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Executive Summary

+ Colorado added over one million new residents between 1990 and 2000. More
importantly, the averagerate of increased land consumption was 2 to 4 timesthat of
population increase.

% Colorado’ s population will continueto increase at arapid rate. The estimated rates
of population growth over the next twenty yearsin Front Range communitiesare
35% in Denver, 40%.in Boulder, 50% in Colorado Springs, 60% in Fort Collins,
and 70% in Greeley.

s Despitetremendous growth pressure, Colorado lacks binding master plansto direct
growth, most communitieslack the authority to make growth pay its own way, and
therearefew protectionsfor valuable open space and agricultural lands.

Thereis no denying that the population of Colorado is growing, or that it will continue to %ow at
a staggering rate. Colorado added over one million new residents between 1990 and 2000.
However, the real issue of concern isthe proliferation of low-density sprawling developments. It
is disturbing that when the figures for projected population growth are compared to projected
land development over atwenty year period, most Front Range communities are planning to
develop land at anywhere between two to four times the rate of population growth. For example,
in the Denver metro area, population is projected to increase by more than 33% between 1995
and 2020.8)n that same time period, the amount of developed land is expected to grow by over
100%, or by over three times the amount of population growth.

Such sprawling development gobbles up open space, costs cities and counties millions of dollars
in increased infrastructure costs, increases traffic congestion, destroys wildlife habitat, and
generdly threatens the very quality of life that brings so many newcomersto Colorado in the
first place. Yet, Colorado lacks binding master plansto direct growth, most communities lack
the authority to make growth pay its own way, and there are few protections for valuable open
space and agricultural lands.

Polls continue to show that growth and sprawl issues are the top concern of Colorado’s
registered voters.*The examplesin this year’ s Sprawl of Shame showcase some of the
experiences that have brought citizens to this point, including devel opment decisions made with
disregard for community-established plans and growth boundaries, taxpayer subsidies and
burdens related to the projects, and consideration for the environment including open spaces and
agricultural lands.

The 4" Annual Sprawl of Shame

What followsisalist of ten developments in various stages of proposal or development from
communities all across the state that exemplify some of the ways our communities fail to

! Professor Tom Clark, “Growing in Colorado: How, Much, Where, and What Consequences?’, 1999.
22000 U.S. Census
3 Clark.

* For the best example, see the 2001 “Mind of Colorado” survey, Denver University. For others, contact CSAC. >



properly manage growth. Bwe criteriaby which they were evaluated include, without limitation,
whether the development:

+ wasin conflict with a community’s plan or expressed desires, including
projectsthat fell outside an urban growth boundary or promoted further
sprawl;

+ burdened taxpayersthrough theincreased costs of providing public services
because the development was low density, far from existing development,
increased traffic problems, or otherwise had significant impacts on public
services; or

+ destroyed open space or agricultural lands.

Most of the developments inducted into the Sprawl of Shame were listed for a combination of
these factors. For the various reasons outlined in the following summaries, these ten
developments are all excellent examples of poor development decisions. Examined as awhole,
they illustrate through their variety the most basic ways in which the current legal and political
system in Colorado has failed to effectively deal with issues surrounding growth and
development despite strong public concern regarding sprawl related issues.

This year’ s developments (as well asthose from earlier years, listed below for reference) all have

been selected through a combination of these and other criteria, listed in the Research
Methodology section at the end of this report.

Recommendations

At times the solutions for land use and planning questions can appear to be highly complex. In
reality, some of the worst effects of sprawl can be prevented by the application of basic planning
principlesthat can easily be incorporated into any town or county’s plan. The Colorado Sprawl
Action Center and CoPIRG endorse the following policies to fight sprawl:

1. Redirect growth into existing urban areasthrough a combination of urban
growth boundaries and stronger land-use planning;

2. End taxpayer subsidiesfor sprawling developments, including roads and other
services,

3. Strengthen funding for and public owner ship of threatened open spaces; and

4. Support expanded funding for alternative transportation, includingrail, bus,
bicycle and pedestrian options. Fight beltways and other sprawl-causing
highway pr oj ects.

A variety of resources exist for both citizen groups and government agencies to use to defend
their communities from poorly planned development proposals and to work toward meaningful,
comprehensive plans that help ensure livable communities that do not suffer from some of the
extremely costly and detrimental effects of sprawl. Many of these resources can either be found
or are referenced on the Colorado Sprawl Action Center’s web site at V\IMQ[

® For more information, see Methodology on page 14.


http://www.sprawlaction.org/

Previous Sprawl of Shame Reports

1999 Spraw! of Shame

Breckenridge Peak 7 Expansion
- Breckenridge, Summit County

Erie, CO Annexation

- Weld County

Glenview Subdivision

- Chaffee County

Happy Canyon Ranch

- Douglas County

Maher Ranch

- Castle Rock, Douglas County
Northwest Beltway

- Broomfield, Westminster, Arvada, Golden
Rooney Valley Mall

- Morrison, Jefferson County

Sanders Ranch

- Garfield County

TenEyck Property

- Jefferson County

Vauxmont

- Arvada, Jefferson County

2000 Spraw! of Shame

Aurora Annexation at Rockinghor se
- Aurora, Douglas County

Frost Creek

— Eagle County

Piano Creek Ranch

— Minera County

Northgate Highlands

— Colorado Springs, El Paso County
The Northwest Beltway

— Jefferson County

Pioneer Hills

— Aurora, Arapahoe County
Rampart Range

— Lone Tree, Douglas County
River Canyon Development
— Douglas County

Telluride Valley Floor

— Telluride, San Miguel County
Todd Creek

— Adams County









'BROADMOOR'S ESTATES'

(EL PASO COUNTY — COLORADO SPRINGS)

Sprawl Elements. Asmany as 5,000 buildings and dwellings in the Colorado Springs area were granted permits
despite evidence of moderate to extreme geological hazards in their immediate area. The City Council’ s reluctance to
mandate or enforce adequate geol ogic hazard studies from developers has led to financial ruin for some homeowners,
and created a constant stream of costly repairs for impacted city services. Leading to an extreme instance of both public
and private subsidy of ill-planned developments, the city’ s own Office of Emergency Management estimates that in
1999 aone, homeowners city wide suffered anywhere from $40 million to $88 million in damage from moving soils.

History: Sincethe first research in 1968, studies of the Broadmoor Region have found evidence of instability. A partial
list of regional surveys compiled by local geologist John Himmelreich identifies dozens of landslides, and recommends
against building on the sites. In 1974 afederally funded study identified landslide sites throughout Colorado Springs
and specifically recommended that, "building and road construction be prohibited in landslide hazard areas.” Despite
these warnings and demonstrated problems with houses and infrastructure in the area, the city of Colorado Springs
approved new construction in the area as recently as last April. Thiswinter, a city water main in the area ruptured due
to shifting soils, and last summer portions of the Broadmoor Golf Course were closed.

Landslidesin the area have cracked roadways, broken utilities, tilted trees, buckled tennis courts and driveways, and
ripped houses in half. Five area homes have been condemned and at least two dozen more are damaged or threatened.
Nonetheless, homes in the neighborhood and others like them around Colorado Springs continue to be approved despite
evidence of danger.

Commentary: The city has no geologist on staff qualified to review developer sponsored site surveys. Those few
surveys that are forwarded on by the city to the Colorado Geological Survey (CGS) for review and comment are often
found to be inaccurate or incomplete. However, the city maintains that its “honor” system is adequate and staunchly
resists finding geologic warnings of any kind to be valid justification for denying building permits. In the meantime,
CGS and other experts have identified numerous geologically unstable areas throughout the city - as many as 5,000
homes have been built on potentially landslide-susceptible slopes.

Where: The Broadmoor Region islocated in the southwest corner of the Colorado Springs metro area. Geologists
have identified at |east eighteen metro-area locales with active landslide problems - five in the Broadmoor Region,
eight in the Garden of the Gods vicinity, two in Rockrimmon, and three in Pinecliff.

What: A pattern of development approval in the face of accumulated evidence of geologic hazards and alengthy
history of landslides and destruction — leading to subsidization of ill-planned and dangerous devel opment by both the
public and private sector.

Who: Many developers have proposed projects or built on
landslide areas, including Schuck Communities, Cog Land
and Development Company, and Gates Land Company.
Construction projects at these locations and others with
similar safety concerns have been consistently approved by
the City Council of Colorado Springs.

Status. Surveys indicate hundreds of acres of distinct
landslide areas in the Broadmoor Region. Further
construction in this area was approved last April and at other
similar sites as recently as last December. To date, FEMA
has provided monies to purchase 25 housesin eight “ disaster
sites’ in Colorado Springs, at a gross taxpayer expense of
$4.1 million.

A S

The Garrison residence, a 1996-house ripped from its foundations and condemned.
Photo courtesy of John Himmelreich

10



BLACK FOREST REGIONAL PARK

(EL PASO COUNTY)

Sprawl Elements: Recently the El Paso County Planning Commission voted to change the zoning on an 805
acre parcel of land north of the Black Forest Regional Park to allow for a new, auto-dependent subdivision
far from any urban center. In addition, the developer of the proposed subdivision has requested, and the El
Paso County Planning Commission has agreed, to extend Milam Road north of Shoup Road through the
western portion of the Black Forest Park itself, to serve as the main entrance to the proposed new
subdivision.

History: Black Forest Regional Park isa 240 acre park located north of Colorado Springs in the Black
Forest area of El Paso County. Currently, the only road within the park boundary is for access to the
perimeter parking lots, allowing the Black Forest to function as the only “landlocked” park in northern El
Paso County that affords a serene, quiet, and safe refuge for hikers, bikers, equestrians, and wildlife.

The Park was transferred to El Paso County from the U.S. Forest Service in September of 1999. The
parkland was transferred in 2 pieces, an 80 acre parcel and a 160 acre parcel. This southern 80 acre parcel of
parkland was purchased by the County from the Forest Service for $320,000 under the terms of the Sisk Act,
which is a Federal Statute that allows parklands to be conveyed to local governments under the simple
requirement that they continue to be used for the same purposes.

The County Planning Commission is asking the Board of County Commissioners to approve the construction
of aroad through the park, which alocal citizen group allegesisin violation of the terms of the Sisk Act. The
planning commission is aso recommending a 120 foot right-of-way be reserved, to allow for Milam Road to

become a mgjor thoroughfare if future development demands.

Commentary: The proposed road will encourage additional sprawling, auto-dependent development at the
expense of existing park lands.

Where: 10 miles North of the City of Colorado Springs in northern El Paso County, at the intersection of
Shoup Road and Milam Road.

What: A 120’ Right-of-Way, with a60’ road constructed through the Black Forest Regional Park.
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Who: Kings Deer Development and the El
Paso County Planning Commission.

Status: A non-profit group, Friends of Black
Forest Regional Park, hasfiled suit against
the Board of County Commissioners of El
Paso County basing their lawsuit on the
terms of the Federal Sisk Act. The Friends
believe that the Sisk Act prohibitsthe
Commissioners from changing the use of this
land. The court caseis pending, with a
hearing scheduled in August.
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Entrance to the Black Forest Regional Park (sign reads: “ No Motorized Vehicles')

Photo courtesy of Gary Schinderle and the Friends of Black Forest Regional Park
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