense of
the remaining 159 property owners. Roads and water are problems that rank of
equal priority with land use, and efforts to bring forth solutions to these
problems will be started in the near future as well.

Therefore, we would like a place on the agenda so that the proposed land use
plan for Woodmen Valley can be presented at the September meeting of the EIl
Paso County Planning Commission. We will also ask that the following action
be taken:

i.) That the Woodmen Valley Land Use Plan be approved and used as a quide

for recommendations pertaining to future development in the Woodmen
Valley area. '
ii.) That the plan be adopted as a modification to the E1 Paso County 1990
' Land Use Plan, and that the maps, plats, and charts be changed to
indicate the modification.

iii.) That the plan be sent to the E1 Paso County Board of Commissioners
for their certification.

Respectfully,

'John H. Strathman for Ehe

Woodmen Valley Property Owners .
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August 6, 1977

Colorado Springs City Government

Mr. Lawrence 0. Ochs, Mayor

Members of City Council

Mr. George Fellows, City Manager

Mr. Gordon Hinds, City Attorney

Mr. Edward Baldwin, City Planning Director

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The property owners in toodmen Valley have become increasingly concerned about
land development activity in the Woodmen Valley area during the past few years.
The general concern is not that the undeveloped property is being developed, but
concern that the nature of the development will adversly change the present
character and desirability of the area as a place to live. This became a
critical problem to us during this past year when a developer sought approval

of a subdivision of 30 acres into 29 separate lots on a parcel of land north

of Woodmen Valley Road. This request was denied by the city, I believe, pri-
marily on the grounds that it was a matter of annexation as a means of obtaining
rezoning. A similar rezoning request was made by the same developer to the
County and denied largely for two reasons. First, the proposed density was

high compared to the present Woodmen Valley density and not in keeping with the
present development pattern of the area. Second, the Woodmen Valley property
owners asked that a master plan of the entire area be considered before any
parts of Woodmen Valley are permitted to change. It is not fair to the property
owners of any area that has some semblance of a consistent development plan,

to have it modified in bits and pieces without an overall goal and plan to be
followed.

The residents of Woodmen Valley began in April of this year to develop such

a land use plan to be presented to the appropriate local governmental bodies

with the request that it be used as a quide to future development in the area.

We believe that the plan as presently drafted is reasonable, fair, and is highly
acceptable to resident property owners as well as owners of presently undevel-
oped land in Woodmen Valley. A copy of the proposed plan is attached. This plan
will be presented to the E1 Paso County Planning Commission at their September
19th meeting. There are 199 recorded parcels of land in the 2300 acres included

- within the boundary of the area under approximately 160 different ownerships.

The proposed land use plan along with explanatory material has been presented

. to each property owner residing in Woodmen Valley and mailed to land owners

living outside the area. Although not everyone's response has been received,
the general response to the plan has been very positive. To date, 135 of the
160 property owners have responded, and all but 5 have indicated approval of
the plan. The primary reason for disapproval has been based on a desire not
to permit further subdivisions of land parcels into less than 5 acre lots, ever.
The responses to date represent over 90% of the total acreage, with over 99%

% of the reporting acreage approving the plan. From the response you can readily

conclude that we are indeed concerned about the future of the Woodmen Valley
area and about adopting a positive plan that should be acceptable to nearly
everyone.

It is difficult to understand how one or perhaps two owners, who are not
residents and represent less than a few percent of the land in the area, can
seemingly generate-action—for-annexation-and-subsequent-rezoning. This creates
a disturbing situation to us and may raise a legal question as well as a moral
issue where matters of annexation and zoning are considered simultaneously.

»
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I would submit that matters of annexation and zoning should be considered
separately. There appears to be an underlying assumption throughout your
Hoodmen Valley Annexation Study that property in the study area will develop
more densily in the future. This is presumptious since only one property
owner out of 160 has given a definite indication of desiring a density of
greater than one dwelling unit per 2.5 acres.

Much of the information in the annexation study is vaque and omits some
important considerations. For instance, the annexation study states that

"parts of the area..... have a high probability of developing as a very des-
irable residential area which ...... may be in short supply in the City within
10 or 15 years." Yet, without a reasonable and inclusive long range plan

for the area, the desirability of Woodmen Valley may not be maintained in
the future. There is no reference in the study to present property owners
in the area and how they desire "their property" to develop or not to
develop as the case may be. The westerly boundary of the alternate area
mentioned for annexation almost seems ludicrous. There is Tittle logic in
annexing along an imaginary line ( even if it is a section line ) that cuts
through the middle of an area when there is so much in common on both sides

-of the line. The areas are topographically the same, property improvements

are similar, and therefore they should be planned and developed together
without creating an artifical dividing line. The D&RGW Railroad track forms
a more natural and logical place to draw a boundary if a new boundary is
necessary. Both zoning and development are presently different east and
west of the railroad tracks. Also, it is not clear from the study that the
economics of annexation will benefit either the City or Woodmen Valley
property owners for either alternative considered. Additional information
relative to capital costs that will be incurred by property owners must be
made available. Our study of the area has raised many of the same questions
raised in the annexation study and left them unanswered too. For example,
future needs for water and sewer need a great deal of further analysis.
Roads is another important issue, and parts of the information contained in
the study related to roads appears to be inaccurate and inconsistent.
Acceptable answers to these critical questions will require a great deal of

*  indepth study, communications, and cooperation between property owners and

governmental bodies. I suggest that these problems are not solved simply

it . by annexation of the area. A master plan reflecting answers to the area's
“problems and representing the desires of the property owners should be a

minimal starting point for an annexation proposal.

Therefore, in behalf of the Woodmen Valley property owners, it is respect-
fully requested that the City of Colorado Springs:

1.) Postpone taking any action to annex property west of the D&RGH
Railroad tracks and north of Woodmen Road until the property owners
have had an opportunity to present their proposed land use plan to
the E1 Paso County Planning Commission for adoption to the 1990

.Land Use Plan.

2.) Postpone taking any action to annex all or-any part of Woodmen
Valley west of the tracks and north of Woodmen Road prior to
completing detailed studies of water, sewer, and roads for the

entire area and doing this in cooperation with the property owners
of Woodmen Valley. . ’

3.) Adopt the attached Woodmen Valley Land Use Plan to the City's

—— o —e . e
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Comprehensive Land Use Development Plan.

4.) Inform the residents of Woodmen Valley in advance of City meetings
at which the future development of Woodmen Valley is to be con-
sidered.

Since the proposed land use plan being considered by the property owners

of Woodmen Valley does not address annexation specifically, this communication
is not meant to express general agreement by the property owners either for

or against annexation. It does however, indicate a strong agreement that

any future land use in the described area should follow the intent of the
proposed plan whether it remains in the County or becomes part of the City.

Respectfully,

Oty J Frbehosene

John H.Strathman
Chairman, Woodmen Valley
Land Use Committee
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ECOSYSTEMS

. PONDEROSA PINE

B veroon

[ ] MOUNTAIN SHRUB

MOUNTAIN GRASSLAND

. DISTURBED RESIDENTIAL

RIPARIAN




COMPOSITE EXISTING LAND USE AND ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITATIONS

E VACANT D NO LIMITATIONS
m RESIDENTIAL m SLIGHT LIMITATIONS

COMMERCIAL MODERATE LIMITATIONS

| ] omHer [] severe LIMITATIONS
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INFRASTRUCTURE

|
.l,:l o

E GAS (CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS)

"\.| ELECTRICAL (CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS)

B WATER (CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS)

M./u SEWER (CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS)



ZONING

5 ACRE MINIMUM (RESIDENTIAL)
% ACRE MINIMUM (RESIDENTIAL)




INFRASTRUCTURE

- ™ J-W/l lg‘

g
Pad
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. | ROADS (PRIVATE)

B scioos (AcapEmy scHooL DISTRICT)
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COMPC 517 F ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITATIONS

D NO LIMITATION
E SLIGHT LIMITATIONS
D MODERATE LIMITATIONS

B severe LimiTaTIONS



SOILS CHARACTERISTICS (SEPTIC)

e

|| No LIMITATION
D SLIGHT LIMITATION

. MODERATE LIMITATION

B severe LimiTaTION



SOILS CHARATERISTICS (BUILDINGS AND ROADS)

[ ] no LimiTaTIONS
B suieHr LimTations
B vooerate LiMiTATIONS

BB scvere comTaTions



MINERAL RESOURCES

[ ] Resources AREA

NO COMMERCIAL DEPOSITS




W1LDFIRE HAZARD

_TL NO HAZARD

[ ] stieHT HAzaRD
MODERATE HAZARD

SEVERE HAZARD
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DEVELOPMENT PLAN FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

TOTAL ACRES

ROADS

DEVELOPED
AGRICULTURAL

PARK AND OPEN SPACE
TOTAL TO BE DEVELOPED

DEVELOPMENT PLAN
1202 AcrRes AT Z2-4 D.u. PER ACRE
211 AcCRES AT 8-20 D.U. PER ACRE
586 ACRES AT 1 D.U. PER 5 ACRES

142 ACRES COMMERCIAL WITH 2 ACRE
AVERAGE LOT SIZE

562 ACRES INDUSTRIAL AT 5 ACRES

AVERAGE LOT SIZE

MARKET VALUE PER S.F. UNIT (LOW DENSITY)
MARKET VALUE PER S.F, UNIT (MED., DENSITY)
MARKET VALUE PER M.F. UNIT

ASSESSED VALUE PER COMM, SITE (DEV.)
ASSESSED VALUE PER COMM. SITE (UNDEV.)
ASSESSED VALUE PER IND. SITE (DEV.)
ASSESSED VALUE PER IND. SITE (UNDEV.)

REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY LOW DENSITY
SINGLE FAMILY MED. DENSITY

MULTI-FAMILY

9182

570 ACRES
120 AcrEes
3194 ACRES
2613 ACRES
2685 ACRES

3606 UNITS
2954 UNITS
117 uNITS

/1 UNITS
112 unITS

$40,000
$30,000
$25,000
$41,444
$5,647

$20,653
$4,393

$7020.00
$162,270.00
$110,775



Woodmen Valley Annexation Study ﬁ

Preliminary Draft Report

TOTAL WOODMEN VALLEY ANNEXATION STUDY AREA

General Information

The total area under consideration for possible annexation encompasses
approximately 2,750 acres (4.3 square miles). Mount St. Francis Convent
comprises 1,270.17 acres of that total.

Within the total Woodmen Valley Annexation area the current
population is 986 persons. There are also 223 single family dwelling
units creating an average of 4.6 persons/d.u. (This figure appears to
be high. If the 110 year round residents of the Convent are subtracted
from the total population, the result is 876 persons or an average
family size of 3.9 persons).

Subtracting the land owned by Mount St. Francis Convent from the
total annexation area, the result is 1,480 acres on which 223 dwelling
units are located. This results in 1 d.u./6.6 acres. There are 529.5 acres
of vacant land (37%) within this area. If the vacant area should develop
at the same density as that which exists today, the ultimate population
would be 1,110 persons. However, it is unlikely that future development
would be as sparse as that which exists today. The Pikes Peak Area
Council of Governments projects the population for this area, in the
year 2000, to be 4,910. The Park and Recreation Master Plan projects
a population of 2,785 in 1990.

As in previous annexation analyses results of this area study are
not clearly defined. Available data simply does not present the full
picture and the data necessary for a complete cost benefit analysis is
either unavailable or would be very time consuming to assemble as a
prerequisite to annexation. Recognizing these shortcomings, however, we
have assembled information which should provide the basis for an informed
judgement to be made.

Following is a brief analysis of the data available including the
reports received from other City departments.

Planning

The area under consideration is entirely within the "Planning Area"
as delineated and defined in the Comprehensive Plan Program, General Land
Development Recommendations - Planning Information Report Two .




The "Planning Area Policy" from those recommendations states in part
that "The City should consider the possibility of providing full urban
services to lands within the Planning Area.....(and) within the Planning
Area, services should only be provided for developments which are
adjacent to existing developed areas - consistent with open space and
all other adopted land development policies™.

In addition, parts of the area under consideration have a high
probability of developing as a very desirable residential area which
"Planning Information Report Two'" indicates may be in short supply in
the City within 10 to 15 years. City Planning Department and Pikes Peak
Area Council of Governments projections indicate that the undeveloped
portions of the area would very probably attract growth if services are
provided. Recent developments, in the immediate area, such as the
Digital Equipment Company, will provide further pressure for development
of the vacant areas.

In response to the provisions of the City Council resolution on
annexation policy adopted in December, 1972:

Some of the developed portion of the area is presently being served
with City water and wastewater but the water divisiom cautions that
service of additional areas would be dependent on availability of

water.

The annexation of the area under consideration would appear to be a
"logical extension of the corporate boundary" particularly in light
of the recommended "Planning Area Policy" and the natural barrier of
the Pike National Forest that exists at the western edge of the area
and the Air Force Academy on the morthern boundary. However, the
relative benefit to the City of such an annexation is by no means

clear.

A significant portion of the Woodmen Valley Annexation Alternative
is already urbanized. Likewise, a portion is presently provided
with City water services and City wastewater service, all of which
would qualify it for second order annexation consideration.

Summar§-Comments - City Departments
Utilities
Wastewater:
Of all the homes in the Woodmen Valley area only 57 are presently

provided wastewater service by the City. This service is concentrated
in Thunderbird and Pinecreek Estates. The remaining developed area is



divided into large tracts which make the need for public sewer service
highly unlikely from an economic standpoint. If this area were annexed,
future developments would be required to provide the necessary sewer
facilities. The major impact would be long range and again would
necessitate possibly two additional personnel to provide for inspection,
customer service, and preventative maintenance of the Collection System.
The immediate effects would be the annual loss of approximately $1,700.00
for the differential outside City user charges and $91.00 per single
family unit connection fee.

Another point that should be considered is that annexation of
this area may stimulate new development at a faster rate. This, in
turn, could cause the Wastewater Division to accelerate the program
for the installation of the new Monument Creek Interceptor to provide
sufficient outfall line capacity.

Water:

The Mount St. Francis Josephine Convent area and the portion east
of Monument Creek, known as the Tudor-Thunderbird Estates area, are
presently served by the City of Colorado Springs, Water Division. All
other residences in this area generate their water supply from individual
and private wells. There is no fire protection in any of the areas
being serviced from wells.

Cost to establish City water distribution and fire protection in
this area should be at the expense of the owners and/or developers.

The Water Division has a tentative major distribution system of
12-inch and 8-inch water mains proposed, but the existing development
is quite sparse at present with a very poor street network, most
roadways being dead-end.

In order to prepare an approximate cost estimate for required water
facilities it would be necessary to have a master plan for this entire
area so that we would be able to determine main locations, sizes,
necessary appurtenances, etc.

The Water Division has projected future water service to this
area and would be able to supply required demands.

Should future development continue to be as sparse as the existing
development in this area, it would be expected that maintenance costs
compared to revenues received would be much higher than normally
experienced in most areas of the City.



Gas and Electric Divisions:

Gas and electricity are currently supplied by the City to this area.

Police Department

An analysis of the criminal activity in the area to be annexed appears
negligible at this time. However, there are other important factors which
must be considered.

As you know, the proposed development of Oak Hills at Rockrimmon will
add a considerable number of people to a currently sparsely populated area
of the City. The Department did not take this addition into consideration
in its 1977 budget. As a result, we view this subdivision as a form of
"mini-annexation."

Likewise, the Woodman Valley area was not considered in this year's
budget. This area presents a somewhat different problem than population,
that is, the size of the geographical area concerned. Response time,
accessibility, and officers' safety become critical in such a discussion.
In order to provide satisfactory response to both these areas, better
coverage to those persons and property in the Rockrimmon area, and proper
allowances for officers' safety, the following is recommended:

(1) One additional officer per shift which equates to five additional
sworn positiomns.

(2) One additional vehicle for this geographic area.

The Department realizes that a desirable level of Police protection
can only be obtained with sufficient manpower and equipment to service this
rather remote area of the City. It appears somewhat inappropriate to expect
those persons living in the proposed annexation to bear the brunt of the
required expenditures. Yet at the same time, we do not feel it appropriate
nor desirable to provide anything less than the satisfactory level of Police
protection to any resident of the City of Colorado Springs.

Salaries:

5 Patrolmen @ $1,216 per month $72,960

Overtime @ $650 per year 3,250 $76,210
Operating:

Benefits @ $477 2,385

Pension @ 5% 3,648

False Arrest Insurance @ $71 355

Clothing/Cleaning Allowance @ $305 1,525

Equipment @ $250 1,250

Maintaining Vehicle (1) 6,000 15,163



Capital Outlay:

1 vehicle fully equipped 7,750 7,750
TOTAL $99,123

In a memo dated July 12, 1977, the Police Department representative
stated that if the City were to annex the total Woodmen Valley Annexation
Study Area,''the Department would, in all probability, request the full
five (5) persons and one (1) vehicle. These would be in addition to the
personnel we intend to request through the 1978 budget process. We feel
such additions are necessary in order to maintain a desirable level of
police service in the area in question."

Fire Department

Under the existing conditions we cannot provide what I could term
adequate fire protection in Woodmen Valley (the area west of Thunderbird
Estates and Pine Creek to and including Mt. St. Francis). The relatively
few homes would probably not jusiify a station directly in that area. The
only alternative is to locate a station which is presently contemplated in
west Rockrimmon, so that either Buckeye Drive or Westwood could be traveled
to get from Rockrimmon to that area. This would not alleviate the conditions
of topography, winding street designs, or the road conditions described in
Woodmen Valley or the lack of water but would reduce travel distance to some

degree.

It would seem that considering the area being proposed for annexation
and the station location described that about half of the cost for a station
and staffing might be reasonably considered as a cost of annexing that area.
Costs would be as follows:

Cost of station (finished) $225,000
Cost of pumper equipped 90,000
Manpower (12 men) 198,000

$513,000

One half this cost would be approximately $256,000 for the opening year and
about $100,000 for salaries per year after that.

As stated above, a fire station is presently contemplated in west
Rockrimmon to serve the Rockrimmon, Discovery, Oak Hills areas. This
station will be needed at some point, whether the Woodmen Valley Annexa-
tion Study Area is annexed or not. The annexation would, in all proba-
bility, accelerate the need for a station in the area.




Park and Recreation Department

Woodmen Valley

Land Requirements Acq. Dev. Maint.
14 ac. community park 91,000 700,000 15,484
7 ac. neighborhood park 45,000 175,000 7,742

7 ac. playfield 45,000 56,000
Sub~total 181,000 931,000 30,968

Facilities

1 tennis court 13,000 3,427
Total 181,000 944,000 34,395

People Needed

Maintenance
— Cost
1 - permanent $8,592
2 - seasonal 3,840
$12,432 - included in $34,395 above
Recreation
3 - seasonals $5,400

Public Works

Traffic Engineering:

Signing and pavement markings can be installed and maintained for
approximately $3,000.00 per year.

The proposed annexation area has only one street light at the
intersection of Gillen Road and Woodmen Road. It is recommended, if the
area is annexed, residential lighting be installed within five years.
The remaining area along Woodmen Road and along Gillen Road, between
Tudor Road and Woodmen Road, would receive street lights as the area
adjacent to these roadways develops.

The total area will require approximately 173, 100 watt High
Pressure Sodium, street lights at a cost of $12,000 a year using current
rates.



Engineering and Streets Division:

1.

Arterial Streets
Woodmen Road - Approximately three miles in length, partially
improved, not to standards.

Major burden of improving would be on the developers, therefore
we have to consider maintenance only.

a. Present condition maintenance would be high due to side
ditches, undefined paving edges, etc.: $5,000 per annum

b. Future developed condition maintenance costs: $2,500 per annum

Residential Streets

There is approximately 5 1/2 miles of residential road systems
in the Woodmen Valley area, of which 3 3/4 miles have any
asphalt type surface. The streets are not curbed and do not
appear to be to any standards. Many private streets exist
throughout this area.

Maintenance would consist of overlaying the existing paved
streets once every 8 years at a cost of: $20,000 per annum

Grading remainder of unpaved streets - 1 3/4 miles of unpaved
streets annual maintenance cost: $500 per mile

Drainage

Since we assume 207 of the area to have some kind of structure
or to be platted, 80% of the area would be subject to drainage
fees or the placement of structures.

80%Z of 2,534 acres = 2,027 acres

1140 acres are already under a fee assessment in "Dry Creek Basin"
which is currently assessed at $1,008 per acre. The remaining
acreage would be charged at the currently programmed figure of

$1,109 per acre for unstudied basins.

Fee assessments would then be:

$1,034,208
$1,110,109

1026 acres at $1,008/acre
1001 acres at $1,109/acre

Total fee collectible at time of building
requests - subject to increase annually $2,144,317

The cost of structures required for the unstudied area is
undeterminable at this time, therefore we can only give the
figures on fee assessment. The area would have to be engineered
for a study of structures required.



Monument Creek

This area of the annexation request should be treated as a possible
lineal type park wilderness area and we are assuming no improvements
would be needed along Monument Creek as long as the floodway is not
further encroached upon. This could be determined from the study
required as previously mentioned.

Bridges

A major structure would be required on Woodmen Road at Monument Creek
at a cost of approximately $1,000,000 which would include a portion
of Woodmen Road to be widened.

Note: This report does not include the controversial R.R. crossing
at Woodmen Road, underpass or overpass. (This is estimated at
$2 million.)

A R.R. overpass and bridge will be required at the intersection of
either Rockrimmon Boulevard or Woodmen Road with the Denver and Rio
Grande Railroad tracks, whether this area is annexed or not. However,
presently, this major facility is a City-County obligation.

It has been estimated that this facility would cost $3 million.
Alternate funding sources do exist. The Federal Aid Urban System

is one such funding alternative. This system requires a local
commitment of 26% to be matched by 74% Federal funds. (Local cost
would be approximately $720,000.) To use this funding source, Rock-
rimmon Boulevard would need to be placed on the Federal Aid Urban

System.

It should be pointed out that this source of funding consists of
approximately $1,040,000/year to be used by Colorado Springs, Manitou
Springs, Fountain, El1 Paso County, and the State Department of High-
ways. Funding has been tentatively committed for the next 5 years.
The City of Colorado Springs' share of the Urban System Funds has
been programmed through 1982 for Union Boulevard improvements.

If Rockrimmon Boulevard is not placed on the System, another source
of funding available is the Off-System Roads Program. Again, this
funding source requires 26% local commitment or $720,000. The total
funding available is approximately $300,000 to be used County-wide.

Engineering Costs

There would be approximately $20,000 required for engineering a new
drainage basin study. This would be an immediate one time cost.

Personnel

No additional personnel would be required for the Engineering Department.



One additional person would Ee required for the Street Division at
a per annum cost of $10,000.

8. Equipment

Three pieces of equipment would be required to supplement the present
maintenance fleet. These would be: dump truck, roller and pickup.

The total cost of purchase would be: $15,0001

Other Services

The departments reporting above comprise a large percentage of the
City's annual expenditure for public services. However, the City provides
a number of services not included above which, taken as a whole, are con-
siderable in terms of costs. Expenses for items such as administration,
municipal courts, public welfare, public health, and certain community
development activities are difficult to assign and estimate on a geographic
basis, but an addition of over eleven percent to the present population
of the City is almost certain to increase costs for some of these, perhaps
even by a percentage factor equal to the population increase. We have no
reliable estimate of the increased cost of these services but they should
be considered as a cost factor in the annexation evaluation. One imponder-
able factor in this consideration is that the residents of the study area
may already be benefiting from these services to some degree. This segment
of service costs is mentioned in anticipation of some degree of subjective
consideration being given to it in evaluating the annexation.

Revenue Anticipation

The total assessed value of property within the total annexation area
is $3,538,410 (January 1, 1977 figures). At 11 mills this would result in
yearly revenue of $38,922.50 from this area. The Road and Bridge tax
revenue would be $8,846.025.

Sales tax revenue would be minimal in this area as it is primarily
a residential development.

There would be additional revenue from drainage fees as stated in the
comments from the Public Works Department.

lIn a memo from the Street Superintendent, dated July 12, 1977, it was
stated that this would be the cost provided a request for 2 additional
sweepers plus 2 employees to operate the sweepers is approved in the
1978 budget.



WOODMEN VALLEY - ALTERNATE

As a result of the comments from the various City departments stating
concern with the large lots, private roads and rough topography particularly
in the western area of the proposed annexation area, and because most of
the property in the eastern portion particularly Thunderbird Estates and
Pine Creek Estates, is presently furnished with several or complete City
utilities™, an alternate annexation is being proposed.

The alternate area is approximately the eastern most quarter of the
total Woodmen Valley Annexation area. It is comprised of 109 d.u. on 530
acres with a population of 425 persons.

This alternate annexation area is the more developed area of the total
proposed annexation area. Of the 530 acres, 178.8 are undeveloped resulting
in 34% undeveloped.

Each of the City departments that had commented on the total proposed annexa-
tion area was asked to reassess its comments concerning the alternate annexa-
tion area. The comments concerning the alternate area follow:

Summary Comments - City Departments
Utilities
Wastewater:

The alternate annexation analysis request by the Planning Department
has a minor impact on my original comments dated April 15, 1977 (comments
on total annexation area).

As 1 stated, extension of sewer service in the vacant areas will be
the burden of the developer. Of the existing developed areas, Pine Creek
Estates is largely without public sewers and future improvement districts
may be required.

The proposed alternate will eliminate the problem of providing full
City services, such as sewers, to an area which, because of lot arrangement
and topography, make this service very impractical.

Basically, all of my previous comments including the revenue loss
still apply to the alternate plan.

1 . =, . .
A map depicting the utility services presently provided or contracted
for those that have signed an annexation agreement will be presented at
the Informal City Council meeting.
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Water:

As noted previously, the Thunderbird Estates and Pine Creek Estates
areas are presently served by the City of Colorado Springs, Water Division.
However the Pine Creek Estates area is very weak in fire protection. It
is estimated that 10 new fire hydrants and 3500 feet of new water main
would be required to meet City specifications. Approximate cost would be
$65,000.00.

The area west of the D&RG Railroad would have to be served from a
proposed new 12 inch water main in Woodmen Road. Cost of this main and
other water mains and facilities needed to serve this tract should be
at the expense of the owner and/or developer.

Gas:

The Gas Division is already serving Pine Creek Estates and Thunderbird
Estates. We have a 4 inch high pressure main in Woodmen Road and a 6 inch
high pressure line running north from Woodmen Road along the west R.O.W.
line of Interstate 25. Any extensions from these lines would be done with
Gas Division money and the revenue from customers would return these costs
to the Gas Division. We would not need any additional people or equipment
to maintain this area.

Electric:
Currently serves this area.

Police Department

I refer you again to our memo of April 19, 1977 (memo concerning total
Woodmen Valley Annexation Study Area). 1In it we state that several factors
were considered in our recommendation for personnel and equipment for the
area in question. We have never maintained that annexation of alternative
A alone is justification for such requests. However, after reviewing our
departmental needs in the northwest quadrant, these recommendations seem to
meet minimum annexation requirements.

If the Department had an adequate supply of personnel and equipment, it
would be feasible for us to absorb alternative A without incurring additional
costs or reducing our current level of police service. Unfortunately, this
is not the case. It would be most difficult to absorb any new additions or
annexations, particularly in the northwest quadrant, without either adding
new positions and equipment or reducing services.

Fire Department

The area considered in this alternate annexation includes Pine Creek
and Thunderbird, as far as development that currently exists.

The Thunderbird Estate area is generally spaced fairly adequate as far

as hydrants are concerned and we feel that if the flow is sufficient,
would be adequate in that residential area.
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The Pine Creek area has only two hydrants on the loop formed by Tudor
Road and Gillen Road which is a distance of approximately one mile. It
was my understanding that the utilities representative that was present at
the meeting said he thought the water supply was available in the form of
mains in that area and if that is true hydrants could be installed.

We currently have under consideration the construction of a station at
one of two proposed locations. Locations are at Dublin and El Paso or in
the west portion of Rockrimmon, as we are currently trying to determine if
Falcon Estates might be considered for annexation soon and if so could affect
where the first station might be located.

As far as cost consideration, it would seem the following might be a
reasonable cost to be assigned to the area under discussion.

We normally can cover about 7 square miles with a station in areas that
are primarily residential and since this area is slightly less than 1 square
mile, it would seem about 14% of the cost of a station and the salary cost
for staffing could be a reasonable estimate.

The 14% cost of a station and staffing would be as follows:

Station construction (one~time cost) $36,000
Staffing and maintenance cost per year
147 cost 64,000

From the above, it is apparent that a first year would be approximately
$100,000 and the per year cost after that would be approximately $64,000.
The cost of additional hydrants needed in Pine Creek would have to be esti-

mated by the Water Department.
Again, as stated in the Fire Department report concerning the total

annexation area, the annexation of the Alternate area would accelerate the
need for the proposed Fire Station in the west Rockrimmon area.

Public Works Department

Traffic Engineering Division:

Signing and pavement markings can be installed and maintained for
approximately $2,500 per year.

The proposed annexation area has only one street light at the inter-
section of Gillen Road and Woodmen Road. It is recommended, if the area
is annexed, residential lighting be installed within five years. The remain-
ing area along Woodmen Road and along Gillen Road, between Tudor Road and
Woodmen Road, would receive street lights as the area adjacent to these
roadways develops.

12



The total area will require approximately 82, 100 watt High
Pressure Sodium, street lights at a cost of $5,700 a year using
current rates.

Streets and Engineering:

The majority of the area that is currently developed lies
easterly of Monument Creek and is currently known as Thunderbird
Estates.

The roads in this area are generally asphalted but lack the
benefit of curb and gutter.

Tabulation of Facts

1. Arterial Streets

First Time Costs:

Woodmen Road is the only arterial street in this area and is
approximately 5,000 feet in length.

Costs - One Time (1lst Year)

Maintenance S 5,000l
Bridge over Monument (widening) $1,000,000l
R.R. Overpass $2,000,000
Total $3,005,000
Future Costs (Per Annum) $ 2,500
2. Residential Streets

First Time Costs:

12,000 L.F. of paved roadways $ 45,0002

City share of intersections if this

were to go into an Imp. District $ 5,000
Total $ 50,000

Future Costs (Per Annum) S 1,500

1 i

These costs cannot be attributed to the annexation. These facilities
will be needed whether this area is annexed or not. However, presently,
these facilities would be a City-County obligation.

2This figure can be prorated over several years. Generally, overlaying is
done once every 8 years. Since most of the paved roads in the Total
Annexation Study Area are within the Alternate Annexation Area, the
figures used for the Total area can be applied here.
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3. Drainage

Approximately 373 acres would be fee
assessed at a current fee of $4,109.00
per acre. $ 413,657

Cost of structures required would be
unknown until Drainage Master Plan
is received.

Engineering would still be as
previously stated in Woodmen Valley
Report dated April 1977. ] 20,000

4. Personnel

No additional personnel would be required for the Engineering
Department.

One additional person Woulf be required for the Street Division at a
per annum cost of $10,000.

5. Equipment
Three pieces of equipment would be required to supplement the present
maintenance fleet. These would be: dump truck, roller and pickup.

The total cost of purchase would be: $ 15,000l

Notation:
A portion of the Thunderbird Estates lies within the Monument Creek
Flood Plain, restricting the issuance of building permits in some cases.

Summary:
Total initial cost approximately - § 35,000
Total annual cost thereafter - $ 42,200

Anticipated Revenue

The assessed valuation of the alternate area is $1,373,080. At 11
mills, this would result in increased City revenue of $15,103.88. Revenue
from the Road and Bridge Fund would be $3,432.70. Again, sales tax revenue
would be minimal.

There would be additional revenue from drainage fees as stated in the
comments from the Public Works Department.

lIn a memo from the Street Superintendent, dated July 12, 1977, it was
stated that this would be the cost provided a request for 2 additional
sweepers plus 2 employees to operate the sweepers is approved im the
1978 budget.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this preliminary report is to point out the benefits
and concerns with the annexation of the area known as the Woodmen Valley
Annexation Study Area.

Realizing the problems with the large lots, rough topography, private
streets and general rural atmosphere in the western section of the study
area, the Planning Department has offered an alternate annexation area.

The options are to pursue one of these study areas for possible annexa-
tion, to research further to arrive at a different possible alternate annexa-
tion area, or to do nothing.

The Planning Department realizes that more indepth study is needed if

either of these first two alternatives is chosen. However, guidance from
the City Council is desired before any further study is undertaken.
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Total Annexation Study Area Alternate Area
Area 2,750 acres 530 acres
Dwelling Units 223 109
Population 986 (876)% 425
Assessed Value $3,538,410 $1,373,080
ANNUAL REVENUE ESTIMATES
Property Tax $38,922.50 $15,103.88
Road & Bridge Tax $ 8,846.03 $ 3,432.70
Sales Tax Minimal Minimal
Total $47,768.532 $18,536.582
COST INCREASE ESTIMATES
Immediate Annual Long Term
Total Annexation Study Area Capital Costs Operating Cost Capital Costs
Public Works Dept.
Street Div. $ 15,000 $ 10,000 -
Engineering Div. $ 20,000 $ 28,375 e
Traffic Eng. Div - $ 15,000 -
Police Dept. $ 7,750 $ 91,373 -
Fire Dept. $157,500 $100,000 —
Park & Rec Dept. $ 52,227 $1,112,000
Subtotal $200,250 $296,975 $1,112,000

1Figure excluding 110 persons residing at Mt. St. Francis.

2Drainage fees are not collected in the Co. If this area is annexed, there
will be additional revenue from drainage fees assessed at $1008/acre in Dry Creek
Basin and $1109/acre for unstudied basins.

3$3 million for the proposed bridge widening and RR overpass at Wooden Rd. &
Rockrimmon Blvd. is not shown here because it will be needed whether this area is
annexed or not. However, this major improvement is a City-Co. obligation presently.
Also, this figure could be reduced to $720,000 if City funds are used only to match
Federal Aid Urban or Off-System Roads funds.
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COST INCREASE ESTIMATES (Cont.)

Immediate Annual Long Term
Total Annexation Study Area Capital Costs Operating Cost Capital Cost
Utilities Divisions
Water Div. . 4 4
Wastewater Div. 4 . g
Subtotal
"TOTAL AREA' TOTALS $200,250 $296,975 $1,112,000
ALTERNATE ANNEXATION AREA
Public Works Dept.
Street Div. $ 15,000 $ 10,000 —
Engineering Div. $§ 20,000 $ 24,000 "
Traffic Eng. Div. $ 8,200
Police Dept. 06 06 —
Fire Dept. $ 36,000 $ 64,000
Park & Rec Dept. $ 26,012 $ 556,000
Subtotal $ 71,000 $132,212 $ 556,000
Utilities Divisions
Water Div. 4 4 )
Wastewater Div. 4 4 )
Subtotal
"ALTERNATE AREA" TOTALS $ 71,000 $132,212 $ 556,000

4Information not available at this time--it will be presented at the Informal
City Council meeting.

5See Note 3 previous page.

6

In a memo dated July 12, 1977, the Police Dept. stated that they could absorb
the alternate area without incurring additional costs if the Dept. had an adequate
supply of personnel and equipment.

7The annual operating costs and long term capital costs for the Park & Rec
Dept. were prorated for the alternate area at % the requirements for the total annexa-
tion study area. This was justified because most of the population and development
have occurred in the alternate area.
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the conclusions of the plan are not technically verifiable, although they may \
be intuitively sensible. Questions such as the overall impact of the development™ - /
of five acre parcels with well and septic systems and the impact of such systems on the
water supply and the general environment versus the impact of higher density with = =
public water and sewer are not thoroughlu analyzed. This is understandable when one™ -
considers that the plan represents the attempt of the residents to maintain a certain
life-style rather than to solve technical and environmental prohlems. As such, the
plan is more analagous to the citizen input stage of .a comprehensive planning proces
than it 1s to a comprehensive plan itself. It should be noted further that if such a
plan were presented by a devéloper as the first phase of a development propsal (sketch plan

. or master plan) it would fail for lack of information,, . .

“ "~ ' What thé plan appears t6'be is a preliminary step in a program to re-zone areas of the
“ . Woodmen:Valley and to have this proposéd zoning reflected in the 1990 plan, in much

= ' ‘the ‘same way that undeveloped land zoned for industrial use is reflected in the plan
' as industrial land. As such’ it presents an overall zoning scheme and sets forth

'« certain rezoning policies to be applied to the Woodmen Valley, If the rezoning scheme is
_ adopted, it requests that the land use plan be changed to reflect both the zoning and the
cnic 2oning policies,” '°v -t oo o TR R T 5
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-If the Commission feels that the ppoposed plan has merit and should be adopted in some

T official form (either as an amendedment to the adopted plan or as a re-zoning requests
o w4t ds the depéi:tments' .feeling that the land use plan .component should be adopted as
' _©"" an interim revision of the 1990 Land Use Plan, As the members of the Commission are aware,
" “‘the county is current elop a comprehensive plan for the county which will

replace the 1990 Land Use Plan. As an interim -revision, the proposed plan would const*-te
. land ‘developrient policy until such ‘time as the new plan is adopted.The questions
" mentioned esrlier must be addressed before the proposal can be considered a component

of the new comprehensive plan., . u

—' ~"'It should also be noted that there is an apparent contradiction in the proposeal. The
" -proposal indicates that subdivision into 2.5 acre lots would be permitted with the
provision of public water and sewer. It also indicates that no subdivision of lots
into parcels of less than 5 acres should be allowed. This should be clarified.
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