Mark Gebhart

— = = = —

m: Ross Williams
sent: Thursday, March 18, 2021 9:00 AM
To: Mark Gebhart; Tim Wolken
Cc: Craig Dossey
Subject: RE: El Paso County Master Plan-Implementation Chapter and Action Matrix
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Thanks, Mark!

F : " Ross A. Williams
S Park Planner
— El Paso County Community Services Department

FIL PASO Park Operations Division
COUNTY 719.520.6984
PARKS rosswilliams@elpasoco.com

From: Mark Gebhart <MarkGebhart@elpasoco.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2021 8:53 AM
'+ Tim Wolken <timwolken@elpasoco.com>; Ross Williams <RossWilliams@elpasoco.com>
.«: Craig Dossey <craigdossey@elpasoco.com>
Subject: RE: El Paso County Master Plan-implementation Chapter and Action Matrix

Those are good additions/recommendations and will add.

From: Tim Wolken <timwolken@elpasoco.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2021 8:51 AM

To: Ross Williams <RossWilliams@elpasoco.com>; Mark Gebhart <MarkGebhart@elpasoco.com>
Cc: Craig Dossey <craigdossey@elpasoco.com>

Subject: RE: El Paso County Master Plan-Implementation Chapter and Action Matrix

Fine with me.
Thx —
Tim

From: Ross Williams <RossWilliams@elpasoco.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2021 8:46 AM

To: Mark Gebhart <MarkGebhart@elpasoco.com>

Cc: Craig Dossey <craigdossey@elpasoco.com>; Tim Wolken <timwolken@elpasoco.com>
~ubject: RE: El Paso County Master Plan-Implementation Chapter and Action Matrix

Hi Mark,
| did a quick review of the implementation chapter and have a few suggestions that I'd like to run by you and Tim:
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e Add Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) to the list of grants that can be used to improve parks and
trails and other recreational opportunities in low and middle income areas of the County.

e Add Colorado Springs Health Foundation Grants (CSHF) to the list of grants. These generally focus on lower ar
middle income areas as well. EPC Parks has utilized both grants in the past.

| also reviewed the Recreation and Tourism Chapter (10) of the action matrix. Here are my recommendations:

¢ In Goal 7.3, you should also include the El Paso County Parks Master Plan / Trails Master Plan to the list of plans
contained within the last cell.
e Please refer to the Ring the Peak as “Ring the Peak Trail.”

Thanks — let me know if these are okay to be included.

Ross A. Williams

Park Planner

El Paso County Community Services Department
F1 PASO Park Operations Division

COLUNTY 719.520.6984

PARKS rosswilliams@elpasoco.com

From: Mark Gebhart <MarkGebhart@elpasoco.com>

Sent: Monday, March 15, 2021 5:39 PM

To: Crystal LaTier <CrystalLaTier@elpasoco.com>; Traci Marques <TraciMarques@elpasoco.com>; Lonnie Inzer
<Lonnielnzer@elpasoco.com>; Jennifer Irvine <jenniferirvine@elpasoco.com>; Victoria Chavez
<VictoriaChavez@elpasoco.com>; Steve Mack <SteveMack@elpasoco.com>; Ross Williams
<RossWilliams@elpasoco.com>; Julie Krow <JulieKrow@elpasoco.com>; Tim Wolken <timwolken@elpasoco.com>
Cc: Craig Dossey <craigdossey@elpasoco.com>; Lauren Tostenson <LaurenTostenson@elpasoco.com>; Nina Ruiz
<NinaRuiz@elpasoco.com>

Subject: El Paso County Master Plan-Implementation Chapter and Action Matrix

Thank you for your prior input into the County Master Plan. Presumably the March 8 Draft version herein incorporates
all those changes you thoughtfully provided.(https://elpaso.hlplanning.com/pages/draft-plan-cutreach)

The next step of the process is to review the implementation chapter and the action matrix, which will be presented to
the advisory committee on March 24 at 10 am. If you could take time this week to review the attached documents
which apply to you or your department and provide comments/edits to me, we can then discuss them at the March 24
meeting, and then bring these portions of the Master Plan into the public discussion. If possible, please provide that
input by noon on Friday.

Thank you in advance for your input.



&
WOODMOOR

Water & Sanitation District No. 1

P O. Box 1407 » Monument, Colorado 80132
Phone (719) 488-2525 = Fax (719) 488-2530

April 9, 2021

El Paso County Planning
c¢/o Nina Ruiz

RE: El Paso County Master Plan — File # MP211 — 14 Implementation

The Woodmoor Water and Sanitation District No. 1 (the District) has received documents
related to the El Paso County Master Plan Draft referenced above. The District has the
following questions, concerns, and/or recommendations:

1. Will the “Objectives” be suggestions, recommendations, or requirements?

2. Will the “Specific Strategies” be suggestions, recommendations, or requirements?

3. Objective CF14-7:

a. How will El Paso County be involved planning the water supply
challenges and limitations in each region?

4, Goal CF14 Specific Strategy “Consider the consolidation of districts so that
wastewater services can be regionalized and regulated appropriately to help
standardize enforcement between districts. Consolidation should be considered so
that they could regionalize wastewater services and regulate accordingly”:

a. The District disagrees with this strategy.

b. There are numerous factors that are likely not considered in this strategy,
such as the complexities involved with combining or consolidating
districts. This strategy is phrased in such a way that it can be interpreted
multiple ways, some of which could negatively affect existing wastewater
districts. Suggest removing this item, or rephrasing for clarity.

c. In what way is El Paso County affected by wastewater services and their
regulations? Why is this strategy listed in the Master Plan?

d. Who are “they” in this strategy? Is El Paso County proposing to regulate
wastewater services?

5. Goal CF14 Specific Strategy “Any water supply element should include
conservation policies...”

a. Is this referring to water supply from new or existing utilities to new
developments? For instance, treated water to faucets. Or,

b. Does this refer to the water supply that new or existing utilities seek to
provide to their customers? For instance, a well to the Arapahoe Aquifer.






6. Goal CF14 Specific Strategy “Consider the consolidation of districts so that
wastewater services can be regionalized...”:

a. How do you anticipate this will impact existing wastewater districts and
treatment plants?

7. Goal CF14 Specific Strategy “Inspections of the disturbed site after completion of
the operation are necessary to ensure that measures to control water quality
impacts are effective and to determine if remedial actions are required™:

a. Which entity will be performing or expected to perform these inspections?
b. Is this already a requirement with the El Paso County SWMP permitting
process?

8. Goal CF14 Specific Strategy “Financial assurances should be secured to ensure
that erosion control plans, including prompt and successful revegetation of
disturbed areas, are implemented”:

a. Who will be the party responsible for the financial assurances?

b. In what way would financial assurances aid in prompt or successful
revegetation of disturbed areas, beyond what is currently required by EPC
and local districts/entities?

Sincerely,
Ariel Hacker

District Engineer
Woodmoor Water & Sanitation District






El Paso County Conservation District
5610 Industrial Place, Ste 100, Colorado Springs, CO 80916, Phone (719)686-4710
EPCDistrict@yahoo.com http://www. EPCCD.org
Board of Supervisors
Kenneth Barker, President
John Eastlake, Vice President Roger Rasner, Supervisor
Katie Miller, Secretary/Treasurer Pamela Davison, District Manager

To Whom it May Concern:

The El Paso County Conservation District Board of Supervisors have no
comments on this review at this time.

Renneth Barker

EPCCD Board President
Kenneth Barker

CONSERVATION — DEVELOPMENT — SELF-GOVERNMENT
USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer and lender.












‘ue|d ay3 Inoys3noiyi s|aqe| asayi
asn 1eyy sdew |e o3 sa1epdn Jejiwis Ajddy

uOoI1e1S 32104 JIyY UIRIUNOI duudAay) .
aseq 92404 Iy UOSID13d
aseq 92404 JIy J9A3LIYIS

isaguey)

s|aqe suonejjeisu] Aseujin — 9 aded

19p0}

< "sBuud
opelo|

nooy3

S
QIR

ucojey

=s.>£
Ueye) 153104

yoelg







pue ajels opesojo) — g 3Sed

+

X

M.Lﬂ.a)f 0peI0joty N1 | SN VAS( Va3 VON ‘SO0 wiwies 3y S sbeuep pueT jo nesing | [Sj— | | iC]
! x,“_r.mqh _ 5201651 082°8€ 697 V0L ¢
us | @ @ m @ @ @ = ® @ @® @ —&— @ m @ 7] o] Z
_ e —
2 | & |z | 2| @ o i m | 2 | B | B | @ ] _f ® | - | ® % + | ®m | om | ®
MToESGl WES 1 MG, e St
nr\ & V13 @ o] & @ ) w | 8 o o Aﬂ Jfl @ (01} x & @ @ o @
RN e 900 _‘l.
a4 0] 0o @ (6} (6] a @ o 0] @ 8 P\ H+ @ @ 0 a @ /) @ ]
9 1} 4] e 1] @ o] B B e D a m Im & 1V a o) b 173 g v
B @ @ e ®/ = B i @ £e ® ® o] - 3 _l @ m® B ou m £8 ®
_ | _
@ Gy o1 1/ 2 @& @ —m— A = (12 RO &2 o @ (6] 05 G 4 /4] [117]
gHY JaNanyas |
B @ = £2: @z ® @ a = nrl =@ ﬂit @ 22 | | & @ @ = @ =
: L
&@@% MES WSS — NGS
B @ ) Vi3 @ ._ o @ @ £8 @ o1 ) @ £D @ o1 & @ i
] —4— B m @ o} ) a 2] 0 @ 6 6] m 1) 0} 6 0
_ ko) 2oe|d 1o ssaippe pul4 | &
w pleog pueT ale OpPeI0|o
o #®£ X & Qm_\/_ mu.r_m_m_ 99ELINS pleoy /spuepsniy/aobopelsojodsib @ g D S

pieoq puet ajeis opeiojo) 8







as() pueq bunsix3

/spuep

sni}/no8 opelo|od-sid//:sdny
:3234n0S ‘spuel
paSeue|y Ajjueuiwopald

jeany






idew

SIY1 Ul palI3|4a4 9q Asn pue|
Bunsixa ayy uey ‘g aded uo
dew asn puej 3ulIsiXa ayy ul
UMOYs S| pue ¢6 HS 40 Yyinos
S1SIXd 9Ae|IU Juawdojansp
s3]19yduey Jo sjo7 2diely

asog axoliy

1aA21Y2S

dey a8uey) jo sealy — 0 93ed







P YT I LA LT I
e® o..

|eany Ajjueujwopaud
S| peoy stun) pue g4v
13A31IYIS UdIM]aq ealy

B

de sadAyase|d — ¢z 9@3ed

I €D —
1,






jeany Ajjueujwopaid

S| peoy siuN) pue g4y
JOAILIYIS Usamila(q ealy

102113

dey adAyadeld
|eany — pg 28ed






|erjuaplisay

107-28.1e7 aq 03 pajdafoid

10U S| 1@ pado|anap j0u Si g4y
13A314YDS JO IN ay1 01 eaJde siy)

|eany Ajjueujwopaad

S1 peoy SiN) pue g4y
J3A31IYDS U3aMIa] BalyY

o3 \v6 ) ‘o

adAyasejd |ennuapisay
107-981e7 — 9z 98ed






W g

Suisnoy wou Aeme Jaypuny agew| adAyaded
aSew ay3 4o JauJod 181 wonog 3yl AJeIN — £ 98ed
01 sawopey ay1 Suliys puswwodsy






‘uidueyd

seaJe 9say) 21edidiue Jou oq
‘%6 HS 8uoje padojanap Apeadje
dJe seaJe |e)juapisay 107-a84e7

asog axofny
daA3LIYIS

W/

i’ W

|eany Ajjueujwopaid

S| peoy sIuN) pue g4y
Lw>w_._r_um Ugomla(q ealy

de yromawel4
saiUNWWo)
pue uisnoH — 6 @8ed






4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

This questionnaire is for you to provide feedback about the draft Your El Paso Master Plan.
After review of the draft Plan and StoryMap, please identify any changes you would make to
the document. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number from the
draft Plan. This will help us connect your comment to the correct section.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 1
Introduction?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 6, Map: Change Airforce Base to Air Force Base for Schriever & Peterson. Cheyenne
Mountain is an Air Force Station. Change labels for other plan maps (17, 20, 22, 49, 50,
64,67,74,75,127).

Pg 8, Map: See https://gis.colorado.gov/trustlands/ map for managed lands near
Schriever AFB. Large Lots or Ranchettes incorrectly shown adjoining Schriever AFB to the
NE (should be % mile gap) and West (only two small residential parcels located east of
Curtis Road, surrounded by CSLB managed lands).

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 2 Community
Vision?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 14, Goal 3.5: Ensure development is “compatible” with the installation.
Pg 15, Core Principles and Goals: Recommend replacing Military “Bases” with
“Installations.”

33

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 3 Land Use?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478c8f4bf0e11 aa306fc

1/6






4/6/2021

El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Pian Questionnaire

' Pg 20, Map: Developed Large-Lot Residential exists to the NE of Schriever AFB (see Pg 22
I map).
Pg 22, Map: Area west of Schriever AFB to Curtis Road almost all Rural, not Large-Lot
Residential.
Pg 23, Table: Parks and open space is a supporting land use on military installations (i.e.,
golf courses, rec fields, pavilions, trails, munitions clear zones & aircraft accident potential
zones).
Pg 24, Map: See Pg 22 comment.
Pg 26, Map: See Pg 22 comment and Pg 8 comment in Ch. 1.
Pg 42, Character Para: Don't anticipate military installations to expand. Operations
interference is a more important consideration. Cheyenne Mountain is an Air Force
Station. Map: Add installations labels. Image: Replace outdated radomes image.
Pg 43, Image: Recommend moving the radomes further away from housing. Placetype
Characteristics, Bullet D: Sidewalks and pathways provide a network to connect facilities.

104

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 4 Housing &
Communities?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 49, Map: Large-Lot Residential enclave NE of Schriever AFB shouldn't be considered a
priority area since it is already developed. Also areas west of Schriever AFB to Curtis Road
are predominantly Rural.

Pg 53, Hwy 94, last para: Replace workers with community as it describes employees and
residents. Schriever AFB, first para: Residential growth could also occur on base if
missions grow. Last para: Emphasize mitigating traffic congestion near Schriever AFB to
facilitate efficient traffic flow for installation commuters and residents. Map: Add label to
show the location of Schriever AFB.

Pg 54, Hwy 94, first para: Residential growth could also occur on base if missions expand.
Pg 64, Conservation Easements: Colorado Cattlemen’s Agricultural Land Trust is another
local organization. Conservation Easements can also benefit the military. Recommend
providing a brief description of the Readiness and Environmental Protection Integration
(REPI) Program (https://www.repi.mil/).

15

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 5 Economic
Development?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number

fram the draft Plan

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478¢c8f4bf0e 11aa306fc 2/6






416/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

Pg 66: Goal 3.5 - Coordinate with military installations to foster “compatible” new
development and create new jobs.

_Sed

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 6
Transportation & Mobility?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 84, Mountain Metro Transit section: Recommend describing MMT Metro Rides
alternate commuting Vanpool services offered for military installation personnel. Schriever
AFB personnel have participated in the program. See

https://coloradosprings.gov/mountain-metro/page/vanpool?mlid=8586 for additional
details.

691

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 7 Community.
Facilities?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

~ 1000

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 8
Infrastructure?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

hitps://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478¢8f4bf0e11 aa306fc 3/6






4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

Pg 107, MVEA: Recommend noting that Schriever AFB receives electrical service from
MVEA.

912

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 9 Military?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 111, Schriever AFB Total Pop. Is 9,053 per FY19 Schriever AFB Economic Impact
Statement.

Pg 112, Schriever AFB: GPS = Global Positioning System. Schriever AFB employs over
7,255 personnel and has an annual economic impact of $766,254,782 (FY19 SAFB EIS).
Pg 112, JLUS Recommendations: Safety issues related to trash-hauling activities should be
partially addressed by the CDOT MAMSIP SH 94 Blaney Road intersection reconfiguration
project in 2021. Please add the following key JLUS Recommendations Implementation
Strategies: (1) 2.1.1: improve the resilience and sustainability of local installation plans
through infrastructure development. (2) 2.3.2: Pursue conservation partnering
opportunities for compatible land use buffering. (3) 2.4.20: SH 94 safety & capacity
improvements.

215

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 10 Recreation
& Tourism?
Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 119, Map: State and Federal Lands are not depicted accurately for Schriever AFB or
the parcels surrounding the installation. Portions of Schriever AFB along the NW, west,
and south edges are not shown as Federal Land. See also
https://gis.colorado.gov/trustlands/ map for Colorado State Land Board parcels (Other
State Lands) adjacent to & near Schriever AFB.

637

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 11
Community Health?
Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
https://survey1 23.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f54 78c8f4bf0e11aa306fc 4/6







4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire
from the draft Plan.

1000

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 12
Environment?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

1000

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 13 Resiliency.
& Hazard Mitigation?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

1000

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 14
Implementation?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478c8f4bf0e11aa306fc 5/6






4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

Pg 163, Objective M1-3: Consider re-stating to prioritizing the improvement and

expanding the capacity of existing roads or construct new roads to improve connectivity
to and support of Schriever AFB operations.

- ] 789

‘ Submit \

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adcBb5fb0f5478cBf4bf0e11 aa306fc 6/6






4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

This questionnaire is for you to provide feedback about the draft Your El Paso Master Plan.
After review of the draft Plan and StoryMap, please identify any changes you would make to
the document. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number from the
draft Plan. This will help us connect your comment to the correct section.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 1
Introduction?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

. Pg 6, Map: Change Airforce Base to Air Force Base for Schriever & Peterson. Cheyenne
Mountain is an Air Force Station. Change labels for other plan maps (17, 20, 22, 49, 50,
64,67,74,75,127).

Pg 8, Map: See https://gis.colorado.gov/trustlands/ map for managed lands near
Schriever AFB. Large Lots or Ranchettes incorrectly shown adjoining Schriever AFB to the
NE (should be ¥ mile gap) and West (only two small residential parcels located east of
Curtis Road, surrounded by CSLB managed lands).

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 2 Community_
Vision?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 14, Goal 3.5: Ensure development is “compatible” with the installation.
Pg 15, Core Principles and Goals: Recommend replacing Military “Bases” with
“Installations.”

333 |

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 3 Land Use?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478c8f4bf0e 11 aa306fc 1/6



4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

. Pg 20, Map: Developed Large-Lot Residential exists to the NE of Schriever AFB (see Pg 22

| map).
Pg 22, Map: Area west of Schriever AFB to Curtis Road almost all Rural, not Large-Lot
Residential. |
Pg 23, Table: Parks and open space is a supporting land use on military installations (i.e.,
golf courses, rec fields, pavilions, trails, munitions clear zones & aircraft accident potential
zones).

| Pg 24, Map: See Pg 22 comment.
Pg 26, Map: See Pg 22 comment and Pg 8 comment in Ch. 1.
Pg 42, Character Para: Don't anticipate military installations to v~ and. Operations

| interference is a more important consideration. Cheyenne Mountain is an Air Force

| Station. Map: Add installations labels. Image: Replace outdated radomes image.
Pg 43, Image: Recommend moving the radomes further away from housing. Placetype
Characteristics, Bullet D: Sidewalks and pathways provide a network to connect facilities.

104,

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 4 Housing &
Communities?
Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 49, Map: Large-Lot Residential enclave NE of Schriever AFB shouldn't be considered a
priority area since it is already developed. Also areas west of Schriever AFB to Curtis Road
are predominantly Rural.
Pg 53, Hwy 94, last para: Replace workers with community as it describes employees and
residents. Schriever AFB, first para: Residential growth could also occur on base if
missions grow. Last para: Emphasize mitigating traffic congestion near Schriever AFB to
facilitate efficient traffic flow for installation commuters and residents. Map: Add label to
show the location of Schriever AFB.
Pg 54, Hwy 94, first para: Residential growth could also occur on base if missions expand.
Pg 64, Conservation Easements: Colorado Cattlemen'’s Agricultural Land Trust is another
‘ local organization. Conservation Easements can also benefit the military. Recommend
providing a brief description of the Readiness and Environmental Protection Integration
| (REPI) Program (https://www.repi.mil/).

15

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 5 Economic
v -Development?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number

fram the draft Plan
https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478c8f4bf0e11aa306fc 2/6



4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

B R e A AR A

Pg 66: Goal 3.5 - Coordinate with military installations to foster “compatible” new
development and create new jobs. |

884

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 6
Transportation & Mobility?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 84, Mountain Metro Transit section: Recommend describing MMT Metro Rides

| alternate commuting Vanpool services offered for military installation personnel. Schriever
AFB personnel have participated in the program. See |
https://coloradosprings.gov/mountain-metro/page/vanpool?mlid=8586 for additional
details.

! 691

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 7 Community_
Facilities?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

1000 |

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 8
Infrastructure?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478c8f4bf0e11 aa306fc 3/6



4/6/2021

El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

Pg 107, MVEA: Recommend noting that Schriever AFB receives electrical service from
[ MVEA.

912 |

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 9 Military?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

| Pg 111, Schriever AFB Total Pop. Is 9,053 per FY19 Schriever AFB Economic Impact
Statement.

| Pg 112, Schriever AFB: GPS = Global Positioning System. Schriever AFB employs over
/7,255 personnel and has an annual economic impact of $766,254,782 (FY19 SAFB EIS).
Pg 112, JLUS Recommendations: Safety issues related to trash-hauling activities should be
partially addressed by the CDOT MAMSIP SH 94 Blaney Road intersection reconfiguration
projectin 2021. Please add the following key JLUS Recommendations Implementation
Strategies: (1) 2.1.1: improve the resilience and sustainability of local installation plans
through infrastructure development. (2) 2.3.2: Pursue conservation partnering
opportunities for compatible land use buffering. (3) 2.4.20: SH 94 safety & capacity
improvements.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 10 Recreation
& Tourism?
Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

Pg 119, Map: State and Federal Lands are not depicted accurately for Schriever AFB or
the parcels surrounding the installation. Portions of Schriever AFB along the NW, west,
and south edges are not shown as Federal Land. See also
https://gis.colorado.gov/trustlands/ map for Colorado State Land Board parcels (Other '
| State Lands) adjacent to & near Schriever AFB. i

| 637

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 11
Community Health?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your
requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478c8f4bf0e 11aa306fc 4/6



4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire
from the draft Plan.

1000

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 12
Environment?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

1000

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 13 Resiliency
& Hazard Mitigation?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

1000 ,

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 14
Implementation?

Based on your review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your

requested revisions. For each change, please be sure to include the specific page number
from the draft Plan.

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f5478c8f4bf0e11aa306fc 5/6



4/6/2021 El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

Pg 163, Objective M1-3: Consider re-stating to prioritizing the improvement and
expanding the capacity of existing roads or construct new roads to improve connectivity
to and support of Schriever AFB operations.

‘ Submit ‘

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/4adc8b5fb0f54 78¢8f4bf0e11aa306fc 6/6



El Paso County Master Plan Advisory Committee Draft Master Plan Review and Comment Matrix

From Q No. Page Reference Text Question/Comment Committee Recommendation
COS Airport 1 General | Associated maps throughout the We would like for Colorado Springs Airport
document. to be listed on the maps throughout the
document. It is important the maps show
the runways for reference. We could
provide CAD files if needed.

COS Airport 2 17 Map with the Military Installations and 2- It appears the Fort Carson A/DACG facility

Mile Notification Zone. located at the southern end of the Airport
has been left off of this map and other
associated maps in the document.
Reference page 81 from the JLUS.

COS Airport 3 19 “The County should also coordinate future | Change to “...coordinate future

development adjacent and within the development adjacent and within the

Peterson Air Force Base fight area buffer Colorado Springs Airport Accident Potential

with the military installations to ensure Zone (APZ) and with Peterson Air Force
growth doesn’t negatively impact the Base to ensure growth does not negatively
primary functions of Peterson Air Force impact the primary functions of Peterson

Base. Coordination with Colorado Springs Air Force Base or the Airport.”

Airport should also be considered, as

necessary.” The second sentence can be removed.
Side note: The “flight area buffer” should
be referenced as the Accident Potential
Zone (APZ).

COS Airport 4 20 Diagram — Urban Residential These maps are contradictory to the
commercial development map shown on
page 70. We would like those commercial
areas to either be shown or pulled out of
the residential areas.

COS Airport 5 22 Diagram — Urban Residential Same comment as above.

COS Airport 6 30 Urban Residential Same comment as above.

COS Airport 7 50 Priority Annexation Area Same comment as above to remove the

residential area out of the commercial
areas.

Since the residential areas are considered a
priority annexation, should be mention on
ensuring City code requirements are taken

Pagel|4




El Paso County Master Plan Advisory Committee Draft Master Plan Review and Comment Matrix

From

Q No.

Page

Reference Text

Question/Comment

Committee Recommendation

into consideration on land use, so when it
is annexed into the City there are not code
discrepancies.

COS Airport

67

Priority Development Area

We appreciate the addition of the priority
development areas in those areas that
could negatively affect our operations if
rezoned to residential.

COS Airport

70

Limit future development in this area to
align with existing APZs.

Revise to “Limit future development in this
area to Commercial and Industrial uses
only.

COS Airport

10

88

“The County should continue to utilize the
2013 Colorado Springs Airport Master Plan
to ensure compatibility between future
development and airport operations.”

“The County should utilize the most current
master plan or compatibility study
completed by the Airport (As approved and
adopted by the BoCC).” The Airport Master
Plans are updated more frequently than
the County Master Plan.

COS Airport

11

88

Specific reference should be given the
Airport Land Use Compatibility Study
(Anticipated adoption in 2021 by the City of
Colorado Springs) which focuses on the
land uses directly surrounding the Airport
and environmental impacts thereof.

COS Airport

12

N/A
88

There are no mention of noise impacts and
the DNL contours. This would be addressed
with the mentioning the Airport Land Use
Compatibility Study.

COS Airport

13

114

“Limit commercial or industrial uses that
pose a security threat to Colorado Springs
Airport and Peterson AFB operations
(storage, shipping, truck trailers, etc.).”

This is not an accurate statement from the
JLUS study. On page 80 of the Plan it says
the following as a Key Issue: “Residential
land use and zoning pose safety
concerns within accident potential
zones (APZs), including developments
proposed along Troy Hill Road.”

2|4




El Paso County Master Plan Advisory Committee Draft Master Plan Review and Comment Matrix

COS Airport

14

114

“Evaluate current methods for addressing
road safety issues associated with trash-
hauling activities on State Highway 94.”

This comment in the JLUS study was
specific to Schriever. | would suggest only
listing the Key Issues from the JLUS study
which are bulleted at the beginning of each
military installations chapter.

PAFB Key Issues:

1. Land Use Regulations — Residential
land use and zoning pose safety
concerns within accident potential
zones (APZs), including developments
proposed along Troy Hill Road.

2. Safety — Peterson AFB Bird/Wildlife
Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) program
personnel conduct approximately
6,000 wildlife dispersals annually
around the airfield.

3. Transportation — Future road
capacity is a concern as development
occurs around the installation and
future mission operations increase
travel demand. Development along
Powers Boulevard, Marksheffel Road,
and U.S. Route 24 may impact
missions.

COS Airport

15

114

“Manage encroachment issues from
development that can interfere with
operations on Runway 13/31 and special-
use aircraft taking off in hot weather.”

This comment would not make sense to
most people not familiar with the impact.

Specifically, in hot weather aircraft will
have a longer takeoff roll and in turn will be
lower to the ground. Essentially the noise
impact to those establishments will be
greater. Also this should not be specific to
one runway.

Recommend to change the comment to,
“Manage encroachment issues from

Page 3|4




El Paso County Master Plan Advisory Committee Draft Master Plan Review and Comment Matrix

development that can interfere with
airport operations as outlined by the
Airport Master Plan and Land Use
Compatibility Plan.”

Time
Extension

16

N/A

The AAC has indicated they would like to
review this document and comments at the
regularly scheduled April meeting
(4/28/2021). AAC comments will be posted
to EPC after their review/meeting.

Requested additional time for review with
PAFB, AAC, FAA, and CDOT which may
spark additional comments.

C 44
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U.S. Department Northwest Mountain Region Denver Airports District Office
of Transportation Colorado - Idaho - Montana - Oregon - Utah 26805 E. 68th Ave., Suite 224
Federal Aviation Washington - Wyoming Denver, CO 80249

Administration
April 5, 2021

Craig Dossey, Executive Director

El Paso County Planning and Community Development Department
2880 International Circle, Suite 110

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80910

Dear Mr. Dossey:

The Federal Aviation Administration, Denver Airports District Office (FAA) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the El Paso County Master Plan.

As a recipient of over $271 Million dollars in Federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funding since
1982, the City of Colorado Springs is obligated to comply with certain Federal grant assurances, which
include a requirement to "take appropriate action, to the extent reasonable, to restrict the use of land adjacent
to or in the immediate vicinity of the airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal airport
operations, including landing and takeoff of aircraft". The City of Colorado Springs is also obligated to "not
cause or permit any activity or action thereon which would interfere with its use for airport purposes".

The City of Colorado Springs and the Colorado Springs Municipal Airport (COS) has done a great job in
living up to their grant assurances relating to compatible land use planning. Specifically with the creation
and adoption of APZ 1 and APZ 2 within their Airport Overlay District. These areas are very important for
the protection of the public health, safety and welfare as well as the continued safe and efficient operations
at COS. As you are aware the Airport Overlay District and APZ 1 and APZ 2 are not all contained within the
City's jurisdiction.

As part of the current El Paso County Master Plan process, the FAA would strongly encourage El Paso
County to adopt the Airport Overlay District including restricting residential land uses within APZ 1 and
APZ 2 that extends into your jurisdiction. This would help protect the continued safe and efficient operation
at COS as well as provide compatible airport development for the property, public health, safety and welfare
for generations to come.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the El Paso County Master Plan. If you need further
assistance, please contact our office Community Planner, John Sweeney, at 303-342-1263.

Sincerely,

A~
1/ \‘\ 0 “# -~
\_ j_,- / P
John P. Bauer,

1
Manager
Denver ADO






Q COLORADO
. L Department of Transportation
AN COO T

Division of Aeronautics

5126 Front Range Parkway
Watkins, CO 80137
(303) 512-5250

April 6, 2021

Craig Dossey, Executive Director

El Paso County Planning and Community Development Department
2880 International Circle, Suite 110

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80918

RE: Colorado Division of Aeronautics Comments on Draft El Paso County Master Plan

In 1991, the Colorado Legislature created the Colorado Division of Aeronautics (Division) and the
Colorado Aeronautical Board (CAB), recognizing the need to “promote the safe operation and
accessibility of general aviation and intrastate commercial aviation in this state; that
improvement of general aviation and intrastate commercial aviation transportation facilities will
promote diversified economic development across the state...” (C.R.S. 43-10-101).

It is with this charge that the Division of Aeronautics respectfully submits comments on the draft
El Paso County Master Plan, specifically as it relates to the four public use airports in the county-
Colorado Springs, Meadow Lake, Ellicott/Springs East, and Calhan.

In EL Paso County, these four airports, in particular Colorado Springs and Meadow Lake, are
collectively responsible for supporting over 26,000 jobs in the community and generate nearly
$3.5 billion in annual business revenues (economic output)'. In support of these facilities and
their key roles in your local community and our statewide aviation system, the Colorado Division
of Aeronautics has invested over $36 million in grants and state infrastructure bank loan funds to
help ensure the continued safety, viability and capacity of these airports.

As our Division accomplishes our mission, we are guided in large part by our 2020 Colorado
Aviation System Plan (CASP), which was developed in consultation with the Federal Aviation
Administration and a robust statewide stakeholder group. The CASP was adopted by the CAB in
August 2020 and identifies and prioritizes statewide airport facility and service needs. The plan
also identified the top ten system issues affecting Colorado airports, one of which is land use
planning and encroachment of incompatible uses on existing airports, as discussed in section 4-18
of the CASPZ,

12020 Colorado Aviation Economic Impact Study- www.codot.gov/programs/aeronautics/studies-plans-reports/2020ceis

22020 Colorado Aviation System Plan- www.codot.gov/programs/aeronautics/studies-plans-reports/2020casp

5126 Front Range Parkway, Watkins, CO 80137 P 303.512.5250 www.colorado-aeronautics.org
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To that end, we strongly encourage EL Paso County to help protect the public use airports in your
county from encroaching incompatible land uses. Such land uses can have a negative impact on
the safety and welfare of the community, and also reduce the safe and efficient operations and
development of these airports, most notably Colorado Springs and Meadow Lake. To accomplish
this in your new Master Plan, we would respectfully offer the following specific comments:

1. On all maps, diagrams and drawings which include airports, clearly depict all four
public use airports in El Paso County including visual depiction of runway
alignments. For example, the map depicting “Key Areas” on page 18, only
includes a shaded representation of the Colorado Springs Airport’s location and
doesn’t include the other three airports at all. A clear depiction of airport
locations and runway layouts will help facilitate appropriate land uses and increase
public awareness of these facilities.

2. For the Colorado Springs Airport, adopt the airport’s Overlay Zone in El Paso
County, as well as the included APZ 1 and APZ 2 zones that are key for the
protection of the public health and safety, and the continued safe and efficient
operations of the Colorado Springs Airport.

3. Recognize, identify and protect the runway protection zones at the Meadow Lake
Airport from incompatible land uses.

4. Promote and adopt land uses around all four of the county’s public use airports
that ensure such land uses are compatible with airport operations.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. On behalf of the Colorado Aeronautical Board
and the Division of Aeronautics, we appreciate your support of El Paso County’s airports as
important parts of your local community, and our larger statewide transportation system. If you
have any questions or need additional information about these comments, please contact me at
(303) 512-5254.

Sincerely,

C e

David R. Ulane, A.A.E.
Aeronautics Director

5126 Front Range Parkway, Watkins, CO 80137 P 303.512.5250 www.colorado-aeronautics.org




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 10TH AIR BASE WING
USAF ACADEMY COLORADO

12 Apr 2021

Colonel Brian S. Hartless
Commander

10th Air Base Wing

8034 Edgerton Drive, Suite 200
USAF Academy CO 80840

Mr. Craig Dossey

Executive Director

El Paso County Planning and Community Development Department
2880 International Circle, Suite 110

Colorado Springs, CO 80910

Mr. Dossey

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the El Paso County Master Plan process.
It is an exciting time for the County and this plan offers a thoughtful vision and strategy for the
future. We appreciate the emphasis placed on compatible land use around military installations
and feel there are a few items relevant to sustaining the flying mission at the U.S. Air Force
Academy that should be included.

We strongly believe there is a need for an airport zoning overlay around the Academy’s
Benjamin O. Davis Airfield. An airport zoning overlay was cited in the 2019 Joint Land Use
Study (JLUS) and has been a focus area of the JLUS planning working group for USAFA this
past year. Please include the recommendation for an airfield zoning overlay in the U.S. Air
Force Academy’s Air Operations section of the plan, as well as the Code Amendments and the
Implementation section.

Please also reference our 2019 Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) study,
which was previously submitted to your office for consideration in this plan. Incorporating
military Accident Potential Zone standards into City and County zoning codes and maps is also a
JLUS recommendation. Similar to the Colorado Springs Airport’s master plan, the AICUZ study
provides compatible land use recommendations for local jurisdictions to consider incorporating
into comprehensive plans and other planning documents. Of note, the area immediately east of
USAFA and located under Accident Potential Zones is identified as a potential priority
annexation area under the draft master plan. If this area is annexed into the City, consideration
must be given to the existing incompatible land uses. '

Lastly, the County has been a great partner in coordinating closely with the Academy to

preserve air operations at Bullseye Auxiliary Airfield and our flying training areas. Specifying
that vertical obstructions are problematic and citing 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 77 Safe,

People — Mission — The Future



Efficient Use, and Preservation of Navigable Airspace in this plan will help shape the extent and
siting of communications and renewable energy infrastructure in the eastern part of the county.
We suggest mentioning vertical obstructions, including but not limited to wind farms and
communication towers, as a conditional review in the Development Code Updates section of the
plan to ensure airspace obstructions are avoided in future land use approvals.

We thank you again for coordinating with us during the development of the master plan
and allowing us the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions regarding our

comments, please reach out to Ms. Amy Kelley, our Community Initiatives Director, at 719-820-
8474 and amy kelley.3@us.af.mil.

Sincerely

foui: { i

BRIAN S. HARTLESS, Colonel, USAF
Commander



Mark Gebhart

= = ===
From: David Elliott <falcon20flier@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:19 AM
To: Mark Gebhart; Nina Ruiz
Cc: Craig Dossey; Lee Wolford; Chris Leach
Subject: Re: Revised Draft of Your El Paso Master Plan

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the El Paso County technology network. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Please call IT Customer Support at 520-6355 if you are unsure
of the integrity of this message.

Good Morning,
It took a LONG time to download, but | finally got to look at the Master Plan, Chapter 3. However, the EDARP
would not accept my simple comment.

| believe the “Employment Center” placemark off the end of a main runway poses an unacceptable risk to
persons on the ground, as well as occupants of an aircraft in an emergency. Please refer to the Pikes Peak
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan that was just approved by the BoCC. We have aircraft performing “off-airport”
landings in the pastures north of runway 15-33 almost yearly. This is a “Regional” GA Reliever Airport and we
have many transient guests who frequently do not understand the effects of “density altitude”. Havingan
area of restaurants, commercial retail, etc. immediately in the impact area will result in serious injuries, if not
fatalities. This area must remain open pasture (“Regional Open Space”).

Thanks,
Dave
cell/text: 719:339-0928

Sent from Windows Mail

From: Mark Gebhart
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 8:21 AM
To: Ross Williams, Susan Wheelan, 'AubreyDay@elpasoco.com', DeAnn Ryberg, 'shrittainjack@aol.com’,
'‘becky.fuller@hotmail.com’, 'dstimple@classichomes.com', 'abarlow@nescolorado.com’,
'mcarroll16@msn.com’, 'tom@baileypeople.com’, 'pthomas_j@hotmail.com', 'rvan@rnrcoffeecafe.com’,
volcheff@msn.com, Victoria Chavez, Crystal LaTier, 'awerner@ppacg.org', rwcase, Steve Mack,
iulia@juliamelendez.com', Lonnie Inzer, 'tim.trowbridge@centurylink.net', 'amy.kelley.3@us.af.mil',
'steven.westbay.ctr@us.af.mil', 'elizabeth.dukes.3.ctr@us.af.mil', 'tvier@comcast.net', 'Tom@tlfels.net’,
EXTERNAL Black Forest News, 'currykevin@comcast.net', 'darren.horstmeier@us.af.mil’,
'Carl.Schueler@coloradosprings.gov', 'Peter.Wysocki@coloradosprings.gov', Brandon Wilson,
'kevin.oneil@ogcos.com', Jennifer Irvine, 'Kristy@fountaincolorado.org’,
'clowenberg@manitouspringsco.gov', 'planning@tomgov.org’, 'clerk@gmfco.us', 'townclerk@calhan.co’,
'susanminer.twinpine@gmail.com’', 'Nicolas Jimenez@comcast.com', Dave Elliott, 'Gswolff@qg.com’,
'sdherringl @gmail.com', 'dwoodhockey@comcast.net’, 'rvmock@gmail.com', 'marla@cshba.com’,

1







1123 West 3™ Avenue

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Denver, Colorado 80223
Telephone: 303.571.3306

Facsimile: 303. 571. 3284

donna.l.george@xcelenergy.com

@ Xcel Energy- T

March 29, 2021

El Paso County Development Services Department
2880 International Circle, Suite #110
Colorado Springs, CO 80910

Attn: Nina Ruiz
Re: Your El Paso Master Plan — 2" referral, Case # MP211

Public Service Company of Colorado’s (PSCo) Right of Way & Permits Referral Desk
has reviewed the documentation for Your El Paso Master Plan. Please be aware
PSCo owns and operates existing natural gas and electric transmission facilities within
and throughout ElI Paso County. Public Service Company has no objection to this
proposed master plan, CONTINGENT UPON PSCo’s ability to maintain all existing
rights and this amendment should not hinder our ability for future expansion, including
all present and any future accommodations for natural gas transmission and electric
transmission related facilities.

Should an annexation include any of PSCo’s transmission facilities, notification must be
sent after approval of the proposed annexation has been finalized. This notification
should be sent to Jacob Van Laere (303-571-3818) at: Xcel Energy, 1123 West 3rd
Avenue, Denver, Colorado 80223 or jacob.van.laere@xcelenergy.com. This will allow
our mapping department to make the necessary updates to our mapping system.

Donna George

Right of Way and Permits

Public Service Company of Colorado dba Xcel Energy

Office: 303-571-3306 — Email: donna.l.george@xcelenergy.com
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1123 West 3 Avenue

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Denver, Colorado 80223
Telephone: 303.571.3306

Facsimile: 303. 571. 3284

donna.l.george@xcelenergy.com

March 15, 2021

El Paso County Development Services Department
2880 International Circle, Suite #110
Colorado Springs, CO 80910

Attn: Nina Ruiz
Re: Your El Paso Master Plan, Case # MP211

Public Service Company of Colorado’s (PSCo) Right of Way & Permits Referral Desk
has reviewed the documentation for Your El Paso Master Plan. Please be aware
PSCo owns and operates existing natural gas and electric transmission facilities within
and throughout El Paso County. Public Service Company has no objection to this
proposed master plan, CONTINGENT UPON PSCo’s ability to maintain all existing
rights and this amendment should not hinder our ability for future expansion, including
all present and any future accommodations for natural gas transmission and electric
transmission related facilities.

While Xcel Energy territory is shown on the gas and electric maps (pages 106 and 107
of the draft document, should it be mentioned that these are transmission facilities?

Should an annexation include any of our transmission facilities, PSCo must be sent
notification after approval of the proposed annexation has been finalized. This
notification should be sent to Jacob Van Laere (303-571-3818) at: Xcel Energy, 1123
West 3 Avenue, Denver, Colorado 80223 or jacob.van.laere@xcelenergy.com. This
will allow our mapping department to make the necessary updates to our mapping
system.

Donna George

Right of Way and Permits

Public Service Company of Colorado dba Xcel Energy

Office: 303-571-3306 — Email: donna.l.george@xcelenergy.com
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Montafio * Freeman = Sinor * Thompson P.C.

Mirko L. Kruse, Esq. 1120 Lincoln Street « Suite 1600
mkruse@troutlaw.com Denver, Colorado 80203-2141
303.339.5825 303.861.1963

www.troutlaw.com
April 12, 2021

Mark Gebhart

Deputy Director

El Paso County Planning and Community Development Department
2880 International Circle, Suite 110

Colorado Springs, CO 80910

markgebhart@elpasoco.com

Via Email
Re: Draft El Paso County Master Plan
Dear Mr. Gebhart:

This firm represents the Upper Black Squirrel Creek Ground Water Management District
(“the District”). El Paso County is currently obtaining public comment and feedback on its Draft
El Paso County Master Plan (“the Draft Master Plan”), and the District submitted comments to
you on the Draft Master Plan via email on April 9, 2021. This letter further discusses the issues
the District presented in those comments, which are topics the District believes are necessary for
the County to address at the master-planning level because of their importance to the Upper Black
Squirrel Creek Groundwater Basin (“UBS Basin”) and the County’s future development.

Chapter 3: Land Use

Pages 20 and 21 of the Draft Master Plan describes and depicts a large portion of new development
in the County occurring within the UBS Basin. Current and future development within the UBS
Basin is straining its limited groundwater resources and threatening the long-term viability of the
communities that rely on those resources. The Draft Master Plan should explain that future
development within the UBS Basin must protect its groundwater resources by stating that (1)
reliance on Denver Basin water is not sustainable and the UBS alluvial aquifer is over-appropriated
and therefore new wells cannot be issued without a replacement plan, (2) new development within
the northern portion of the UBS Basin may require underdrains due to high groundwater levels
and there should be a prohibition of individual septic systems in these high groundwater locations,
and (3) closely spaced individual septic systems threaten the water quality of the UBS Basin and
therefore connection to central wastewater systems are strongly encouraged.



Page 2

Pages 24 and 25 discuss the “rural placetype” and mention that these homes are usually on an
individual well and septic system. The Draft Master Plan should describe that septic systems are
only appropriate on a limited basis and where a high groundwater table does not exist.

Pages 26 and 27 discuss the “large-lot residential placetype” and mention that these homes are
often on an individual well and septic system but sometimes have access to central systems. The
Draft Master Plan should state that individual wells and septic systems are strongly discouraged
for this place type and that connection to a central system is needed to protect water quality.

Chapter 12: Environment

Page 129 mentions groundwater resources as part of the environment the Draft Master Plan seeks
to protect. But this reference only explicitly describes the Denver Basin and Pierre Shale. This
section of the Draft Master Plan should describe the UBS Basin specifically and its alluvial aquifer
as an important groundwater resource. It should also describe that (1) the alluvial aquifer is over-
appropriated and that no new wells can be drilled without a replacement plan, (2) protecting the
quality of the groundwater in the UBS Basin is an important objective and aspect of future
planning, and (3) there are concerns with developing the Upper Pierre Shale as a groundwater
resource due to its limited ability to withdraw water and water quality concems.

Page 129 also identifies a “water supply gap” from expected future demand in the County. This
section of the Draft Master Plan should go further than identifying this critical issue and also
discuss the urgent need for management strategies for the sustainable use of water resources in the
County. The Draft Master Plan must acknowledge that the gap cannot be filled with non-
renewable supplies such as Denver Basin water or the over-appropriated UBS Basin alluvial
groundwater.

Page 129 of the Draft Master Plan also states that “increases in average temperature may affect
water availability,” which does not capture the urgency to address climate change as a factor in
future water management.

The District appreciates the opportunity to participate in the County’s master planning and

urges the County to consider these topics for inclusion in the County’s Master Plan.

Sincerely,

Mirko L. Kruse
for
TROUT RALEY

cc: UBSCGWMD Board of Directors



Nepco Comments

There is more to balance against new growth and development than just conservation! How about
stability, predictability, livability, ready infrastructure, or especially, the needs of its current residents!

You can fix this by a more restrained view of the LDC or moratorium on rezoning! EPC let huge swaths
of land obtain rezonings in the 2008 time frame which exacerbated road and infrastructure issues!

This would be a good place to mention the idea of the visual overlay from the 2000 Tri-Lakes Area
Comprehensive Plan!

To be precise: ... an expression of .53% of the community's desires ...
(3800 responses /720,000 pop = .53%)
We know you tried, but please don't gild the lily!

ADD: ... depicting .53% of the the El Paso County community’s ...

This is in conflict with the purpose behind a Master Plan. See page 5. A master plan may influence,
establish a vision, provide strategies, provide a framework, or establish a process, but it DOES NOT have
the authority to provide specific direction! We see no plan to include this MP in the Land Development
Code in order to make it binding. See the state statute (the master plan of a county or region shall be an
advisory document to guide land development decisions). Recommend you delete "specific" and
substitute "general".

A repeat comment since your growth quote is repeated numerous times in this document: This will be
true only if EPC encourages unconstrained growth by pro-developmental Master Plans and a narrow
view of what decision-makers can do about it!

So those current residents who helped pay for, nurture, eventually establish, support, and maintain
(often through self-imposed frugality) a high quality of life in this area are valued by this Master Plan as
co-equals to future residents? All-in-all, this Vision does not appear to establish a current resident-
friendly theme or plan!

Time again to mention the visual overlay idea from the Tri-Lakes Comp Plan!

This vision is pretty truncated. It specifically calls out for growth of population, growth of jobs, growth
of housing, and growth of transportation, but does not do the same for the things that give our County a
special character or environment. Not being specific about at least some attributes of our special
character and environment and not envisioning their growth sadly demonstrates their priority in the
Master Plan. There is ample room to do this on this page! If you need some ideas, please let us know.

ADD: ... will continue its coordinated growth as one of the most ....
No Master Plan should ever employ the word "grow/growth" without an adjective to help modify it!

ADD: spur instead... the managed development of growing sectors.

ADD: ... wildlife habitat, dark skies, and ...



If we truly have a huge increase in population and housing coming, it will be imperative to protect the
night sky in residential neighborhoods as well as in commercial districts. New EPC LDC provisions need
to require dark sky lighting everywhere, including residential (often ornamental) lighting!

Time again to mention the Tri-Lakes Comp Plan idea of a visual overlay that has kept this view-shed as a
gateway rather than an unsightly entrance.

Why are these 3 spots shown as anticipated development in the Tri-Lakes area? Because they have not
been subdivided and retain their original zoning or because some have been purchased by developer
LLCs?

The term "underutilized" is very biased, undefined in the Land Development Code, yet nevertheless is
used at least 7 times in this Plan. People do NOT have to build on, subdivide, or otherwise use their
property! This term implies that this type of property must be "utilized" or the owner will face
consequences: redevelopment (or eminent domain?) that "will significantly impact the character of an
area"! One person's "underutilized" area can be a neighbor's or neighborhood open space or visual
buffer!

ADD: "... adjacent development with due consideration given for appropriate buffering or open space or
to a different ..."
Even built out areas that are next to "undeveloped" portions of the County deserve some protection!

How does one do this? Your vision of improvements or enhancements to a placetype may not please
many of the current residents of the placetype -- to include the 99.47% who did not respond to the
request for Master Plan input!

So does this plan eliminate RR or RS zoning down the road? This should NOT include RR-2.5 (or land
zoned for 2.5 acres). Inclusion of RR-2.5 in the suburban residential and large-lot residential placetypes
will allow developers to play too loose with the "compatible in all directions" zoning rules. It would let
developers place an RR-2.5 development adjacent to a large-lot residence area and call it the same
placetype or to place a RS-8712 (5 units per acre) or similar development adjacent to a RR-2.5 suburban
residential area and call it the same placetype! In this vein, we note that your depiction on the next
page does not show an 2.5 acre home -- probably because it would look so incongruous.

Also, since later in this Plan, you call to place increased density in Suburban Residential neighborhoods,
this would not be welcomed by any homeowner in a 2.5-acre neighborhood (much less even smaller
land holdings})!

Regional center pg 34. Somewhere in here you should warn that Regional Centers should not block
view-sheds (e.g., in the northern I-25 Gateway area where the Front Range and Pikes Peak are
prominently seen from the Interstate, but could be blocked by buildings that are not setback far enough
or are not of a stepped-back design). In addition, reduction of light pollution should also be mentioned
for such a lighted area. Finally, huge, expansive, heat-absorbing, non-bermed parking lots that can be



seen from long distances are not welcomed--at least in the Tri-Lakes area. Feel free to consult the Tri-
Lakes Comprehensive Plan, Visual Overlay section.

Pg 45. This map is NOT helpful to depict the 8 incorporated areas. Please fix.

Recommend buffer space around each of the incorporated towns in the County so that they can
maintain and retain the unique characteristics of that community.

How does more development (usually with higher density) "strengthen" established neighborhoods??

Pg 49 northern black forest, And who chose this huge area and why? The map on page 22 seems to
conflict with this priority development area since it states that this area is "minimal change-developed"!

Pg 52 Highway 105 area. A much closer placetype fit in this region would be for the entire area along
Hwy 105 west of 1-25 to be primarily designated as large-lot residential and the Hwy 105 area
immediately due east of I-25 as suburban residential. This area west of I-25 contains some large
properties which provide a nice visual break between Monument and Palmer Lake and it doesn't make
sense to have high density homes next to it. Again, this area of unincorporated EPC should marry up
nicely with what Monument and Palmer Lake have as zoning. The current plan doesn't take that into
account. In sum, we think there needs to be better collaboration between planning departments when
it comes to the boundaries of town and county.

Increased density is NOT WANTED by anyone in this area. Please see the responses to the Red Rock
Acres attempt to re-zone -- including the objection from a number of HOAs and the Town of Palmer
Lake!

Recommend you modify/limit by adding the word "some": accommodating some new development.

On page 12 you said that "the 20-34 age group in El Paso County is projected to experience the smallest
growth". So which is correct? Sounds like we will not need all those multi-family apartments!

On page 30 you said that "Suburban Residential is characterized by predominantly residential areas with
mostly single-family detached housing. This placetype can aiso include limited single-family attached
and multifamily housing, provided such development is not the dominant development type and is
supportive of and compatible with the overall single-family character of the area.” Now you want to infill
this area with more density if it can be integrated into it (not supportive and compatible). Another
conflict!

As noted in other places, EPC, please rework your funding priorities -- they do not have to be static!

Single family attached housing should only be an exception in Suburban Residential areas (detached is
primary according to Page 30).



Have you actually asked anybody living in RS communities whether they think that increased density in
their community or neighborhood should be encouraged or whether it conforms to their desired
character? Increased density in NOT wanted by virtually anybody in these areas!

Density bonuses are a poor policy incentive. Who is the one who really pays? The adjacent property
owners and community who have to put up with the density impacts (schools, traffic, water, etc.)!

Add/encourage use of rain gardens in storm management areas.

PG 65 It is not "density neutral” to the person actually living there that looks outside their window and
sees another home 25 feet away versus seeing a home in the distance past their 2.5 acres of property!

"Overall density desired" should not be the density computed mathematically by a government bean-
counter. It should be the density desired by the person actually living in the home or the nearby
neighborhood!

You might consider a goal of 15-20% conservation design for rural center placetypes.

This map shows a Regional Center in Gleneagle (we think). It would be nice if EPC would coordinate
with Monument on their long range plans so that we don't end up with a similar situation that occurred
at Interquest and Voyager with a movie theater and hotel complex virtually within a mile of each other
(they were under different jurisdictions), and one ended up going under. Planning and coordination is
crucial in these circumstances.

Don't forget the Tri-Lakes Comp Plan visual overlay!
Road Impact Fee. Pg 79How often is this fee raised/looked at? Recommend you link to inflation.

Pg80 level D. Given this description, why is LOS D considered satisfactory for a developer under the
Engineering Criteria Manual? If this stays, the Manual needs to be changed to C is satisfactory!

Time to rearrange funding priorities!

Why do you not mention re-wickering the priorities of EPC so that funding for roads receives more $
while the funding for something else considered a "nice-to-have" is reduced!

Why no north/south bicycle or pedestrian trails in this area east of North Woodmoor? Furrow Road
would be perfect (and many people already hike and bike there)! And it was proposed in the 2000 Tri-
Lakes Comp Plan!

Surplusage. "Primary"” or delete?

This is a "wish list" item AFTER we have all of our other road and multi-modal transportation needs
taken care of, including bike and pedestrian trails. (And if the State is pushing this, you need to argue
vehemently against it.) Also--please remember that you need cars and good roads and lack of
congestion to get to wherever the rail stations might be located!



This looks almost like lobbying. TABOR is doing exactly what it was intended to do -- stop governments
from spending public money or excess amounts that were not specifically meant for it. The move to
expand fees in response to TABOR is abhorrent to the typical citizen -- so please tread with care there as
well!

ADD: ..state Constitutional amendment ...
It seems like you are downplaying the overarching authority of this amendment by leaving out that
TABOR is an amendment to the State Constitution!

What happened to the use of water cisterns? Just because the developer on your committee thought
they were useless and/or expensive, does not mean that fire marshals or the public does -- especially
when you argue that you can't control a grassland fire because of "limited water access" -- and a water
cistern would provide it! (referenced a number of times, especially in the resiliency

In reality, the school fee is the most common school subsidy levied on developers. This fee needs to be
raised/looked at more frequently. Recommend you tie it to inflation.

Isn't this contribution good for our schools and community?

95 schools. Future demographics (according to page 12--from 2010-2019, the under 20 age group
declined by eight percent) should fix this! Also, it is the older population that is growing--not the school-
aged kids or 20-34 year olds who may be having them!

Schools-This Plan should encourage better parenting and appropriately managing risk, rather than
adding to the school's non-teaching bureaucracy.

The State Water Engineer continues to recommend that the county determine whether it is appropriate
to require a developer to obtain renewable water resources for a long-term water supply. EPC has NOT
done this. This is low-hanging fruit--PLEASE DO SO NOW!

ADD: Preventing wasteful use of water, and slowing run-away growth, should be the goal ...

What about the Southern Delivery System from Colorado Springs? That is a huge renewable source of
water that could be leveraged in many different ways, but is not even mentioned here!

Pg 99 SUBSTITUTE: Require rather than encourage.
This is too important for our region.

It is only fair that if the HOA provides maintenance, then the park should only be available for HOA
residents. EPC needs to take on maintenance if the park is to be truly open to the public.

EPC should consider encouraging developers to include fruiting trees/bushes into their landscaping
plans so that people and/or animals have an additional food source. As long as the landscape is going to
be watered, it should provide something edible.

A note to the County Planners:



The Babbitt Center authored a manual to help land use planners incorporate water into comprehensive
plans. Collaboration between urban planners and water resources specialists is on the rise. The
evidence is mounting that tools such as dedicated water master plans, new zoning approaches, and
comprehensive plans embedded with policies that address a wide range of water-use issues can help
communities plan better. This information is available at https://www.lincolninst.edu/our-
work/babbitt-center-land-water-policy.

The Master Plan must incorporate collaboration between EPC planners and water resources specialists.
The evidence is mounting that tools such as dedicated water master plans, new zoning approaches, and
comprehensive plans embedded with policies that address a wide range of water-use issues can help
communities plan better.

pg 129. What about Bristlecone Lake in Forest Lakes?

Don't forget those species that are not always in our habitat! We still need to protect migrating species
-- whether they are birds that fly through the area (sandhill cranes) or mammals that migrate.

Consider adding monitoring wildlife corridors and working to protect wildlife with fences along the
highways that have either under or overpasses.

Implementation
Land Development Regulations

Many words from the actual LDC are edited out in these bullets, but ARE important. Therefore, please
ADD the ending of this sentence to show the priority of beneficiaries and also of other interested parties
infrequently mentioned in this document (e.g., neighborhoods): ... for the for residents,
neighborhoods, businesses, agricultural and development interests."

The real Code states: "Ensure appropriate opportunities for participation and involvement in the
development process by all affected parties." Why are you taking out relevant (underlined above)
portions?

ADD the beginning to show the Code's Spirit: "Be fair to all by ensuring..."

Please ADD the rest of this sentence which is very important! "... and, in so doing, ensure that current
residents will be required to bear no more than their fair share of the cost of providing the facilities and
services by requiring the developer to pay fees, furnish land, or establish mitigation measures to cover
the development's fair share of the capital facilities needs generated by the development."

How about adding Light pollution standards for new developments and residential lighting (especially
ornamental lighting).

This last sentence is fine as long as you do not eliminate the current criteria of being compatible with
surrounding land uses or zoning.



One off zoning. Delete the word "rezoning". Rezoning is NOT a "one-off" use. Rezoning appears to be
the routine and standard operating procedure for nearly every development currently occurring in EPC.
It is undoubtedly a primary reason for the recent increases in population in the County. Rezoning should
be rare, except when it causes substantial hardship to the landowner, is compatible with other adjacent
land uses and neighborhoods, there was a material change in the character of the area -- not due to the
current landowner or a compatriot developer, or the zoning is obsolete.

How about adding Community Effects. This would consider whether the impacts/costs of the land use
would outweigh the benefits of it. Example of effects to consider: utility infrastructure and costs to
consumers; traffic travel (as opposed to condition of roads); school population; local (water) wells; night
sky pollution; neighborhood ambiance; health care availability and costs; police and fire protection;
community residential predictability and stability; jobs; managed growth; tax base; business
opportunities; etc.

CHECKLIST

This is a HUGE change as compared to the Land Use Development Code which requires that all of the
criteria for a land use request must be met. THIS MATCHES MR. BAILEYS CONCERNS

ADD #4: Would the impacts on the community (water, traffic, infrastructure, schools, etc.) be worth the
benefits (jobs, managed growth, tax base, business opportunities, etc.) to the community?

This would appear to be a basic question in any planning -- but especially land use!

This evaluation checklist should also contain a space under each question entitled "Documents which
support the answer: &
Then next to this question there should be 2 more Check Boxes (similar to the Yes/No ones) that states:

Verified Yes/No and a Comments line:

Unless you do this, you will obtain many unsupported answers that will add nothing to your attempt to
find Master Plan consistency or to demonstrate it to the decision-makers.

Objective LU3-4. ADD: "...and density/placetype is compatible™
Otherwise, the utility company controls growth and density... not the needs of the community!

HC1-4. NO -- increased density should NOT be encouraged -- that is why they are suburban residential
areas, not urban residential! In addition, the sentence should be caveated so that a mix of SFA, SFD, and
MF units should only be considered in appropriate areas--not all RS areas -- especially if we are talking
about 2.5 acre neighborhoods!

See page 52. Pg 150 want to delete more urban along 105 w
HC2-2 The most important factor should be the will of the citizens incorporated!

Pg 152. Don’t support increased density in suburban residential See Page 61 comment.



Pg 152dont like suburban on 105 See Page 52 comment.

ED1-2. See previous comments throughout about the use of a visual overlay in the northern I-25
entrance area into EPC --prominently characterized in the Tri-Lakes Comprehensive Plan.

Pg 161,What about the SDS???

And, most importantly, the water providers use of renewable water resources.
When will EPC mandate some level of renewable water for new developments?

ADD: and renewable sources.

Why just "further research"? Why not require some renewable water use in new developments like the
State Water Engineer has recommended and allows?

See last comment re renewable water!
SUBSTITUTE: bullets 11 and 12 Require instead of encourage
See comment on Page 118 re EPC's responsibility for maintenance or the park is not public.

ADD: "as well as the pedestrian and cyclist improvements expressed in all the Small Area Plans that
were canceled by this Master Plan."

This above line should help "aid in decision-making" and is not too "unnecessarily complex" to
accomplish in accordance with this Master Plan.

The new 1 meter telescope at the USAFA Observatory is also occasionally open to the public. You need
to maintain dark skies in order to continue to enhance the Observatory's experience!

Goal E-1. ADD: Dark Skies



PF‘\CC? Avw Wor ra—

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 1 Introduction? Based on your review of this
chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your requested revisions. For each change, please
be sure to include the specific page number from the draft Plan.

Pg 6, Map: Change Airforce Base to Air Force Base for Schriever & Peterson. Cheyenne Mountain
is an Air Force Station.

Change labels for other plan maps (17, 20, 22, 49, 50, 64, 67, 74,75, 127).

Pg 8, Map: Correct map on this page per comments provided by SAFB.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 2 Community Vision? Based on your review of
this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your requested revisions. For each change,
please be sure to include the specific page number from the draft Plan.

Pg 14, Goal 3.5: Ensure development is “compatible” with the installation.

Pg 15, Core Principles and Goals: Recommend replacing Military “Bases” with “Installations.”

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 3 Land Use? Based on your review of this
chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your requested revisions. For each change, please
be sure to include the specific page number from the draft Plan.

Pg. 18, Military Installations Para: Change from “base” to “installation” for all except Cheyenne
Mountain Air Force Station.

Pg 20, Map: Developed Large-Lot Residential exists to the NE of Schriever AFB (see Pg 22 map).
Pg 21: Protected/Conservation Area: 2nd sentence, change "Do" to "Due.”

Pg 22, Map: Area west of Schriever AFB to Curtis Road almost all Rural, not Large-Lot
Residential. Pg 23, Table: Parks and open space is a supporting land use on military installations
(i.e., golf courses, rec fields, pavilions, trails, munitions clear zones & aircraft accident potential
zones).

Pg 24, Map: See Pg 22 comment.
Pg 26, Map: See Pg 22 comment and Pg 8 comment in Ch. 1.

Pg. 27, Additional Design Considerations 2" bullet: Correct sentence to read, “Stormwater
infrastructure is often provided with swales to adhere to best management...”

Pg 42, Character Para: Don't anticipate military installations to expand. Operations interference
is a more important consideration. Cheyenne Mountain is an Air Force Station. Map: Add
installations labels. Image: Replace outdated radomes image.



Pg 43, Image: Recommend moving the radomes further away from housing. Placetype
Characteristics, Bullet D: Sidewalks and pathways provide a network to connect.

Pg 44, Consider labeling wind farms on map.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 4 Housing & Communities? Based on your
review of this chapter of the draft Your El Paso Master Plan, share your requested revisions. For each
change, please be sure to include the specific page number from the draft Plan.

e Pg. 52, Emphasize mitigating traffic congestion near Schriever AFB to facilitate efficient traffic
flow for installation commuters and residents. Map: add label to show location of SAFB.

Pg 53, Schriever AFB: last bullet at reference to prioritizing Defense Access Roads. Hwy 94, last
para: Replace workers with community as it describes employees and residents. Schriever AFB,
first para: Residential growth could also occur on base if missions grow.

Pg 54, Hwy 94, first para: Residential growth could also occur on base if missions expand.

Pg 64, Conservation Easements: Colorado Cattlemen’s Agricultural Land Trust is another local
organization. Conservation Easements can also benefit the military. Recommend providing a
brief description of the Readiness and Environmental Protection Integration (REPI) Program per
comments from SAFB.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 5 Economic Development?

® Pg71, Colorado Springs Airport Para: 1* bullet add language to also reference aligning future
development that is not detrimental to the mission of PAFB.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 6 Transportation & Mobility?

® Pg 83, Defense Access Roads para: In the statement that talks about | 25 as key access, include
Fort Carson and reference Mesa Ridge Parkway along with | 25.

Pg 84, Mountain Metro Transit section: See comments from SAFB.

Pg 88, Colorado Springs Airport MP para: Remove reference to 2013 Airport Master Plan and
replace with “current” Master Plan since the Airport is close to completing their current MP
update process.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 7 Community Facilities?
What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 8 Infrastructure?
Pg 102, Add bullet to CDPHE bullet list that references the 208 Water Quality Management Plan for

the Pikes Peak Region. The plan manages the water quality, including consideration of the
relationship of water quality to land and water resources and uses, on an areawide basis, for each



planning area designated pursuant to Sections 208(a) and 303(e) and 319 of the federal Clean Water
Act.

Pg 107, MVEA: SAFB receives electric service from MVEA.

Pg 108, Add language mentioning the importance of the awareness of USAFA flight training areas near
wind energy sites, and the importance of working with military installations to avoid impacts to military
missions.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 9 Military?

e Pg111, Comments from SAFB: Schriever AFB Total Pop. Is 9,053 per FY19 Schriever AFB
Economic Impact Statement.

Pg 112, See GPS comments from Schriever AFB

Pg 112, JLUS Recommendations: Safety issues related to trash-hauling activities should be
partially addressed by the CDOT MAMSIP SH 94 Blaney Road intersection reconfiguration
project in 2021. Please add the following key JLUS Recommendations Implementation
Strategies: (1) 2.1.1: improve the resilience and sustainability of local installation plans through
infrastructure development. (2) 2.3.2: Pursue conservation partnering opportunities for
compatible land use buffering. (3) 2.4.20: SH 94 safety & capacity improvements.

Pg 114, JLUS Recommendations: Change the first bullet to reference language from Chapter 7 of
the JLUS rather than Chapter 10 as some of the actions have shifted emphasis since the Study
was completed in 2018. The language on page 83 of JLUS Chapter 7, is more applicable,
“Manage encroachment issues from nearby development that could impact utility
infrastructure, transportation routes, and that may generate vertical obstructions beneath
airspace utilized by flight operations.” Remove the 3 pullet referencing limiting commercial as
that emphasis has shifted. Limiting residential is more accurate.

Pg 115, Stormwater Management para: 1st sentence, remove “utilities” and add “City of “in
front of Colorado Springs since the City manages stormwater and not CSU.

Pg 115, JLUS Recommendations para: The first bullet for USAFA should emphasize the need to recognize
the airfield and the need for an overlay district in addition to requiring adherence to follow all FAA
notification requirements for the airfield. Reference should be given for the 2019 AICUZ (Air Installation
Compatible Use Zones) The second bullet emphasize protecting military mission by avoiding the
allowance of wind farms in flight training areas.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 10 Recreation & Tourism?

L]
Pg 119, Map: State and Federal Lands are not depicted accurately for Schriever AFB.

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 11 Community Health?

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 12 Environment?



What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 13 Resiliency & Hazard Mitigation?
What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 14 Implementation?
B Pg 141, multiple hyphenation issues.

Pg 142, Code Amendments & Updates Para: Bullets list: Add bullet language to state Residential
densities within APZs and Airport Overlay Districts be consistent across cross-jurisdictional
zoning jurisdictions.

Pg 163, Add bullets to emphasize protection of military APZs, FAA notification areas, and wind
farm impacts to flight training.



Mark Gebhart

= = = — =
From: Mark Gebhart
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2021 11:15 AM
To: Trisha Parks
Subject: Examples of Edits

Here are a couple of examples of edits we will be sending you, presumably after endorsed by advisory committee.

pg 107. Need to label El Paso County, and/or highlight bolder it..
What does the word (linked image) mean in the map descriptor?
at the end of MVEA paragraph “include communities in El Paso County and Schriever Air Force Base.

pgll9 change light green to darker green for the donut hole in Schriever AFB. Parcel number 4400000325. They have
now acquired this parcel.

page 92. add Municipal Fire Station for parcel 6207110001.
pagel41. three locations at least for hyphen issues (coor-dation, devel-oping, docu-ment)
pg 105 School District Graphic. misspelled Foutain, flacon, widfield.

We will want to talk the best way to provide these to you-maybe a shared screen or | can send a pdf to you, and then
about the timing of the revisions.

| am available to discuss Thursday from 8-1 MT and Friday from 8-1 MT if you want to set up a meeting. Craig may be
available from 1130-1 MT.






Mark Gebhart

— =
From: Mark Gebhart
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2021 12:26 PM
To: Trisha Parks
Subject: FW: Revised Draft of Your El Paso Master Plan

can you bring this up after we finish

From: Grace Blea-Nunez <grace @sidewalksendmontessori.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 11:53 PM

To: Mark Gebhart <MarkGebhart@elpasoco.com>

Subject: Re: Revised Draft of Your El Paso Master Plan

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the El Paso County technology network. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Please call IT Customer Support at 520-6355 if you are unsure
of the integrity of this message.

Mark,
Sorry for the late entry but here are my comments. Please send them on as appropriate.

First, please give my appreciation to the consultants, Advisory Committee and Liaison members. The Plan is an
impressive document and there obviously was a lot of work put into this effort. | am very excited to see how the Plan
flows through to zoning changes, Planning Commission review and the future of our County.

Second, a few typos found so far. p. 29 "swales", p. 52 para. 1, the sentence with The County is missing the word "to", p.
59 under Transit missing the word "to" after adjacent.

Finally, my main substantive comment is that there needs to be more focus and mention of the importance of
encouraging child care services near residential and commercial hubs to serve the growing work force and reduce
unnecessary transportation burdens. Although child care could be considered part of commercial services mentioned
throughout the Plan, | think the pandemic has exposed to both employees and employers how essential child care
services are for their work force. The state is considering a state level department on child care as further recognition
of its importance to the state economy. The availability, expense and convenience of child care are areas of major
concern for young families. Other major cities require commerical developments to provide provisions for a child care
center if there is not sufficient availability within a reasonable distance, and some even require major residential
developments to reserve space for a facility.

As an aside and related to the growing number of elderly residents expected in the County, there are facilities that
combine child and senior care providing both services and resulting in positive multi generational relationships.

I look forward to hearing further public comments on May 5th.
Grace M. Blea-Nunez

Sidewalk's End Montessori School
Winner of the Gold Award Best Child Care - The Independent 2014



On Fri, Mar 26, 2021 at 7:08 PM Mark Gebhart <MarkGebhart@elpasoco.com> wrote:

As previously noted, the original March 8 version of Your El Paso Master Plan did not include the Implementation
Chapter because it had not been approved by the advisory committee. After their approval this week, we have now
added Chapter 14-Implementation and have also updated the placetype models in Chapter 3-Land Use. The Action
Matrix in Chapter 14 (organized with goals, objectives, and specific strategies) uses language included in the master
plan document which includes a page reference for your convenience. Minor spelling and grammatical changes have
been made in a few locations in the document. If you have already reviewed the whole plan, you can now focus on
these two chapters. The Master Plan website now includes this revised draft, and a link is also attached here: The

revised draft is also available for download here: l'!-_;:'] DRAFT El Paso Comprehensive Plan.pdf.

The agency review and public review for the Master Plan remains open until April 9. After that date a revised version
could occur for the planning commission action, based upon the comments. Of course, the Planning Commission will be
able to accept public comments until the hearing(s) close.

There has been no decision on whether the Planning Commission hearing(s) on May 5 and May 26 will be virtual, but
any announcements will be on the web site:  El Paso County Master Plan (arcgis.com). Also please use this web site
to register for the March 31, 2021 Public Meeting.

If you would like to see review agency comments you can see them here on our EDARP
system: https://epcdevplanreview.com/Projects/AgencyReviewComments/171653




Page |Question/Comment Recommendation
3 Far right column - Your Ef Paso Master Plan is a broad focus document by design and it cannot (Grammar — “broadly-focused document”
encapsulate every planning component at every necessary level of det;

6 Pg 6, Map: Change Airforce to Air Force for Schriever & Peterson. Cheyenne Pg 15, Core Principles
and Goals: Change Military “Bases” ta Mountain is an Air Force Station. Correct name for Cheyenne
Mountain Air Force Station for maps on: 17, 20, 22, 49, 50, 64, 67, 74,75, 127.

1 Pg 6, Map: Change Airforce to Alr Force for Schriever & Peterson. Cheyenne Pg 15, Core Principles
and Goals: Change Military “Bases” to Mountain is an Air Force Station. Correct name for Cheyenne
Mountain Air Force Station for maps on: 17, 20, 22, 49, 50, 64, 67, 74, 75, 127.

8 Far left column - On average, residential parcels in Rural areas average approximately 34 acres. Grammar - Remove “on average” at beginning of sentence - redundant

B Pg 8, Map: See https://gls.colorado.gov/trustlands/ map for managed lands near Schriever AFB.
Large Lots or Ranchettes incorrectly shown adjolning Schriever AFB to the NE (should be % mile gap)
and West (only two small residential parcels located east of Curtis Road, surrounded by CSLB
managed lands)."Need to check against State land Board maps

10 Household Income {first sentence) - El Paso County’s median household income Clarity — Is it “2017 inflation rate of 2.13%"?

10 ($62,535) has grown by 11 percent between 2010 and 2017, exceeding the 2017 inflation of 2.13 (562,535) has grown by 11 percent between 2010 and 2017, exceeding the 2017 inflation rate of
percent. 2,13 percent.

12 Chapter 2 header |change from "County Vision" to Community Vision

14 Goal 3.5: Ensure development is “compatible” with the installation.

14 "Pg 14, Goal 3.5: Ensure development is “compatible” with the installation. If change would change

16 Page 16 — 47 - Chapter titles next to page numbers do not match the actual chapter title (Is it Land
Use or Placetypes?}should be Land Use

17 Map with the Military Installations and 2-Mlle Notification Zone. It appears the Fort Carson A/DACG
facility located at the southern end of the Airport has been left off of this map and other associated
maps in the document. Reference page 81 from the JLUS.

17 The southwest portion of this map west of Highway 115 should be Forested Area
17 Forested “areas north of Peyton, and areas along Highway 115”

19 Change to “...coordinate future development adjacent and within the Colorado Springs Airport
Accident Potential Zone (APZ) and within the Peterson Air Force Base buffer area with the Airport
and the Base to ensure growth does not negatively impact the primary functions of Peterson Air

Force Base or the Airport.”The second sentence can be r d. The second can be
removed,
19 Forested “areas north of Peyton, and areas along Highway 1157 These areas not shown on the map on page 17
20 Pg 20, Map: Developed Large-Lot Residential exists to the NE of Schriever AFB (see Pg 22 map). issue appears to be that it called new development, but it is existing large lot. We can change.
20 Page 20— P paragraph states housing affordability is on Page 57, it is currently on Page 58
21 Protected/Canservation Area: 2nd sentence, change "Do" to "Due."
21 clarify if these totals include incorporated areas "However, it is very clear that while some areas of the County should be planned for t

development, other areas should be preserved or protected or see little new development. In
fact, just over 90 percent of unincorporated El Paso County is anticipated to remain largely
unchanged. This section of the Master Plan, the Areas of Change, strate entifies speci
areas to support new development and overall growth in the County."




22 (Change to regional open space Also change page 40 and 38 maps
5500000169
7500000061
7500000243
7500000305
7500000228
22 |map consistency Cimarron Hills area APZ's Change to match the maps on page 55 and 71
22 Change parcel 4600000017 from Suburban to Rural 17 Key Areas
20 Areas of Change
24 Rural Placetype
28 Surburn Placetype
49 Prioirty Development Area
50 Priority Annexation Area
53 Suburban Residential
45 School Digtricte
23 Pg 23, Table: Parks and open space is a supporting land use on military installations (i.e., golf make change for open space placetype maps for milltary. Park and open space can be a
courses, rec fields, pavilions, tralls, munitions clear zones & aircraft accident potential zones). supporting use on surrounding lands in placetype.
23 land use table add supporting land use to large lot of parks/open space like shown on page 27
23 RECOMMENDATION: Add the term “density transition” along with defi n, explanatory text, and |Page 23 end of Align with Placeyptes, ....County, and provide appropriate density and use
checklist items as they relate to transitions between dissimilar uses. RATIONALE: Arguably, with the [transitions to occur between differing placetypes. Add to Strategy LU1 on page 148. Ensure
possible exception of water, the biggest land planning issue in the county relates to the seams appropriate density and use transitions for new development that occurs between differing
between urban and rural communities. For boundaries between certain d| lar Placetypes such  |placetypes.
as Urban Residential and Large Lot residential, buffers alone are insufficient transitions for prudent
planning. In those instances, density transitions are also needed (i.e., lower density at seams
transitioning to higher density at centers). Yet there is not a single mention in the entire plan of
"density transitions". The military section touches an the concept, but even that part lacks the
phrase itself. And the reference to using multi-family structures like townhomes as a transition
between high-intensity and low-intensity uses is ludicrous.
24 test and Supporting. Different terminology of 1 unit per S acres and 5 acres per unit word check to see if used elsewere. It would be more clear at 5 acres per unit
24 "Page 24, As growth accurs, some Rural areas may develop and transition to another placetype,
however leapfrog development should be prohibited (discouraged), by pro-actively permitting
changing areas contiguous to existing development to another placetype.rewording of sentence
26 page 26; The Large-Lot Residential placetype consists almost entirely of residentlal development
and acts as the transition (placetype between Rural and Suburban Residential placetypes), not
necessarily between Rural and Suburban areas.
27 Additional Design Considerations 2™ bullet: Correct sentence to read, “Stormwater infrastructure is
often provided with swales to adhere to best management...”
28 Primary land uses it should read 'less than one unit per 2.5 acres" Smaller than 2.5 acres is considered suburban
28 confirm that under the label of 24that we show employment center like we showed on page 36 confirm that under the label of 24that we show employment center like we showed on page 36
29 ‘Cimarron Hills Need consistency with maps The empoyment center on page 67 for cimarron hills is correct. That need to match on page 51

and page 30 and 36

29,30, 36,51, 67




36

Page 36 — Under Land Uses change the first and third bullets to read Light Industrial / Business Park
and Office. This Is what the Table on Page 23 lists them as. OR change the table to reflect that
(Office and Business Park should be together. | guess that is the real question. “Do business parks
belong with ices?” The only places where this decision would affect
things as | see it is in Urban Residential and Regional Center (where they are supporting uses)

page 36 separate out office, and combine light industrial/business park like the table says

add city owned land to regional open space by Cheyenne mt park

mark provide parcel numbers, | sent this sean before

important consideration. Cheyenne Mountain is an Air Force Station.

38 green under widefield the map Implies green on both sides of the road , but it is only south and west of highway 21

38 Page 38- Big Johnson parcel does not look correct, BF Section 16 missing/, City owed west of 5200000293
Cheyenne Mt. State Park missing, - no mention of SLB managed lands, might want to clarify that
these are non-federal and unincorporated only, might also note there will likely be additional

42 Change expanential growth to significant growth

42 Character Para: Don't anticipate military installations to expand. Operations interference is a more

42

Map: Add installations labels.

Image: Replace outdated radomes image.

text. One of the places to change cheyenne mountain to 3 station

nsions on line 4 change to misssions

revised radodome from Darren | sent you

42 __hv_m the military installations
42 Page 42 — You state in the 2" paragraph that the County is partnei Agree. Add parks/open space

compatible transitions adjacent to each installation through open space protection. If that is true,

why isn’t {parks /) open space a primary or supporting land use? Seems like a bit of a disconnect to

ime.
43 Pg 43, Image: Recommend moving the radomes further away from housing. Placetype

Characteristics, Bullet D: Sidewalks and pathways provide a network to connect fa

43 Bullet D: Sidewalks-and pathwi ovide a network to connect.
43 [ access within the facilities change to "provide a network to connect facilties"
44 OMISSION: Page 44 refers to "transition graphic below" but there is no graphic identified as such.  |page 46- reword to say in the transition graphic to the right and next page.
46 transition graphics below the graphicis to the right not below

approach and their ability to morph overtime as desires .. .~

"over time"

49 multiple public comments to change area west of Highway 83 to Priority Developmennt change to priorty. Parcels 6100000400, 494,495,465,496,497,471,500,472,482,481,513
49 delete from priority la Foret parcels old parcel 5218000107, 110, if they show on your data base. Current parcel
5218000112
49 delete from priority on page 49 provide parcel number or map for Abert Estates
49 In reviewing the counties proposed master plan, | was quite surprised to see that the property of delete from priorif
the La Foret Conference & Retreat Center is hash marked for Priority Development. La Foret has
been in existence on this site since 1944, | know the past 20+ years history of church, scout and
other civic organizations camps, is that they are closing and falling to development and other uses.
The American Baptist Camp that used to be up on Baptist Road would be one of these. Please note
that La Foret is not currently in any position where it would consider closing or selling. In the last 7
years we have had remarkable growth, and are very financially solvent. | respectfully ask that
the hash marks shown on page 49 on the master plan, listing La Foret for priority development, be
removed.
50 should this be 'potential'both in the Title and the words below. label on graphic
52 52- Should differentiate sub-area boundaries where they abut- as in between 4,5 and 6 change the |wider lines or darker lines to help understand where the limits are
color of boundary
53 Hwy 94, last para: Replace workers with community as it descrit ploy and resid
53 Hwy 94, last para: Replace workers with community as it describes employees and residents.




53 Pg 53, Hwy 94, last para: Replace workers with community as it describes employees and residents. |3rd bullet under hwy 94 priority area change neighborhoods and workers to community . To
Schriever AFB, first para: Residential growth could also occur on base if missions grow. Last para: serve the community at schriever.

Emph mitigating traffic congestion near Schriever AFB to facilitate efficient traffic flow for
installation commuters and residents. Map: Add label to show the location of Schriever AFB.

53 lable Schriever

54 Pg 54, Hwy 94, first para: Residential growth could also occur on base if missions expand.
large lot last bullet considered at. Delete the at

54 1, 3" bullet: Commercial nodes should be considered at where appropriately served by the Change recommended
transportation network

54 p. 54: first bullet-Careful planning is required to promote health of natural areas, especially the
forest, while accommodating new development for future residents.

57 under Transit missing the word "to" after adjacent

59 1st paragraph "in El Paso County". Need to make it clear that this also includes the municp

|shown on the map

61 Employ Financial text Implementation... capitalize chapter and put

61 Page 61 —Employ Financial Incentives paragraph, second to last line, | would delete {Page XX) or Delete the XX and include Page 144
make sure you fix it. To me. If someone wanits to see the info in the Implementation Chapter about
lemploying financial incentives, they can find it as hopefully that chapter isn’t too convoluted.

64 p 64: When a developer begins the planning process, the County must continue to carefully analyze
each proposal for compatibility with the natural environment and the rural character.proposal left
out, could include rural since this is Rural Character section,

64 Conservations easements protect farmland and sensitive environmental features and preserve open

{space and may reduce (disolace} sprall(sp).

66 Pg 66: Goal 3.5 - Coordinate with military installations to foster “compatible” new development and
create new jobs.if changed carry over to Chapter 14

67 Change Urban Res south of 24 to Employment update maps on page 67, 49, 51, 71, 36, 30

71 Pg 71, Colorado Springs Airport Para: 1% bullet add language to also reference aligning future
development that is not detrimental to the mission of PAFB.

71 related plans cimarron hills need to match pg 51

75 An action of this goal could Include langusge that states something to the effect of —"El Paso County|add this to County Resources on page 75 and add this to strategy under ED1. "Continue to
Economic Development should continue to navigate our dynamic economic landscape and develop |navigate our dynamic economic landscape and develop further business incentive policies to
further business incentive policies to assist in creating a robust, diversified, and equitable economic |assist in creating a robust, diversified, and equitable economic ecosystem”.

L lecosvstem”

75 Finally, my main substantive comment is that there needs to be mare focus and mention of the add to pg 75 Guilding Quality Development as a bullet. Add strategy to ED1. Encourage child
importance of encouraging child care services near residential and commercial hubs to serve the care services to locate in commercial areas and employment hubs to serve the growing work
growing work force and reduce unnecessary transportation burdens. Although child care could be |force and reduce unnecessary transportation burdens to users.
considered part of commercial services mentioned throughout the Plan, ! think the pandemic has

posed to both employees and employers how essential child care services are for their wark
force. The state is considering a state level department on child care as further recognition of its
Iimportance to the state economy. The availability, expense and convenience of child care are areas
of major concern for young families. Other major cities require commerical developments to
provide provisions for a child care center if there is not sufficient availability within a reasonable
distance, and some even require major residential developments to reserve space for a fac ity.

75 An action of this goal could include language that states something to the effect of—"El Paso County|add this to County Resources on page 75 and add this to strategy under ED1. "Continue to
Economic Development should continue to navigate our dynamic economic landscape and develop |navigate our dynamic economic landscape and develop further business incentive policies to
further business incentive pi s to assist in creating a robust, diversified, and equitable economic |assist in creating a robust, diversified, and equitable economic ecosystem

79 change Easton to Eastonville

79 change pad to paid

81 U.S. Route 24 Is incorrectly labeled as Interstate 24




83

Pg 83 Defense Access Roads para: In the sentence that talks about 125 as key access, include Fort
Carson and reference Mesa Ridge Parkway along with 125.

83

add in Ft. Carson. Reference the most up to date airport plan

defense access roads

Air Force Academy add "and Fort Carson.”

84 Change exponential growth to significant growth
84 Fort Collins is misspelled on page 84. Oh, and El Paso County has a missing capital on page 3 (but |
couldn't list that within the word count limit for that section)."change
B6 Prioritizing Pedestrian Mobility — “Transportation improvements to the County should prioritize Not addressed — need to qualify by adding “where practical”
active modes of transportation and connections to local destinations over vehicular travel and
regional trips.”
This may be a good idea in a few areas of unincorporated EPC, but is it really true county-wide?
Limited resources should be used to prioritize improvements to existing networks and not be
diverted to accommodate the small minority who might bike or walk to work, shop, etc.
86 Update Peterson AFB 2 mile buffer page 17, 22, and 42 maps
88 Pg 88: Colorado Springs Airport MP para: Remove reference to 2013 airport master plan and
relplace with current airport master plan since the airport is close to completing their update
lprocess
88 “The County should contlnue to utilize the 2013 Colorado Springs Airport Master Plan to ensure Revise utilize with reference. Make change to reference most up to date.
compatibility between future development and airport operations.”change to “The County should
utitize the most current master plan or compatibility study completed by the Airport As-approved-
and-adepted-by-the-BeCC).” The Airport Master Plans are updated more frequently than the County
Master Plan.
88 2013 airport reword see discussion
88 COS Airport 11 88 “The County should continue to utilize the 2013 Colorado Springs Airport Master
Plan to ensure compatibility between future development and airport operations.” “The County
should utilize the most current master plan or compatibility study completed by the Airport {As
approved and adopted by the BoCC).” The Airport Master Plans are updated more frequently than
the County Master Plan
88 County should continue to utilize the 2013 Colorado Springs Airport Master Plan to ensure
ity between future development and airport operations. The County should continue to utilize the 2013 Colorado Springs Airport Master Plan to ensure
y between future development and airport operations.”change to “The County
e the most current master plan or compatibility study completed by the Airport (As
approved and adopted by the PC/BoCC).
91 Bottom of first column - "Elect positions include ... ™ Should read “Elected positions include ., . *
92 Graphic _unm fire station 22 as municipal, 5207110001
92 Disaster Respons Font difference on line 1
92 92- looks like fire station #22 is missing- did not check map- just saw that MARK TO CHECK | sent trisha this separately
94 Education - First sentence: “unincorporate E| Paso County.” Should read “unincorporated”  And shouldn’t we say somewhere how many students ail of
Lhese distritls surve?
94 “The remaining 66 education facifities are location in uninc {Should read “located”
24 94- In Education, I'd mention school choice and charters. Thereare a mum of 3 dozen charters
county-wide, across many districts, so a significant planning issue. Change to add in the verbiage
that there is a strong presence of charter schools
95 Growth accomadation change interventiuon to coordination
95 |graphic schoal districts spelling of foutain, Flacon, Widfield- Fountain, Falcon, Widefield
95 “they should be considered a living document” Grammar — subject/verb agreement They —documents  It—a document
95 “The County (?77) encourage school districts to secure” Should? Could? Might? This whole section needs a good scrub




95 "p.95 The plan should mention the significant role charter schools, private schools and Charter Schools
homeschooling plays and are expected to play in EPC. The number of charters schools in the state of Colorade continues to grow, with just over 260
schools serving students in the 2019-2020 school year with over 30 located in El Paso County.
A charter schoot in Colorado is a public school that is tuition free and open to all students,
operated by a group of parents, teachers and/or community members as a semi-autonomous
school of choice, operating under a contract or "charter” contract between the members of the
charter school community and either the local board of education or the state Charter School
Institute (CSI), depending on which entity oversees the charter school, Charter schools receive
state funding based on Per Pupil Operating Revenue (PPR), which is a formula for each student
enrolled, just like traditional public schools.
Parents must apply to charter schools if they choose to enroll their child{ren) in a charter school.
A charter school generally has more flexibility than traditional public schools as regards
curriculumn, fiscal management, and overall school operations, and may offer an education
program that is more innovative than tra
95 95- Under growth accommodation for education, you reference “immediate intervention”. Besides
parts of D-49 that trajectory is not running toward running out of building capacity coordina
instead
97 Page 97. An attached water plan for potential development areas is not attached. Address
Property tax breaks for everyone without a grass lawn with automatic watering systems.Last
sentence first column implies there is subsequent implementation text. Change to “objectives that
can be achieved”
97 Water pian page: El Paso county gets around 15 inches of total precipitation per year, not 30. 15 to 22 inches
101 Title of graphic should be Projected not Ptoject.
106 Colorado Interstate Gas Company (AKA Kinder Morgan) owns and operates multiple high pressure  [Colorado Interstate Gas Company {AKA Kinder Morgan) owns and operates multiple high
gas pipelines, and meter stations throughout E| Paso County. There is no mention of Colorado pressure gas pipelines, and meter stations throughout El Paso County. It is a major producer of
Interstate Gas on pages 105-106 of the Master Plan. Colorado Interstate Gas has no objectionsto  |natural gas, connected to major supply basins in the Rocky Mountains. CIG has worked with
the proposed El Paso County Master plar, as long as Colorado Interstate Gas reserves its right to Colorado Springs Utilities for over 90 years to provide reliable and affordable natural gas to
maintain, protect, and have continued access to all its right of ways and facilities. Most of Colorado |communities and businesses in Colorado.
Interstate Gas pipelines are within the "Areas of Change of new development on page 22"; Colorado
Interstate Gas respectfully requests to be considered as part of the development review process so
that processes can be followed to protect the integrity of the pipeline, the safety of the general
public, and to maintain the right of way in manner that will prevent unapproved encroachments or
construction activities.
107 Pg 107, MVEA: SAFB receives electric service from MVEA, Add Schriever AFB to MVEA.
107 | locations reference Districts Remove references to districs on this page
308 Pg 108, Add language mentioning the importance of the awareness of USAFA flight training areas
near wind energy sites, and the importance of working with military installations to avoid impacts to
108 graphic in the northeast corner and near Fountain does not match pages 24 and 44. Should
108 we have a comment from the military about notification and coordintation with them regarding
111 Pg 111, Comments from SAFB: Schriever AFB Total Pop. Is 9,053 per FY19 Schriever AFB Economic
{lmpact Statemment.
111 111- Schriever Air Force Base mi lled in this version Change recommended
111 111- looks like by total population for these bases you referring to something other than on base
population, but not clear what this is- should clarify on this page Change recommended




112

Pg 112, JLUS Recommendations: Safety issues related to trash-hauling acti s should be partially
addressed by the CDOT MAMSIP SH 94 Blaney Road intersection reconfiguration project in 2021.
Please add the following key JLUS Recommendations Implementation Strategies: (1) 2.1.1: improve
the resilience and sustainabillty of local instalfation plans through Infrastructure development. {2)
2.3.2: Pursue conservation partnering opportunities for compatible land use buffering. (3) 2.4.20: SH
94 safety & capacity improvements.

112

Pg 112, Schriever AFB: GPS = Global Positioning System. Schriever AFB employs over 7,255
personnel and has an annual economic impact of $766,254,782 (FY19 SAFB EIS).

113

Transportation and Access

114

check spelling of Marksheffie. [t should be el,

“Limit commercial or industrial uses that pose a security threat to Colorado Springs Airport and
Peterson AFB operations (storage, shipping, truck trailers, etc,).”This is not an accurate statement
from the JLUS study. On page 80 of the Plan it says the following as a Key Issue: “Residential land
use and zoning pose safety concerns within accident potential zones (APZs), including developments
proposed along Troy Hill Road.”

delete specific JLUS recommendation - specific to Troy Hill Road

114

“Evaluate current methods for addressing road safety issues associated with trash-hauling activities
on State Highway 94."This comment in the JLUS study was specific to Schriever. | would suggest only
listing the Key Issues from the JLUS study which are bulleted at the beginning of each military
installations chapter.

PAFB Key Issues:

1. Land Use Regulations — Residential land use and zoning pose safety concerns within accident
potential zones {APZs), including developments proposed along Troy Hill Road.

2. Safety — Peterson AFB Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) program personnel conduct
approximately 6,000 wildlife dispersals annually around the airfield.

3. Transportation — Future road capaclty is a concern as development occurs around the installation
and future m n operations increase travel demand. Development along Powers Boulevard,
Marksheffel Road, and U.S. Route 24 may impact missions.

delete specific JLUS recommendation - specific to Schriever

114

Pg 114, JLUS Recommendations: Change the first bullet to reference language from Chapter 7 of the
JLUS rather than Chapter 10 as some of the actions have shifted emphasis since the Study was
completed in 2018. The language on page 83 of JLUS Chapter 7, is more applicable, “Manage
lencroachment issues from nearby development that could impact utility infrastructure,
transportation routes, and that may generate vertical obstructions beneath airspace u

flight operations.” Remove the 3" bullet referencing limiting commercial as that emphasis has
shifted. Limiting residential Is more accurate.

114

Petereson AFB employment

see new totals provided by Darren

114

“Limit commercial or industrial uses that pose a security threat to Colorado Springs Airport and
Peterson AFB operations {storage, shipping, truck trailers, etc.).”This is not an accurate statement
from the JLUS study, On page 80 of the Plan it says the following as a Key Issue: “Residential land
use and zoning pose safety concerns within accident potential zones (APZs), including developments
proposed along Troy Hill Road.”

delete specific JLUS recommendation - speci

115

Colorado Springs since the City manages stormwater and not CSU.

Pg 115, Stormwater Management para: 1st sentence, remove “utilities” and add “City of “ in front of

115

Pg 115, JLUS Recommendations para: The first bullet for USAFA should emphasize the need to

recognize the airfleld and the need for an overlay district in addition to requiring adherence to

cation requirements for the airfield. Reference should be given for the 2019

AICUZ (Air Installation Compatible Use Zones) The second bullet emphasize protecting military
i g the allowance of wind farms in flight training areas.

118

on page 118 in the Ad nal Land Access section, the authors need to change “Ring the Peak” to

"“Ring the Peak Trail”




119

Pg 119, Map: State and Federal Lands are not de

ed accurately for Schriever AFB.

separate email sent to Trisha last week

120

donut hole in shriever

The second picture at the top from left should be replaced. It has to be one of the most
architecturally boring buildings | have ever seen. Perhaps it is the back side.

change this from State Land to Federal land parcel 4400000328

change to new olympic museum

120

2nd picture

linclude the new Olympic Museumn. | asked lauren to find for us

129

On page 129 of the Master Pian under Groundwater it states "Water contained in the upper and
outer layers of these aquifers is considered tributary to the County’s surface water resources and is
generally not available for consumptive use without augmentation." This statement is inaccurate
and | would r d thatitber dor ded.

to delete sentence

129

Fed and State Land-should list SLB Black Forest Section 16.

Provide HL with Section 12 information. Parcel 5200000293. If possibie change on page 8 to
managed land, page 20 to protected/conservation. And other maps as appropriate

Surface Water

references Chapter 12, but it should be 13. delete period after 12

129

On page 129 of the Master Plan under Groundwater it states "Water contained in the upper and
outer layers of these aquifers is considered tributary to the County’s surface water resources and is
generally not available for consumptive use without augmentatlon.” This statement is inaccurate
and | would recommend that it be removed or amended.

to delete sentence

Page 129 — Under Surface Water, Chapter 12 is not Resilency and Hazard Mitigationchange to
Chapter 13,

Page 129 — Under Riparian Areas — It may just be me, but the last 4 lines look like different font (all

where it really sticks out to me is when | read the other Chapter call outs. Sometimes there are in

bold, sometimes they have colons, etc. (see page 58, 65, 92, 129, 131) Agree, Some use a period
nd 1 a colon

131 Conservation Design Chapter 4. delete semicolon
131 Page 131 — Chapter 4 is called Housing and Communities agree
131 Overall, it seems as if different people wrote each chapter. As | read it, the style changes a bit, but

within APZs and Airport Overlay Districts be consistent across cross-jurisdictional zoning

135 40 years is a small sample size on which to base predictions ASK TRISHIA ON THIS ONE
136 on page 136 of the pdf, “The effective date for the current countywide FIRM is August 23,
1599.""The effective date for the current countywide FIRM is December 7 2018".
141 multiple hyphenation issues to clean up hyphens.
141 multiple hypenation issues see attaached pdf
141 Page 141 — develop-ment and stake-holders does not need a hyphen {Maint:
Communications) agree
141 pg 141: multiple hyphenation issues. Ph 142, Code Amendments & Updates para: Bullets list, add to clean up hyphens.
bullet language to state Residential densities within APZs and airport overlay districts be consistent
across zoning jurisdictions. Pg 163, Objective M1-3: Consider re-stating to prioritizing the
improvement and expanding the capacity of existing roads or construct new roads to improve
connectivity to and support of Schriever AFB operations. Pg 163: add bullets to emphasize
protection of military APZs, FAA notification areas, and wind farm impacts to flight t
142 Code Amendments & Updates Para: Bullets list: Add bullet language to state Residential densities

recommendations should not be hypenated

142 Under the section of Guidance 4th bullet. “purposed” should be “praposed”

142 Replace Land Use Regulations text

143 change title to "Guide"

143 add text saying that checking a certain number of yes/no does not guarantee an approval/denial

143 remove Baseline Considerations? Staff will reword the questions




145 P 145- my understanding is urban renewal area designations in Colorado are limited to P 145 under Tax Incremental. last sentence. The duration of the TIF is 25 years with the
municipalities and | believe “clock” is 25 years in CO , but can be reset. Not sure on the 50% rule..  |opportunity to be reset or restarted but not without going to the taxing districts for approval or
Would suggest rewording this to read more as coordinating with City of Colorado Springs { which is |new pledges. Projects may now request County property and/or sales tax to assistance with the
required now by State law). This section implies El Paso County has direct role. The priority policy |TIF and are reviewed in close coordination with CSURA. (I have a nice graphic to explain this
on p 155 also could imply UR is a county function, when , as | understand it, what really happens is |which | will forward). Page 155 ED4 Priority strategy.  Delete the urban renewal authority
there is now a prescribed County role in what is a municipal process? process. add County's Economic Development Department to assure El Paso County interests

are reflected.

147 Page 147 - imple-mentation does not need a hyphen {Action Matrix) agree

147 Add Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) to the list of grants that can be used to improve
parks and trails and other recreational opportunities in low and middle income areas of the County.

»Add Colorado Springs Health Foundation Grants (CSHF) to the list of grants. These generally focus
'on lower and middle income areas as well. EPC Parks has utllized both grants in the past.

148 LU2, 3rd stategy "Regularly revisit discussions with the City of Colorado Springs and other municipalities
regarding possible annexation of enclaves or development of intergovernmental agreements to
explore means to finance improvements and service debt to make annexation a feasible
consideration.”

148 Since it now appears there will be an IGA as of 4/13/21, it might make sense to address in Add as strategy unde LU2. Coordinate with each of the municipalities experiencing substantial
implementation chapter and maybe tweak language on p. 148 under Goal LU2. Need to recognize |growth the development of an intergovernmental agreement similar to that developed with
the IGA in the MP- will need to make corresponding changes to the annexation section Colorado Springs.

149 RECOMMENDATION: Add more extensive discussion of special districts {(especially Metropolitan Land UselU4 Strategy The county should revise or update the Special Distirct Pol
Districts) where appropriate throughout the document. RATIONALE: The plan has very few mentions{conjunction with the involved and affected county departments,
of special districts or metropolitan districts, and the few it contains all relate to water. None discuss
their role in land use or development application applicability. This is important to address because
special districts are crucial factors in new development and in annexation. It is also important
because the plan acknowledges the challenges they present, “The number of Special Districts and
the ease with which they can be established has made water planning more challenging in parts of
the County.” (Draft Plan, Pg 7}

149 TYPO: Page 149 (Specific Strategies > Priority) “...redevelopment will to be intense enough recommend change. New development will be intense enough..... Remove "to"

149 'TYPO: Page 149 (Specific Strate, recommend change. New development will be intense enough..... Remove "to"

149 LU22nd bullet delete to. Redevelopment will be intense enough to transition from the

149 LU4, 2nd priority delete directly to read "are adjacent to incorporated...

148 P 149- LU4 -second priority is weaker than IGA might imply- | believe the intent is to at least lock at [Priority: Annexation should be considered as development occurs in unincorporated areas that
the potential for future annexation of more than just currently contiguous parcels. Per IGA, revise  |are adjacent to incorporated municipa
language to be stronger and to include the correct buffer.

149 Of note, while it is often easy to take issue with included text, one of the more difficult things to do
with a document review is to identify what is missing. I've identified three such to
of "density transitions", Virtuelly no discussion of Special Districts (incl Metropolitan Districts), and
No acknowledgement of the possibility of independent incorporation of municipalities (regardless of
how unlikely the authors may think that is). Each has important implications for future County Land UseLU4 Strategy The county should revise or update the Special Distirct Policies in
growth, yet none are discussed, | additionally made some recommendations for improving the conjunction with the involved and affected county departments.
document's readability, especially for those reviewing it on mobile devices with small screens.

151 5th bullet from bottom add "The County should.... At the start of the sentence

151 HC2-4 CHANGE TO municpal boundaries to limit....

151 Page 151~ 17" bullet — Who should function as the coordinating body? (add the County)

151 P 151- HC2-4 — would suggest changing the word “prevent” to “limit”, as is may be difficult to

entirely prevent the creation of new enclaves- HC2-5 typo “reviewed’ change first limit to

boundaries and then change prevent to |




152 HC3-2 spacing Issues where the words start

152 HC3 4th bullet from bottom. Delete mid-term and page 61 from the sentence

152 Page 152 — Objective HC3-2: has extra space after it agree

155 -as noted the urban renawal area language implies EPC is directly invalved, whereas |
Ibelieve the role is to participated in review of municipal urban renewal areas to assure EPC interests
are reflected. MARK PER CARL S ADDRESS

163 Pg 163, Add bullets to emphasize protection of military APZs, FAA notification areas, and wind farm
impacts to fiight training.

163 Pg 163, Objective M1-3: Consider re-stating to prioritizing the improvement and expanding the
capacity of existing roads or canstruct new roads to improve connectivity to and suppart of

il AFB o lons.
163 M2 8th bullet. Delete midterm and page from sentence
168 P168 -seems like the branding strategy might fit better under economic development Change move to ED2

rocommended

Proposed replacement antenna image attached.

Schriever AFB review ¢ submitted via web ionnaire on 4-6-2021. A printout of the

[ eis i, along with support exhibits, and 2 proposed updated image to
be considered for use in the military chapter.
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MOUNTAIN VIEW ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC.
Your Touchstone Energy” Cooperative K. X

April 6, 2021

Nina Ruiz

El Paso County Development Services Department
2880 International Circle, Suite 110

Colorado Springs, CO 80910

SUBJECT: Engineering Review Comment
Mountain View Electric Association Inc. (The Association)

To El Paso County:
The Association has these comments about the following:
Project Name: El Paso County Master Plan
Project Number: MP211
Description: Revision to the El Paso County Master Plan
The Association has no objections to current plan at this time. If there is any removal,
damage, or relocation of facilities it will be at the expense of the applicant and a review

of easements will be required in order to serve.

If additional information is required, please contact me at (719) 494-2636. Our office
hours are 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday — Thursday.

Sincerely,

Gina Ferry

Gina Perry
Engineering Coordinator ||

This Association is an equal opportunity provider and employer.

Falcon: 11140 E. Woodmen Rd., Falcon, CO 80831 www.mvea.coop * (800) 388-9881
Limon: 1655 5th St., P.O. Box 1600, Limon, CO 80828 Stay Connected: Like. Follow. Share.
Monument; 15706 Jackson Creek Pkwy., Suite 100, Monument, CO 80132 o @ @






Tom Bailey
Mark,

Here are all the comments | have time for. | added to the attached matrix, and appreciate that many of
my earlier comments have already been addressed. | highlighted a few that were still issues, in my
opinion, and hope we can discuss some of them next week. Likewise, some of the comments below
have also been addressed, but a few are still problems for me.

The biggest issue is that the implementation section fails to identify specific agencies to undertake the
specific strategies or monitor progress toward the objectives. Without that specificity, will anyone
actually feel responsible enough to see any of these things through? PCD might, but how can you get
buy-in from other County agencies? By having the PC as the approval authority for the Plan, it seems
like we’ve given the BoCC a pass on having any responsibility for enforcing it.

As | mentioned on Thursday, I'm not sure | like the way the checklist is portrayed. | can see some value,
but don’t believe this version is quite ready for primetime. | think my comments in the matrix explain it
a little more.

There are still lots of editing issues throughout. | identified several in my comments, but by no means
got all of them. The implementation section seemed to have some formatting issues where hyphenated
words still appear in the text even though they’re no longer needed to wrap the word at the end of the
line.

And finally, I'll reiterate my concern about the overrepresentation of certain ideas and perspectives.
Yes, the public has the right to be heard, but someone (the PC?) must be able to filter those inputs.
Even things like HL's emphasis on transit should be tempered by the realities of the County so the Plan
should not give too much prominence to it (or “equity,” or alternative energy, or climate alarmism, etc.).
Similarly, just because the water guys provided lots of “strategies” maybe we don’t need to include all
49 of them!
-

Bailey Master Plan

Comment Matrix.docx

Eric Moraes, Planning Commissioner

Formatting and Errors (Mark’s notes in red)
Page 1 — You did not list Chapter 14 (Implementation)Resolved

Page 12 — 15 — Chapter titles next to page numbers do not match the actual chapter title (Is it
Community Vision or County Vision?)change to county vision

Page 16 — 47 - Chapter titles next to page numbers do not match the actual chapter title (Is it Land Use
or Placetypes?)should be Land Use



Page 20 — 2" paragraph states housing affordability is on Page 57, it is currently on Page 58 change to
58

Page 24 - You list a supporting use of Estate Residential to the Rural Placetype. The text in paragraph 1
states that the minimum lot area is 5-acres per unit. However, in the bullet in the middle, you wrote
minimum 1 unit/5 acres. This to me says that is the minimum, so | can have 100 unites per 5 acres and it
will meet your minimum. [ think you want to say Maximum 1 unit / 5 acres or Minimum 5 acres / 1
unit.The numbers are the same but the terminology should match

Page 36 — Under Land Uses change the first and third bullets to read Light Industrial / Business Park and
Office. This is what the Table on Page 23 lists them as. OR change the table to reflect that Office and
Business Park should be together. | guess that is the real question. “Do business parks belong with Light
Industrial or with Offices?” The only places where this decision would affect things as | see it is in Urban
Residential and Regional Center (where they are supporting uses) page 36 separate out office, and
combine light industrial/business park like the table says

Page 49, 51 - 54 — Minor point, but would it make more sense to use letters versus numbers when
labeling locations on maps so as not to look like a hierarchy of priority?dont need to change

Page 61 — Employ Financial Incentives paragraph, second to last line, | would delete (Page XX) or make
sure you fix it. To me. If someone wants to see the info in the Implementation Chapter about employing
financial incentives, they can find it as hopefully that chapter isn’t too convoluted. Delete the XX and
include Page 144

Page 68, 69, 71, 72 — Minor point, but would it make more sense to use letters versus numbers when
labeling locations on maps so as not to look like a hierarchy of priority? dont need to change

Page 81 — The graphic on the right. This graphic comes from a 2016 Plan, as | understand it. The labels
say that there are projects in the 1-4 years and 5 — 10 year timeframes. |s this from 2016 or 2021?that is
from the 2016 date

Page 92 — The font for the Pikes Peak regional OEM looks different than the rest of the document. Not
sure if this was on purpose change font to be consistent

Page 115 — Under the first paragraph, it should probably read “become officers in the U.S. Air Force and
U.S. Space Force | am unsure about this one

Page 117 — How come the areas immediately adjacent to these parks are a 10 — 15 minute drive from
them? | think they are Black Forest Regional Park and Black Forest Section 16. (See pic below) | don’t
know why. Copied from Parks.



Page 129 — Under Surface Water, Chapter 12 is not Resilency and Hazard Mitigationchange to Chapter
13.

Page 129 — Under Riparian Areas — It may just be me, but the last 4 lines look like different font (all
squished together) Trisha, please check line spacing

Page 131 — Chapter 4 is called Housing and Communities agree

Page 141 — develop-ment and stake-holders does not need a hyphen (Maintain Public Communications)
agree

Page 147 - imple-mentation does not need a hyphen (Action Matrix) agree

Page 152 — Objective HC3-2: has extra space after it agree

Page 152 — 15 bullet — Did you mean to include “(Mid Term) (Page 61)” here? Delete in sentence

Page 163 — M2 - 9* bullet — Did you mean to include “(Short Term) (Page 114)” here? Delete in sentence

Minor point, and more of a curioisity question, Was there a reason that some of the action Matrix was
written with one Goal per page and others with two goals per page? For example, Transportation and
Mobility goes from 1 to 2 to 1. No logic, simply spacing

Overall, it seems as if different people wrote each chapter. As I read it, the style changes a bit, but
where it really sticks out to me is when | read the other Chapter call outs. Sometimes there are in bold,
sometimes they have colons, etc. (see page 58, 65, 92, 129, 131) Agree. Some use a period and 131 uses
a colon.



Master Plan Planning Questions

On Page 23 / 44. Was there a reason that Heavy Industrial (Limited) was not listed as a supporting land
use for Utility? It seems to me that there can be manufactures of equipment that can be used in the
Utility Uses (power plants, waste water treatment, etc.). Having a limited amount of heavy industrial
that can support utilities right next door to the utilities themselves seems to make sense. This is on
purpose. Most utilities do not require heavy industrial zoning. The landfills are located in the A-5 zoning
as a special use. The wind farm and solar farms are overlay zoning. If we added supporting land uses
that would require heavy industrial zoning in areas that do not have the facilities or service for those
suse. That would require heavy industrial zoning and the cadre of allowed heavy industrial uses not
associated with that utility land use.

Page 25 /27 / 29 ~ SAFETY ISSUE: For the Rural and Large Lot Residential and Suburban Residential
(which can have fairly large lots up of over 2 acres) placetypes, | strongly believe that side paths and / or
sidewalks are an absolute necessity when residences are built within the current walking distance to any
school. A big issue in Woodmoor (intentional or not) and other areas is that there are no sidewalks or
side paths in the entire development; however, District 38 expects students within 1 to 1.5 miles
(depending on the level of school) to walk and do not provide bus service for free. Now, | am not saying
that we need to encumber a developer to put sidewalks in everywhere in the rural or rural residential
districts, but the LDC should state (following Master Plan guidance) that sidewalks/paths need to be in
places that within the current school district rules. If rules change and move the radius out in the future,
so be it. But to not account for the reality when the development goes in, is a huge safety concern. This
is alluded to on Page 25 (B) Page 27 (B & C) and Page 86, Page 95 (Safety); but not stated strongly
enough in my opinion. Disagree. On these larger lot areas the developer should understand the benefit
and provide what the market wants. Our standard road design and subdivision standards require
sidewalks on lots smaller than one acre. So, the County has a mandatory design sidewalk standard for
smaller lots, but leaves what is truly a (child) safety issue up to the developers’ understanding? The
logic does not make sense. Serious question, if market forces are so strong why not just leave sidewalk
inclusion up to the developers’ understanding of the market in all residential areas? With this EI Paso
County can always have a standard walk design if the developer chooses to put one in, but if the market
doesn't dictate it, none should be included. Again, | am not asking for sidewalks throughout the WHOLE
rural and large lot placetype, just in areas where it is known that kids will walk to school. This is not out
of line of what is already written in the draft, which does not say anything about market forces. In fact,
the draft plan states that some clustered large lot residential areas will have sidewalks and sidewalks
establish a safe way to make short trips versus parents driving kids to school increasing automobile
traffic:
- Sidewalks may be required where pedestrian generators exist or are proposed in order to ensure
connectivity (Page 25 Rural Placetype)
- Clustered development has a sidewalk network (Page 27 Large Lot Residential Placetype)
- Walking paths, trails, and other designated routes provide additional access
Well-designed pedestrian infrastructure is the foundation of healthy communities. Features like
continuous sidewalks, crosswalks, human-scale lighting, and shade establish walking the safe,
easy, and enjoyable way to make short trips and can increase the number of trips made on foot
(Page 86 Multimodal Transportation — Sidewalks)
- Rural placetypes generally have minimal sidewalks but are included at activity generating areas.
(Page 86 Multimodal Transportation — Sidewalks)




- To make routes to school safer for students the County should partner with schools to design
projects that make crossing these major intersections and navigating to school safer. (Page 95

Safety)

Page 29 (and Page 28) — A picture is worth 1000 words as the saying goes. In the Suburban Residential
Placetype you include having 1 DU / 1 to 2.5 acres as a possibility, when | look at this graphic, no where
do | see anything on the order of these larger than cookie cutter home sized lots. Pretty much
everything in the picture looks like homes with 5’ side setbacks. To me, the County really has not
captured this mid-sized lot living. You know, those that may require a ride on mower to mow. Does the
County and / or Master Plan Committee not see these types lot as an option in the future? It just seems
a bit weird or different that lumped into Suburban Residential are lots that are 8000 sq. ft. all the way up
to 108000 sq. ft. That is quite a big jump. I think there are many people out there that want to move
away from looking in your neighbor’s kitchen window to just have a bit more room to spread out
without going to the well served lot sizes. Again, a picture is worth 1000 words and the one presented
doesn’t look encouraging for those wanting to live in El Paso County in mid-sized lots. Economics drives
this discussion. We have a 20,000 square foot lot size in the R520,000 but few use it (woodmen Hills,
paint brush hills). Generally, since anything less than 2.5 acres requires central water and sewer, and a
different road design and generally would require overlot grading, there is little incentive to increase the
lot size beyond the 5,000 square foot size. So are you saying from here out, almost all new development
in areas with central water and sewer will be 5000 sq. ft. as going beyond has little economic incentive?

Page 40 —

1) 1would make the first bullet under supporting “Single Family Detached Residential
(Limited)” This is a similar format that you use on Page 26 for Commercial Service and Retail.
I think the point you are trying to make after reading the text is, you can have homes, but
not a lot. disagree

2) There is no “Neighborhood Commercial” Land Use. You probably want to say, “Commercial
Service (Limited), Commercial Service (Limited)” disagree. This is a master plan, not a zone
district. However, a followup outcome could be a consideration of changes to the zoning
resolution | guess | was under the assumption that every use listed under the primary and



supporting land use on page 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 40, and 42 were land uses depicted in
the table on Page 23. Neighborhood Commercial is not one of those land uses. | will admit
that on Page 44 there are land uses that are not from the table, but those are easily
understood and described by the average Joe (e.g., Landfill, Power plant, Water Treatment
Plant). Neighborhood Commercial just sticks out like a sore thumb as it is not one of the 20
land uses that are in the Table and / or in the other placetypes.

3) Create a new bullet between Tourism Commercial and Institutional that says
“Entertainment / Arts” and delete Arts, Entertainment from the Tourism Commercial line
disagree

Page 42 — You state in the 2" paragraph that the County is partnering with installations to maintain
compatible transitions adjacent to each installation through open space protection. If that is true, why
isn’t (parks /) open space a primary or supporting land use? Seems like a bit of a disconnect to me.
Agree. Add parks/open space

Page 55 — 3" bullet — Wouldn’t smaller lots tend to lead to more homes developed in the Mountain
Interface? It would seem if you want to limit the number of homes and preserve the natural beauty
(Page 40), the County would require the largest lots you can zone. Sure the homes may be bigger, but
you are guaranteed to get less of them. Why are we saying “smaller lots”? disagree. larger lots create
more roads and other facilities. As you drill further on page 55 it says large lot is discourage (well and
septic issues) and smaller lots should have central services Ok, 1 can see your point. | guess my thought
was that, from a “not negatively impacting the natural function” point of view, my novice brain thought
that looking at the mountains from a distance with less density, you may see small pock marks of homes
versus a subdivision of 5000 sq. ft. lots scarring the view. But | do see your point about central services
versus wells and septic. Let me ask you this, how economically feasible is it put in wells in that area of
the County? Would forcing homes on wells via large lots, in turn limit the number of homes built just by
the economics of getting those homes on wells?

Page 61 — After reading the “Increase Density In Target Areas” has the discussion of Residential over
Retail (i.e., residential lofts over businesses) been discussed, especially in the Urban Residential and
Rural Center placetypes? These sentences don't really address it:

Additionally, Rural Center and Regional Center placetypes can accommodate more intense
residential uses to increase support for businesses. Single-family attached and multifamily
units should be located directly adjacent to commercial focal points to accommodate
density in the County. Mixed use is allowed by zoning in these area (special use), but
perhaps it should be directly addressed as you say. | think so, but this is something the MP
Committee or PC can discuss in the upcoming meetings.

Page 88 — Under Colorado Spring Airport, you mention the Denver Regional Council of Government’s
Airport Compatible Land Use Design Handbook. Why is this handbook not applicable to Meadow Lake
Airport?

Page 150 — Strategy 1 is to Continue to prioritize, however, you wrote it as a Long Term Goal. | would
think this would be on-going according to the definition of on-going on Page 147. | guess it could be
either. Long term because it could be may years before utilities extend all the way out there. This is



minor, but something that the MP Committee or PC can discuss. It just sounded weird when | read
“continue” to do something and then make the goal complete 5+ years down the road. Maybe a better
way is to say just to delete “Continue to” and say “Prioritize Suburban Residential”

Page 151 — 17" bullet — Who should function as the coordinating body? (add the County)

Page 154 — ED1 Bullet 8 — Why is requiring improved screening a long term goal? To me this seem like it
can be something completed in a time frame quicker than 5+ years. This is tied to new development
establishing the buffers, which could be long term for redevelopment

ACTION MATRIX — Has anyone discussed the concept of not using 1-3 years, 3 — 5 years, and 5+ years as
the timeframe? To me it makes more sense to use 2021 — 2024, 2024 — 2026, and 2026+. The rationale
is that by making hard timeframes with specific years, it allows the staffs and committees to see time
limit coming. By saying 3-5 years, it may become somewhat of a “we’ll get it done” and the next thing
you know, it's 5 years later and the strategy has not been implemented. Also, 3-5 year tasks soon
become the 1 to 3 year tasks and readers may lose sensing this. Additionally, by putting on specific
timeframes you can then move some of the 5+ year (2026+) tasks into the next 3-5 year bucket (which
next year will be (2025 — 2027) while leaving other out for a year or so. This can be part of the Next Step
of Updating the Plan at regular intervals. (Finally, by the time the PC approves the MP, 2021 is almost
half over, so | didn’t include it in the 1 to 3 year timeframe, anything done in 2021 is bonus for the
County.)

ACTION MATRIX — Would it make more sense to sort the Strategies by Priority at the top, then On-
Going, then Short, then Medium, then Long Range timeframes rather than sort it by the page they came
from? The page listing is ancillary to the priority of the strategy. (And then as | look even deeper, the
strategies are not always in page number order — See Page 166 CH1.) This makes me ask, what is the
rhyme and reason the strategies are listed on each page in the order that they are. The strategies
(other than priority) are in the order they are found in the document. Although | would rather see a
true list of time prioritized strategies (i.e., grouped by priority then by prioritized short, medium, long), if
what you are saying is the way you want to present the plan, then have the consultant go through and
double check Chapter 14. Just from my quick glance, | have found out of order strategies on pages 148,
149, 150, 152, 153, 154, 155, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 163, 165, 166, 168, and 169. Though now that |
look at it, it does look like the “Priority” strategies were pulled to the top of each list and the rest were
sometimes put in page order (but not all the time.) My one last comment on this would be to have
everyone take one last look at the strategies with the word “Prioritize” in them to see if they should be a
“Priority” strategy. For example, “Prioritize protection and conservation over new development and
redevelopment in the Mountain Interface placetype, where appropriate,” seems like a “Priority”
strategy to me.

(If there is time, within the Short, Medium, and Long Term, specific strategies should be
prioritized. To me this list of strategies tell me that if I had one more dollar to spend, where |
should spend it. Not saying we can’t be flexible when the time comes and certain realities will
allow us to jump ahead, but going in, the plan seems that it should lay out an ideal case for the
County Commissioners to look at when having to spend money.)

ACTION MATRIX — Can you better define “Priority”? It seems like some priority strategies are in the 5+
years for completion. To me it seems if it is a priority, we shouldn’t be waiting 5 years to see that some



entity accomplished it. There is probably a reason, it just isn’t clear as written. Priority does not need a
time frame So, | read this as Priority is a more heavily weighted strategy than other and if there is a
conflict in a project that adheres to a priority strategy, but may “violate” a non-priority strategy, the tie
goes to adhering to the Priority. Maybe just having the consultant and MPC spelling that out on Page
147 would be appropriate.

ACTION MATRIX — To me when | read the strategies, some of the things that are listed as on-going seem
like they aren’t on-going and, as stated above, (like my comment for Page 150) are written as a
continuing action, but are listed as long-term. An example of the former is on Page 166 CH2, first bullet.
It says “Consider interventions” but it is listed as an on-going strategy. Just seems like a disconnect.
Also, on the same page under CH1's 4th bullet, it says and on-going strategy is to identify connections.
Are those things going on or do they need to be done in the future. There are just a lot of those in this
section and it makes it a bit of a tough read to understand what you are saying. This section is from the
existing Community Health Improvement Plan. My comment was more about strategy wording versus
timeframe disagreement, versus specific bullets. Another example of the disagreement is on Page 151.
The second bullet says, “Develop an intergovernmental agreement” but you are saying it is on-going.
How can it be on going if the strategy is to develop an agreement? Do you mean to continue to develop
agreements? Again, there are just a bunch of these in there that the way they are written conflict and
the associated timeframe — future versus current.

*Will there be any requirement to provide an update to the PC and/or BoCC each year on what
strategies were accomplished?

Was the data from map.social used in the creation of this Master Plan Draft? It just seems as | went
back to look at this a few people used the term “Placemaking” and marked areas to define them. I'm
guessing this means signage and stuff to tell visitors they are now in El Paso County and the Pikes Peak
region. | also saw many thumbs up for the preservation of open space up near Palmer Lake and those
foothills, but it seems like most of that area is slated for Suburban Residential. | thought this was a good
idea, it just seems like those ideas of “placemaking” never made it into the Master Plan. map.social was
used in the development of the placetypes at the start of the process, but with extensive review and
discussion by staff over the course of the plan. The response for preserving open space in where Forest
Lakes and adjacent areas seems a bit out of place since Forest Lakes is the epitome of what conservation
design should be, and this area of the county borders so much national forest land. It almost seems like
the responders were trying to keep people out.






Overall Planning Concerns
Page 46 — Here is a philosophical question from a Planning Commission commissioner:

How far into one designated placetype can uses from another placetype (that is neither a
primary nor supporting use) protrude with it still living up to the spirit and intent of the Master Plan?

| totally understand, that a plan is a plan. And it is solid until first contact with reality or when
the underlying conditions change. We must be flexible, that is known. But this is more of a
conundrum that we can run into and probably have in the past. If the underlying thought that
as long as one zoning district touches another to be rezoned, the rezoning should go through
even if the County did not envision that new zoning district in the placetype when the Master
Plan was created. This can easily lead to the domino effect of areas getting rezoned to allow
uses that were not intended by the citizens who created this if we keep saying yes to things that
touch other things just because they touch or are near each other. This “Placetype Transition”
section is what | see as a “get out of jail free card”. | strongly feel that this should be a
discussion for the Planning Commission to have once this Master Plan is in place. Again, we
must be flexible. But maybe the PC should to create an unofficial policy that placetypes and
their primary and associated uses can overlay by some distance from the Master Plan’s
direction. Maybe it’s a lot deep, maybe it's a mile deep, maybe it’s the next collector road or
minor arterial deep. But to give no direction other than everything is flexible detracts from the
strength of the work that went into creating and placing the placetypes. At the same time we
want to treat all citizens as fairly as possible. Having no policy other than we can be flexible can
lead to some rezonings to happen and others to not can leave a lot of question marks in
applicants’ heads as to what methodology we are using.

Page 50 — After reading the “Costs” paragraph, the following question popped into my head, “Has there
ever been a study in the Planning field that looks at cost of infrastructure against density to find a sweet
spot?” Using roads as an example, the less dense an area, the less roads are used, but at the same time,
the less taxes that come in to fix the roads. But in a more dense area, you will have a larger tax base,
but many more people are using the roads, so they will deteriorate faster. Just wondering if this has
ever been studied. | don’t have that information. For every study, there is a study that suggests the
opposite. See conflicting statements about whether growth pays for itself. Gotcha. | guess so many
variables to make a general rule of thumb.

Page 82 — (NOTE: F'll admit, | do not know off the top of my head what the LDC says on this.) This may be
more for the LDC or maybe a MP strategy, but it came to me while reading the Subdivision Access
paragraphs in the Master Plan Draft. Would it make sense to have the LDC state, in order to improve
access to subdivisions that developers use a calculation of access points based on the size of the
subdivision (single family and townhomes). For example, something like this:

2 points of access for all subdivisions up to 250 lots;
3 points of access between 251 lots and 400 lots;
Plus an additional 0.5 points of access for every 100 lots above 400.

The current standard is 25 lots on a non-through street, with a maximum cul-de-sac design of
1000 feet before you have to connecting streets. I'll let our engineers discuss competing access. It seems
like residents like long low traffic cul-de-sacs, until they need to get out in a fire or have access in the



event of blizzard. There will be opportunities for modification of the regulations to implement the
Master Plan recommendations.

Page 112 — Under Schriever’s Compatible Land Uses, | read this:

In addition, as noted in the Peterson AFB section, the County should coordinate with Schriever
AFB on land use proposals located between Schriever AFB and Peterson AFB to ensure radio
frequency interference does not compromise mission requirements.

Does this happen currently? Both are review agencies in EDARP and receive notices. We generally
notify Shriever of any land use actions between Banning Lewis and Shriever.

Final question: In the future is there a plan to officially categorize the LDC Principal and Accessory Uses
as one or more of the 20 Landuses in the MP Chapter 3? No And similarly, officially place the current or
future zoning districts into the 11 placetypes? No The latter seems a bit tougher, but | am just trying to
find a systematic way in my mind to correlate a rezoning to a placetype. In other words, if someone
wants to come in and rezone a piece of land in the placetype of Rural Center as CS, how do we know if
CS is a good fit for that area or intended to be in the Rural Center placetype? | personally don’t believe
that using the applicant’s proposed use is the end-all-be-all as we need to remind ourselves that once it
is zoned a way ANY use allowed in that zoning district is allowed by right. Again, we want to be as fair
and consistent as we can be with all applicants and without a systematic methodology we can get
caught looking like we are playing favorites. Just my $0.02. Good question, which will likely be a
followup regulatory discussion to the MP adoption. Certainly the CC is a good fit, but the CS zone
district allows additional more intensive (including wholesale) which might not be a good fit. Yeah, |
guess the $64,000 question is how do placetypes and zoning districts interrelate. A definite discussion |
would like to have on the PC around MP adoption along with transitions. As a PC commissioner, |
definitely want my rezoning decisions to adhere to the spirit and intent of the MP. Again, to me it will
be easy and straightforward for the residential placetypes, but awfully confusing for the commercial
placetypes.
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Carl Schueler’s additional comments after Implementation(his notes in red)

Implementation Chapter comments:

. Since it now appears there will be an IGA as of 4/13/21, it might make sense to address in
implementation chapter and maybe tweak language on p. 148 under Goal LU2. Need to recognize the
IGA in the MP- will need to make corresponding changes to the annexation section.

P 145- my understanding is urban renewal area designations in Colorado are limited to municipalities
and | believe “clock” is 25 years in CO , but can be reset. Not sure on the 50% rule.. Would suggest
rewording this to read more as coordinating with City of Colorado Springs ( which is required now by
State law). This section implies El Paso County has direct role. The priority policy on p 155 also could
imply UR is a county function, when , as | understand it, what really happens is there is now a prescribed
County role in what is a municipal process? MARK to research and verify

P 148- my assumption is there will be little unincorporated non-residential land to develop in your
“Airport Area” following anticipated annexations of vacant land in the Colorado Centre Metropolitan
District area. Only along Horizonview

P 148- for LU2-2, honestly the opportunities for annexation of enclave or parts thereof will be most
tied to new development or redevelopment. Therefore, if you could somehow tie LU2-2 with LU2-3 to
encourage consideration of annexation in association with new development/ redevelopment, that
would be good- and yes at same time you could refer to IGA considerations such as logically addressing
ROW and infrastructure in association with that No change recommended

P 149- LU3-4- still not too comfy with urban residential place-type for some enclaves that are low
density enough that they push the notion of even being suburban No change recommended

P 149- LU4 -second priority is weaker than IGA might imply- 1 believe the intent is to at least look at the
potential for future annexation of more than just currently contiguous parcels. Per IGA, revise language
to be stronger and to include the correct buffer.



P 150- might want to define larger enclaves- not all geographically large enclaves may make sense for
this- and as noted above, a certain threshold of redevelopment provides a good trigger to
consider/require annexation of enclave properties in some cases — HC1-2- considering densification
provides an opportunity to pursue annexation. No change recommended

-for second priority bullet, additional development in Colorado Centre makes sense to be part of an
annexation

P 151- HC2-4 — would suggest changing the word “prevent” to “limit”, as is may be difficult to entirely
prevent the creation of new enclaves- HC2-5 typo “reviewed’ change first limit to boundaries and then
change prevent to limit.

-Ellicott recommendation under specific strategies could imply more urbanization than contemplated
under you rural center idea No change recommended

P 152- HC3-2 and 3- as noted the size of an enclave is not always the best predictor of appropriated
future use or redevelopment

-essentially all properties abutting Horizon View Drive are already in the City, and as noted, densified
uses in the vicinity would logically belong in Colorado Springs No change recommended

-it would appear that the more logical place to provide supporting uses for residents near Schriever Air
Force Base would be immediately north of that facility ( whether uitimately annexed for not); conversely
the rural center at Ellicott would support residents from a large and low density market area farther
east. No change recommended

P 153 — appreciate the focus on infill, noting that some established unincorporated urban density areas
are even older than me. No change recommended

P155- minor point related to the above, but main Street in Security could also be redeveloped not solely
with commercial uses No change recommended

-as noted the urban renewal area language implies EPC is directly involved, whereas | believe
the role is to participated in review of municipal urban renewal areas to assure EPC interests are
reflected. MARK PER CARL S ADDRESS

p. 156- under strategies 24 and 94 are mentioned specifically but not Woodmen or extension of
Briargate-Stapleton No change recommended- these are CDOT roadways. We can add another specific
strategy to add in these additional roadways.

p. 157/ 158- appreciate the inclusion of multi-modal recommendations, particularly for urban density
unincorporated areas. No change recommended

P164- might consider including “fiscally sustainable” to the priority for neighborhood parks No change
recommended

-as noted, there is a an apparent missing link as to a program for or responsibility to provide
“community level park and recreation facilities” which fall below the regional infrastructure provided by
the County and above the neighborhood facilities addressed here No change recommended- may be
addressed with Park MP



-might also make sense here to address the role of the regional parks and trails EPC is in the
business of, as it relates to recreation and tourism No change recommended- to be addressed in Park
MP

P168 -seems like the branding strategy might fit better under economic development Change
recommended

Original Carl Scheuler comments: Comments were from an earlier version of the plan and may have
been corrected

General Comments

A, Implementation section does a good job of capturing the operative elements all in one place-
The Evaluation Checklist on p 143 is a particularly useful tool. I’'m thinking some of A and B here could
end up covered on the Implementation section, that is not yet part of the draft | reviewed . However,
before | even reviewed much, | looked at the plan from a “navigation” perspective in terms of what the
“operational” content was. In other words, if there was a County sketch plan or zoning request, or a
county road or park project, or a code change, how would I get to the information in the plan that is
most pertinent to that decision without having to read and know it all. Put another way, if | was a plan
reviewer or an outside developer, or a neighbor and | only had 20 minutes to get to the most relevant
information and recommendations, could I do it? My concern is that after the core principals and goals,
which are there front and center, it is not always clear where to go and where to go next and to find the
most relevant guidance. It is not always clear which maps are intended to be operative as guidance, and
which are more for background. Recommending language is interspersed throughout chapters and not
always in the same place and form. In some cases, recommendations from other plans (e.g. the water
plan) are quoted directly, there are detailed area specific recommendations interspersed in different
places (e.g. page 54), while other recommendations are essentially interspersed within the descriptive
text. For example, if | did not read all of page 63 it could be had hard to have gotten to the
recommendation that CLTs are encouraged. Similarly, on page 75 there are recommendations for
business development and retention that are in a different format and can only be found if one has read
entire content of the plan.

a. Maybe for each chapter it would help to pull out:
i The key maps for operative use of the plan could still be done
ii. The key polices — at least navigation to them done

iii. Most important related plans could still be done maybe on each “chapter page”

B. Having some key terms defined would help, both so the user is clear on meanings, and even if
they would be based on the full text of the plan, for efficiency, so they do not have to. A few examples:



suburban development, regional center, employment center, large lot or ranchette development,
enclaves, near enclaves would still suggest this

C. | think this has been commented on by Steering Committee, but many of the maps will only
work if they can be zoomed into assume this functionality will be there

D. Would be helpful to have captions for several of the photos

E. Generalized source references would be good for certain data provided in the plan, particularly
if it is a projection or folks might wonder more where the data came from and what it really means
(examples: page 10 projections and who did the wildlife map on p. 9)

F. I'd potentially be concerned with the level of detail for some of the data pulled into the body of
the plan from the County profile. One example is the housing data in Chapter 4. | would not be
surprised if 5 years from now, that some of the Zip code affordability data changes a lot.

G. I’d move Areas of Change in front of Key Areas, as a logical progression. Then as noted, in my
opinion, the document needs more language around how much could still happen (in a relative sense)
in the areas not indicated as areas of change, areas of focus, key areas, in other words in rural place
types etc. Recently there was an article in the Gazette about “the dry” in which a rural resident talked
about the “sea of lights” which he counts, going from say 10 to 100 and might be 10,000. In the some
of yellow areas on page 20 there could still be a 10 to 100 or a 100 to 500 change, but not to 10,000
(which is important). Similarly , the term “minimal change” would benefit from some additional
context, since activities including redevelopment, infill, locally unwanted land uses, disinvestment,
reinvestment, market-obsolete uses- etc. are viewed as more than minimal change by the immediately
impacted properties. |look at Security-Widefield or Stratmoor Valley over a 20 year period and do not
necessarily see “minimal change”, particularly in non-residential areas. Inmy opinion, if you changed
“minimal change” to “limited change” that would help. Then your 1% “transition” increment works for
those developed areas expected to see truly transformative changes Notice in several placesin
implementation section you qualify that quite bit of land use activity could happen in minimal change
areas, and | also note the multiple instances where you have language about infill and redevelopment in
these area. Still think “limited change” is a better caption

H. You may have updated this already, but on Page 50, would in make sense to change the labels
from “Potential Annexation Areas” to “Annexation Area of Interest” We have a few suggested tweaks,
which would include City owned properties not shown

. Will want to make sure the version you all approve has BLR North in the City, We can getyou a
shapefile

J. Although, the Master Plan has considerable content on parks and trails, including in your new
Recreation and Tourism chapter, what appears to be missing is a comprehensive assessment of and
approach to the neighborhood and community parks infrastructure necessary to support various
categories of existing and future land uses in the various place types and priority areas. This has been a
challenge for decades, with the County relying on metropolitan districts to some extent for the more
granular system, but to my knowledge with access to neighborhood parks not necessarily set as a
standard precedent to approval of additional urban density development in the County. | note from



your last Steering Committee meeting that community level parks in particular end up being side-
stepped, as not being either a County or developer responsibility for implementation or programming.

Specific

Page 7- first sentence under Municipal Land Use..... is not clear to me start this section with
“Development is not limited by City boundaries, the impact within the City boundaries impacts the
County and surrounding jurisdictions.”

Define regional center and employment hub, | also get confused by locations and centers of these No
change recommended

Page 8- some of these terms are defined in the text, others not, Toy Ranches is and “urban enclave”
whereas high density in Falcon is “suburban”- again better definitions would help as in Toy Ranches is
surrounded by City urbanized development which it self is a ‘suburban” place type pattern No change
recommended

Page 11- bit of a detail, but for a comp plan the market trends tend to matter whereas the Q4 2019
quarterly snapshot will be stale old news before this document is adopted No change recommended- no
data available for recent

Page 13- vision (presumably vetted and adopted) is about 1,000 words long- suggestion: highlight key
words and phrases in bold No change recommended

Page 14 and 15- as noted this part of guidance is front and center and easy to navigate to, presumably
these two pages could be one for the first and only places to go to for measuring comp plan consistency

-define attainable housing in 2.3 No change recommended

Page 21- might be worth distinguishing here if the percentages are inclusive or net of municipalities or
military. Also “managed lands” as in Bohart Ranch, and Chico No change recommended

Page 22-23- as noted, having some definitions would help, in part to reduce the need to read the whole
plan No change recommended

Page 30 —as noted the urban residential place type is a little challenging to me because what actually
defines these is the fact they are enclaves, and not much about urban density. Several enclaves are not
fully urban density and will not likely be 20 years from now, even if annexed. Conversely, a lot of your
“suburban” areas in the unincorporated County are fully “urban” in terms of density No change
recommended

Page 38- Big Johnson parcel does not look correct, BF Section 16 missing/, City owed west of Cheyenne
Mt. State Park missing, - no mention of SLB managed lands, might want to clarify that these are non-
federal and unincorporated only, might also note there will likely be additional acquisitions or
dedications. Recommended Change- MARK PLEASE HELP THEM

41- sidewalks do not provide “regional access” No change recommended



44- could mention here that utility corridors are not depicted and they can be a big deal in terms of
horizontal and/or vertical land use impacts No change recommended

46- assume you have captioned these transects by now NA
49-Priority development areas kind of “appear” No change recommended

51- As noted. denoting all enclaves “urban residential” whereas all peripheral areas are “suburban
residential” can be a bit challenging . Might be good to clarify at least that this is not entirely about
density No change recommended

51- I'd call area #1 on this page Colorado Centre/Colorado Springs Airport since these unincorporated
areas in some cases have little to do with the Airport No change recommended

52- | would not consider #2 on this page to be “Falcon”. Maybe call it Woodmen Road North No change
recommended

52- Should differentiate sub-area boundaries where they abut- as in between 4,5 and 6 change the color
of boundary

59- etc. Id stress that this data is apparently for the whole county including the 2/3rds in city limits
change recommended

61-63- As noted it is not necessarily clear how much of this is intended for encouragement/ policy No
change recommended

65- Conservation design and environmentally sensitive development no included as define terms (in
this version) and not rolled up into the core principles and goals No change recommended

66- To me Cimarron Hills belongs as an employment center; also you could add a note here that the
largest unincorporated employment centers of all (military) are covered in another chapter WE already
changed this (part)

71- Again, as noted, Cimarron Hills is unincorporated and probably dwarfs several of these other
employment centers na

73- a lot of detail that could change quite a bit in only a few years na

75- little hard on this map to differentiate between municipal and unincorporated — which might be
okay No change recommended

79- I'm not seeing a match between the legend for this map and what is being depicted on it. NA
80- Should clarify that heart map of traffic counts is for unincorporated county only Recommend Change

84- Mountain Metropolitan Transit ridership is quoted from 8 years ago- might be good to be more
current — although maybe not during COVID No change recommended

85- good transit route map NA
87-should “Ring the Peak” be included? | see this is now included in implementation chapter

92- looks like fire station #22 is missing- did not check map- just saw that MARK TO CHECK



94- In Education, I'd mention school choice and charters. There are a minimum of 3 dozen charters
county-wide, across many districts, so a significant planning issue. Change to add in the verbiage that
there is a strong presence of charter schools

95- Under growth accommodation for education, you reference “immediate intervention”. Besides
parts of D-49 that trajectory is not running toward running out of building capacity coordination instead

96- As noted, particularly in Chapter 8, there are a variety for recommendations pulled from at least 3
water or stormwater plans and interspersed throughout the chapter UNSURE of Recommendation.

111- Schriever Air Force Base misspelled in this version Change recommended
111- USAFA data all incorrect in this version Corrected

111- looks like by total population for these bases you referring to something other than on base
population, but it is not clear what this is- should clarify on this page Change recommended

117- drive time map to Count parks does not make intuitive sense in all cases No change recommended

119- going back to a prior comment, I've lost track of the managed lands status of some of the big SLB
areas (Bohart/Chico) and wonder if there level of managed protection is enough to merit identification
as assuming “particularly limited change” No change recommended

122- Noticed a couple of the biggest most regional trails do not jump out on this map. Ring the Peak,
Ring the Springs, Rock island/Ute Pass, Monument/ Fountain Creek- in terms of regional vision, they are
the big deal (some are mentioned on p 118) covered in implementation chapter

Ann Werner, PPACG

EPC Draft Master
Plan - PPACG Military

Terry Stokka
Mark and Craig,

What would be the chance to get a "Black Forest Overlay" to the master plan that would look
something like the attached Black Forest Vision 2020?" With just a few exceptions, this vision statement
does not violate any land development codes and gives firm definitions to density, clusters, conservation
easements, etc. This vision statement could be modified slightly to be a valuable addition to the master
plan. It would give us the protection that we are desiring. No change recommended

The draft master plan must be general in some ways but for special circumstances it needs to have
more specifics.
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Judy von Ahlefeldt

April 9, 20201 4:44 pm

Here are the two additional supporting documents to my Global Review
comments submitted a few minutes ago:

1. A spreadsheet Numerical Analysis on Principles, Goals, Objectives and
Specific Strategies which is a tally of all the the "items". as well as

a count of the Priorities. The three graphs derived form these are on

the same spreadsheet. This is partial basis for my comments and also my
suggestion to RE-ORDER the Chapters to better balance this report's
information.

The Global comment .pdf includes some suggested specific edits for
Core Principles but | have not drilled down to hat level yet for Goals,
Objectives and Specific Strategies. | hope there will be opportunity
for that later.

This is built off the work that Craig Dossey did with the HLA
spreadsheet for Chapter 14 for the Chapters to organize the information
into a simpler Outline format. No change recommended
2. the Chapter 14 Catalog suggests a system to identify each ltem
(Chapter Principle, Goals, Objectives and Priorities) bu a unique
catalogue number so they can be tracked if the decision is made to
Re-Order the Chapters, move the Conservation Design to a more prominent
place in the Environment Chapter at the Beginning and other Tweaks that
might be appropriate for adjusting the overall information structure of

the plan but allow each detailed "item" to be tracked after Cutting and



Pasting.

This is .doc format on regular office paper for a workable, massagable document. No change
recommended

MANY COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DEVELOPMENT WEST OF HIGHWAY 83- THIS SHOULD BE AMENDED
(YOUNGER) TO BE A PRIORITY DEVELOPMENT AREA.

Y [ D =0
== = [FoF |
Numerical - Chapter 14 March Overarching
GRAPHS xls 26 Catalog.doc Structure Final.pdf

To Mark Gebhart, and Your El Paso EPCMP Plan Team,

Attached is a .pdf of my Citizen Review Comment on Regional Open Space Placetype (Chapter 3) of the
draft Master Plan (03/26/2021) which applies to the Placetypes Map for Regional Open Space on Page
38 of the draft Master Plan, to the Areas of Change Map in Chapter 3, and the Priority Development
Map overlay of Placetypes at the beginning of Chapter 4.

It appears to me that some of the discontiguous and "edge" recommended Areas of Change, and
Priority Development conflict directly with Candidate Open Space Areas (Map 8-3) in the EPC Parks 2013
Master Plan (Topical Element) and the Biological Resources of El Paso County (Environmental Division -
2020).

Information for both of these current documents are based on the Colorado Natural Heritage Program
(CNHP) field work done for El Paso County. The forty Candidate Open Space Areas identified for the
County are based on an assessment which the County (Parks Dept.) contracted for from the Colorado
Natural Heritage Program 20 years ago. Most of these areas have not changed relative to their land uses
and all are still important for the same states reasons in the 2001 CNHP Report. CNHP is continuing and
refined, alive and well.

Colorado's State Level Natural Heritage Program, and its services to Counties, is not even recognized in
the draft Master Plan, nor are its recommendations for Potential Candidate El Paso County Open Spaces
(PCA's) which are memorialized in BOTH the current EPC Parks Master Plan Candidate Open Space
information of 2013 and the May, 2020 Community Services Department's updated "Biological
Resources of El Paso County" Environmental Division publication. This is a huge and serious omission of
information.

The Regional Open Space Placetype Map on page 38 for the draft Your El Paso Master Plan does not
recognize any FUTURE Open Space which has been in County Parks Master Plans (since they began in
2006), and which the County has had the information for since 2001.

This planning information (Map and Source) needs to be recognized in the EPCMP and carried forth into
future conversations for protection of these identified areas if any Land Use Changes are proposed for
them. The current Regional Open Space Map and discussion only recognizes EXISTING CONDITION Open
Spaces,and there is no further information on this in Chapters 10 or 12.



The Judge Orr Road Open Space (now named Kelso's Prairie), and the Marksheffel Road Open Space,
were identified as high risk twenty years ago and are in the Annexation Potential and Areas of Change
paths now. They are both are at extreme risk now from Annexation and Areas of Change.

If Conservation Design is a serious constituent of the new County Master Plan, then certainly these long-
standing PCA/Candidate open Spaces areas of protection concern should be at the front of Land Use
discussions and Code protection, not run over by subdivision proposals which ignore their existence, and
are omitted from the Master Plan itself.

| have copied this to the BoCC and other interested parties on this comment for their information.

| would be happy to help in adding information for this item. There are links so source material in the
attached six-page .pdf.

| am submitting this as a direct document to PCD because there is not any way to do this through the
HLA constrained short comment sheet on the Your El Paso Master Plan website.

This is one of several problematic high level issues with the Master Plan at this stage, which are
deserving of some Planing Commission Workshops and more than just the two perfunctory Adoption
hearings currently scheduled for May, 2021.

Dr. Judith von Ahlefeldt,PhD

Ch. 3 Regional Open April 7 2021

Space Map-Info No 1. Comments MP Maps . No change recommended

To All:

I think it would be fair to point out that the "Minimal Change: Undeveloped" polygon at least in Black
Forest Area (whether Forested or grassland) is really a misnomer.

Are five- acre zoned tracts and existing lots (of various historical sizes) east of BF road really
Undeveloped (vacant) land? WHAT IS THE DEFINITION OF UNDEVELOPED? (Uh Oh - no definition- no
Glossary for this Master Plan!)

Five Acre minimum lots, based on 5 acre development density for zoning is a legitimate form of
Development - even it if harks back to the maligned and scorned Small Area Plan in effect for about 47
years and is what gives Black Forest Much of its character and identity and helps protect the land
surface and aquifer.

t is like the County is "pretending" that existing 5 acre tracts are not "Development" when the Existing
Conditions Map of Dec. 2019 clearly identifies them in the area of Large lots -Ranchettes) - 3rd
attachment

The Areas of Change map (Attachment 1) labels the area for "Minimal Change: Undeveloped" in the
"Forested Area Key Area" (Attachment 4) as mostly east of BF Road. In the northern area, and it is
really NOT different from ALREADY DEVELOPED five acre properties in what is legitimately the Forested
Key Areas west of Hwy 83.



The Key Area map also has the turquoise polygon Flying Horse and Shamrock Ranch+ Potential
annexation Area in it. The AOC Map is a little short on leaving out that Potential Annexation polygon of
Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch. Is this an intentional omission? Recommend Change this to
match.

See the High Priority Development overlay (Attachment 2) of the Placetypes Map from the beginning of
Chapter 4 in the Master Plan, where the hatch marks are on top of the Forested Key Area yellow
polygons well. This is map to pay attention to It conflicts with other maps Land Use Maps, and sprinkles
Urbanization Holy Water on the Key Area Forested Areas. Attempts to preserve the high quality
residential area in what was the Black Forest timbered area of the Black Forest Preservation Plan is
taken away by:

Page 26 in DRAFT Master Plan:

"The Large-Lot Residential placetype generally supports accessory dwelling units as well. Even with the
physical separation of homes, this placetype still fosters a sense of community and is more connected
and less remote than Rural areas.

Large-Lot Residential neighborhoods typically rely on well and septic, but some developments may be
served by central water and wastewater utilities. If central water and wastewater can be provided, then
lots sized less than 2.5 acres could be allowed if; 1.) the overall density is at least 2.5 acres/lot, 2.) the
design for development incorporates conservation of open space, and 3.} it is compatible with the
character of existing developed areas.

Any citizen familiar with the manipulation of PUDs to do spot urban clusters when acre zoning is
changed to promote urban densities is not going to buy off on all the potential urban density issues this
and the "one-offs" in Chapter 14 invoke.

and it is really not a great idea to increase density in the WUI just because there is a Metro District
around to do it. That conflicts significantly with the wildfire concerns of Chapter 13.

No one from PCD/HLA has ever bothered to discuss this with Tri-Lakes and Black Forest That | am aware
of.

The Forested Key Area is minimally identified and Placetypes,high Priority Development and Areas of
Change pretty well ignore it.

The Conservation Design Concept is untested and | do not think it is supported by Developers per what
has been said at MPAC meetings.

Judy von Ahlefeldt
No change recommended
Comment for the EPCMP Review Record - submitted April 6, 2021

To all:
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The photo on page 2 of the draft Master Plan does not appear to include
all of the County.

There is nothing said at all about this photo in the text, but one would
assume since it is an 11 x 17 landscape-oriented aerial photo on the
second page of a draft County Master Plan that it would include the
entire County. There is no scale, no north arrow, no date or source

cited - so it makes a lot of assumptions on the part of the reader.

I have attached the full page photo, and a 2010 (pre-2013 fire) Google
earth photo which includes roads, and the boundaries for all counties in

light green. The Google Earth photo clearly shows where Forested areas

l'“

g

3
GoogleEarth.




and are not as well as the small occurrence of center-pivot irrigation

along the main stem of Upper Black Squirrel Creek.. No change recommended

The crop line for the top of the photo is about 5 miles south of the

correct northern El Paso County line. No change recommended

The east-west road road just south of the top of the photo and east of
Hwy 83 and 1-25 goes through about the middle of Mount Herman, it is
barely north of Bristlecone Lake in Forest Lakes subdivision, and the
visible part of the road in the Forested area appears to be Hodgen Road.
The angle in the EXCEL power line across Kiowa Creek Valley just south
of Hodgen Road is a good place to start to see how much of the northern
County has been cropped off.

The east side crop line also appears to be short of the eastern County
line. Much of Horse Creek is missing

Pikes Peak summit is included on the west but it is not clear were the
County Line really is and the rest the west boundary it is not straight
north/south.

Over 10 miles of the southern part of the County is missing.The Crop
Line is just south of Cheyenne Mtn and Turkey Creek main valley.

The aerial photo is valuable and necessary to the Plan, but the entire
County needs to be included, along with the date, source and a scale for
the photo and directional north arrow.

Thank you, No change recommended






9|T e3ed

?2onpoud

18U} YinJl |3l AJSA 2y} 91LIUNWIWOD pjnom
dew aSuey) jo sealy ayi (uo pasodwiadns
J0) 01 1xau saiusuap uonendod Suimoys
dew e sdeylad °1xa1uod syde| ||11S U Ing
‘peajsiw 03 papuUILUI JoU SI SIY) pueIsIapun

pa8ueydun

01 9jqe 10U ‘papuswwodal 38ueyd oN | ‘Bui1daw 15e| Y] 1 passnISIp am sy 9%06 0} 22UIBJIY ¢d8uey) [IMm1eym | TC 8
(suop Apeauje)
adueyd puswwoday ‘TvT — ,AlUNoD, sAoWSY ‘Ajyroows a1ow yonw
‘I¥T ‘TT ‘€6 ‘€T ‘T 'E-I'99 SMO|} ,Ub]d J3ISDIN 0SDd [ nO4,, BulAes :
‘I¥T ‘SET Aldwis ‘ased AJana Aj|enMIA U] "PIBMYME | * " UD|d 131SDIN 0SDd [F JNOA 3Y] - Ju3WINd0p
‘60T ‘6L ‘b9 ‘2T ‘LT ‘9T ‘T ‘T — 241, 2A0way | si ueid ay3 Jo a1 8yl alojaq ,3y1,, Buipnjoul ay1 3noy3noayl pue adUalUIS 15e7 ré L
é S1oquisw
ajelnosse, pue ,saleualje,, J0j suoljeudissp
ay1 Sunywo sgAew pue (219 ‘41eyD-92IA
‘11eYyD Jay4e) Inoydnouyl Japlo [ednegeydie
(suop Apeauie) 33ueyd puawiwodrsy ul ssweu 8uiind jou Joj uoseas Auy LSIUSWI3PaIMou DY, T 9
elep
3ABY 10U Op 9\ “PapUIWWOI3L 33ueyd oN ¢070¢ Jo 1vedwi — anoqe 1 235 Joysdeus e, | TT S
¢S93eJane a1e1s
pue |euoljeu ay} o3 pasedwod pawiojiad
sey Jd3 moy o sioledipul peoid awos
apNoul 9M UBD $UOI1I3S SIY] UL PISSNISIP
elep SISA|eue pue SpuaJl 3y} 01 S8op 0Z0T
3ARY 10U Op 3A\ “PopPUBWIWOI3I 33uUeyd ON 1BUM JO UO|IUSW BWOS 3q 313y} p|noys JAPHBW, UOUONISS | TT v
"jusduad €1°¢ Jo uonejul L10¢
9Y1 SuIpadX3 ‘LT0T PUe OTOT Usamiaq
juaosad T Aq umoud sey (SE5°Z9S)
3wWodUl pjoyasnoy ueipawl s,Ajuno)
a8ueyd puswiwodsy | ¢,%ET 7 4O 31.4 UOIIBIUI /TOZ,, 1 S| —Ale[D | 0Sed |3 - (99uB3uss 1s.11j) BWOIU] P|OYSsnoH 0T €
"saJoe p€ Aj91ew|xoidde
juepuNpaJ - 93UUSS Jo Suluui3aq 98eJoAR seale |eany uj sj@oJed
28ueyd puswwodsy e ,98eidAe U, IAOWSY - Jewweln |eluapIsal ‘98esaAe UQ - UWIN|Od Y3| Jed 8 rd
l'elsp
10 [9A9] Alessadau Asaaa 1e Juauodwod
Suiuue|d Asaas a1einsdeous Jouued
11 pue usisap AQ JUSWINJ0p SNJ0J peo.d e S|
28ueyd puswwoday ,JUBWINJ0P Pasnd0}-A|peolq,, — JEWWeID) | ub|d JISDIA 0SDd |J 4NOA - UWN|0d 1y31 Jed € T Asjleg
UOI}EpURWIWIOIDY SIIUWIO) juswwo) /uoisand IX3] DUy | 98ed | 'OND woud

XLI1BA] JUSWIWIOY) PUB M3IASY Ue|d J9ISel\ 1jeid aa31wwo) Alosiapy ue|d Ja1sel\l Auno) osed |3




9|z ag8eyq

papuawwiodas aduey)

Jlednoesd aisym,,

0] P31ISAIP 9q 10U PUB SHIOM]IBU

Bunsixs 01 syuawanoidwi aziiond o1 pasn
9q P|NOYS $32uN0S3J payiwl] ¢apim-Ajunod
anJ) Ajjeau 11 s Ing ‘D43 palesoduoduiun

|B20} 01 SUOI1D3UU0D pue uolieodsuely
J0 sapow aAnae aziyiold pjnoys Ajunod
9y 03 spuswanocidwi uoileliodsued],

Buippe Aq Ajijenb 01 pasu — passasppe 10N JO Sseale maj e u| esapl pood e aq Aew s1y| — Aujiqo uelsapad Suiziyiold 98 61
31231402 10U $92UJBJBI JBY1O0 T (¢ 91B1S191U|,, 01 SOIUDIRJD1 199.440D) SUOI123UU0) M- I8 8T
"uoIsSsSnIsIp SOT 9yl dAOWal JO sSuijel
uoI1EpPUSWIWOIDI SO1 Yum speos Suimoys dew e apnjou|
MdQ -papuswwodas a8ueyd oN Jayy3 -sdunes sO710uU ,SIUNOD dN4eIY,
uo paseq aq o1 sieadde s8ed siy3 uo dew saunseaw (SO1) 921A435 JO
passaippe 10N 9yl (ue|d 3yl ul asaymAue pasn asayl aly [9A8| ABMPEOJ - BIUBWIO0L3d WAISAS peoy 08 /1
ST LINJININOD JHL LVYHM F4NS LON sde\ sse20y pood | 0L 91
¢99ejd Ul AjJusuind aJe 1ey) SUOIDIISAI
3Y) xe|aJ 01 8u103 Aj|ess om ale 0s 10| uanId
e Uo ,S92UDpIsal,, JO S3ZIS pue Siaquinu 0}
papuswwodal 38ueyd ou uonisoddo uaas aA,| uoissiwwo) Sujuue|d
3y1 uQ “Adljod Aunood Jualind wouy
[enluspisal o] adie| ur sNAv - 9 'd | Aydosopyd ui yiys uesyusis e 1s883ns siy| snavy 19 ST
*(uo1199s S|y} ul JuajeAald
1S0W) udWNI0p 3yl 1noysnouy) pardaLliod
(suop Apeauje) a8ueyd puswwoday 3 p|noys *Spiom omi si 32404 41y, «958g 3DUOLIY JIDABLIYDS,, €5 2t
JOP11I0D AlIAI}IDUUOD SE B pEROY
uolajdels aziseydwa pjnoys
(suop Apeaue) a8ueyd pusawwodray +B,, 919[9p — Jewwelo Auno) sy - (191)nq puoaas) yz Aemysiy 14 €1
«tAj21enbapy, ¢iajenb «10Mm1au Aempeod Suisixa s Ulelulew o)
(suop Apeauje) aBueyd pusWWIOdISY | JO pury SWOS UIEIUOI JUSWIIILIS SIYL PINOYS a|qeun ApeaJje s| Ajuno) oseq |3, —S150D | 0§ r4)
« 7 S9JIS3P SB SWIMBA0
ydiow 03 Aujige Jisy3 pue yoeoidde
98ueyd puswwodlay LOWI1 J3A0,, 3 p|nhoYyS — Jewwelo sadAlaoe|d ays,, — ydesSesed puodss 9% TT
ésease |enuapisal yo| a8.e| Jo
(duop Apeauje) a8ueyd puswiwoday | ‘[eant ul Syjemapls paau/i1dadxa Ajjeas am og 3 31D pay (¥4 oT
‘g Jesu ,S$a4n3dnays Aossadoe,, uBWINI0p Y3
Jo ,s3ulp|ing |esnyndu8e, Aue 33s J,uop | | InoySnoayy suo siy3 x| saiydeusd adAjeoe)d
‘a|dwexa 404 1X31 3y} Ul paquIIsap sainieay J3Y10 3y1 ul 1s1xa salpuedaldsip Jejiwis
(suop Apeaue) aSueyd puswwolay BY1 Yim a1eI20SSE 3( 01 WIS 1,U0p 9SaY L 3 pue ‘q D sa[oJ12 pay Sz 6 Asjieg
*SUDZIIID JNO JO s1aquinu juedijud)s eduw
0} anUIIU0D [|Im Alunod ay) ul a8ueyd
UOIEPUSLUWIOIAY 93)HWWO) jJuawwo)/uonsand IX9] U149y | 98ed | ‘OND woJ4

XIJ1BJA] JUBWWO) PUB MIINDY Ue|d J31SEIA elq 2311wwo) AIoSIApY ue|d Jaisen Aluno) oseq |3




glgsdeyd

. Seale UOHNLOQLOUC_C_J ul uoneao|

papuawuwodal 38ueyd .P91e30|, peal p|noys aJe saijl|ioe} uoleanpa 99 Sululewal ayl,, v6 ¥4
¢9AIDS SIOLIISIP 3SBY} JO ||e SJuapnis
Auew moy a1aymawos Aes am 1,up|noys ., Aluno) osed |3
papuaww ol s8uey) puy paieiodiooutun, peas pjnoys | ajelodiodulun, :9ouU3juDs 1S4 - UOREINP] v6 Ve
snjdians ayx asn o}
uoissiwiad, peal pjnoys , * * spunjas saAed
Xe} Jo na| ul snjdins sy} 03 uoissiwad
SABS 31 UWIN|OD 1SB| 0] PUOJaS BY] JO
Wo0110q 9y} 1B ‘OS|y "9NUIASJ 3I0W SPI3U
Aluno) ay1 1ey) uoindwnsaid papis-auo
ay1 1snl jou ‘o1sem Supeujwia pue Suipuads
Aunod uizinuold Jo uoissnosip swos
aq p|noys 242y} ‘@aue|eq 404 "op ,Saxel,
‘BuiyrAue puny1,usaop ,HOAvYL, , ' SpIsdu
Aluno) puny 01 a1enbapeul st YOGV1 Wol}
(suop Apesuje) a3ueyd puawwoddy POAI3II INUDAS,, ‘SABS I UWIN[OD 1SB| BY]
ut ‘AjpuedijiuBis 1so ,'S9xel, Yum ,Hodavl,
passaippe 10N 3SNJU0D 03 SWIIS UOI1I3S SIUL JO YanN saxe] | 16 €T
» 7 3pnpul
papuawwodal aguey) | ,° " apnpul suollsod pala|3, peas pinoys suolsod 1293, - UWN|OJ 1S.1} JO Wonog 16 a4
*249Y ojul 1502 1d3foad,, Y3 Jo uoisnjoul
a3 21epaudde op | ¢laAuaq 40 ‘suljjod
S1112 JaY10 3say1 apnjpul | 14 4o ‘pepluLIL Ul ulel] Y3 JJo 138 Asy) uaym
10U saop ueld SIy1 ‘papuswILIOdI3L 33ueyd ON op s4o3uassed op 1By "9A0Qe TZ D 995 ey 68 TC
188pnq/saay sy}
JUILIIIBP J0ULRD Jd3 -pPapuUSaWILIOIBL 33uUeYd ON
*51502 Sunnelado sH JO %09 ~ Ajuo
S! INUBARL m:mum:m leyl punoj ydJieas V_U_JU e—|Ad .>HCZOU
"|qsuodsalll S| 3xa3u0d InoyM ays1 jo sued a8ue| Joy o1eludoadde Ajjeaa
uondo siyl azipisqns 01 SuiNUIIUO0I PUBWIWOIBI OL
-Awoud aJe suondo asayl 1By} Jea|d 10U S, 3snNedIdq
doy e pjnoys ajgepioye uondo uoenodsues] siyl 243y Jueniodwi s13x33U0) ¢SOpoW Jaylo
Fuidaay ‘7 TS 1502 AJUa.LIND LA YL, ‘WaisAs Y1im s1edwod 0} J9pPLI/1S0D UO OJul BWIOS
341 Suluuny JO J9p1I/1SOD 3] JO UOIUAW OU ||1IS ppPE aMm Ued Ing ‘931u dJe saundi diysiapry uojienodsuel] agnd v8 ot Asjieg
218 ‘doys “j4om 01 jjem Jo a1 . Sdu} jeuoidas
1ySiw oym Ajoulw [jews 3y} alepowiodde puE [9ABJ]} JB|NDIYDA JSAO SUOIIRUIISDP
UOI1EPUAWILIOIBY 33UWWO0) judwWwWo)/uonsand X9 duUIRJeY | @98ed | 'OND wo.d

XIJ1E[Al JUSWIWIOY) PUB MBIASY UB|d J9ISEA 1eld 291HWWOo) AIOSIAPY Ue|d J31seIAl Ajuno) osed |3




9|y 28ed

Hed 3| swaas siy} ‘suardeyd may 1se| asay]

papuswwodal a8ueyd oN Ui yonw a1 ¢11q e sty Sui1e1SIano am aly SuoI123UUO0) pazlIolowWUoN | STT G¢
"91049q UOI1RAIDSA
Awapedsy syl uo 1 U33S JOASU BA,| ¢l
sl alaym ¢3uiylswos Jo Sulspual s siue
papuswwo2as a8ueyd oN ue 1o oloyd |enyoe ue aunioid J3j|EWS BY] S| oloyd | SIT vE
¢8uinsia a1am ey sauo isnf
papuswwodal a3ueys oN | 1ou ‘Giay) paudisse Ajjenioe aie 1eyl Yesdlie
passaippe 10N MOYS M 1,UpinNoys 1nq ‘|003 si ain1aid ay) soloyd | vIT €€
Ojul UIlRlUNOAl dUu3A3Y)
31 Adoa 1sn[ 1,uop pue oju; 1984109
3yl sh ‘quana Aue u| (13ped sse|d y1unoy
B SEM | UByMm dzZ[Jo0WdW 0} pey | 1eym s eyl
1Se3| 1e o) saJde QQO‘ST S| BaJe pue| Y4vSN
{auop Apeauje) papuswwodal aguey) A1193.1100 J9A31IYDS [jods sauewwns uonefeisu] | TIt 4>
papusww o3y 23uey) oN ¢J4B3J2NU JO UO|SSNISIP ON Adisuz aaneuwsdly | 801 I€
papuswwodsy aduey)d gnJas poos e SPasu UOIISS 3joYm SIY | »21N235 01 S1oUISIp
uol1123s Alajes — passalppe 10N SWYBIN épInoD  ¢pinoys [ooy2s adeunodud (¢éé) Auno) ayy,, S6 o€
juswniop e—1| Ssjuawndop — Ay Luswniop
papuawwodal aduey) 1uswaaJge quan/13[qns — Jewwels 8uial| e pasapisuod aq pinoys Aays,, S6 6C
Auno)
osed |3 ul Yyimou3 pauue|d uo paseq sued
Sa1|oe) pue Aydeded aBuel Buoj jenpialpul
{ééé) 01 s101181p [00YIS YyUM JauLIed pinoys
(suop Apeauje) papuawwodal a8uey) ésueyd asayi dojanap A1uno) sy Yyimous3 siyl alepowiwiodde o) 56 8¢
(i949y1 [ooYyds 01 uam | asnedraq
9531 S1S| 1 943YMm 1X3) Sy} Ul 1S11§ pais]|
2q pInoys v4vsn puy) ,Ausianiun/ess|jo),,
e se 1 moys o1 dew 9y} uo ease
(suop Apeauje) papuawwodal aguey) 19pe) v4vSn 3yl uo 10p pal e 1nd asea|q de 6 (2 Asjieg
¢PB3YJaA0 pue uoles}siuiwIpe
JUBPUNP3J UO 3ABS 0] S12141SIp 3)EpPI|OSU0D
Jo0u Aym “suoissnasip jearijod wouy
Aeme Aeis 1o paouejeq aiow ag p|noys uejd
uo|1eIIPISUOD 8yl -anssi [eanjod xa|dwod e Jo apts auo
91e1S e S| SIy] ‘papuUsWW0d3) 38uUeYd ON | S91BIOAPE UOISSNISIP SIY} ‘9A0QE SaxXe) U| Sy 3uipuny uoizeonpy v6 9C
UOIEPUBWIWIOIRY I HWWO) juswwo)/uonsand D] U198y | a8ed | 'OND wo.4

XI1BIAl JUBSWIWOD pue M3IASY Ue|d J3ISeIA el 99111wwo) AIoSIApY ue|d J3iselp Aluno) osed |3




9|5 eded

papuswwodal adueyd oN

*$901AI3S
Jay10 ueyi Juenodwi asow S 31 1eys saydwi

JRERETRITVEN
13410 pue pueqpeoiq 0} ss323e 1enbope aney
pue Aj@1elidoidde mou8 sease Ad) 1eY] 2iNsud

a3ejs siyj 1e pueqpeouq,, Ino Suljduis [I1M pue jeijuassa si JuawdojaAap a|qisuodsay,, €1
adAisoe(d ay3 4O suOIIdUNY JHLOUOID
10 ‘jRIUSWUOIIAUR ‘|eanleu ay3 3oedw Ajaanedau
10U |[Im A3y 31nsu d|3Y 03 pamaindl 3q p|NoyYs
9oeds uado |euoi3aJ 03 pappe aq ued ¢SadAlaoeld ||e J0f anay S1Yy] 3,us| sjesodoud Juawdojansp ainny ||V :39|INq pug qS
yiomiau uonepodsueny
9y3 Aq pansas Ajpreridordde aiaym 1e paiapisuod
papuswuwodal aduey)d lewweud 30 PjNOYS SIPOU |BIDIBWWOD :39||N] pi€ ‘T ¥S
papuswwodsl 33ueyd oN paljlie|d aq 0} pasu suolissanb ped om) SIPIYD | EPT
poo38 aJe siomsue
papuswwodal adueyo oN | ,ON, — € pue Z suollsanb — swaisAs Ajuno) sIppPaY) | vt
USJ11JMal 5q 03 PS3U SuolIsanb
papuswwod3i 38ueyd oN SWOS ‘s1Iamsue ,SaA,, ||e 404 S [eo8 §| SIPPBUD | EVT
¢10} Dd B paau am Op 1eym Ul 8Y1 S eyl
J| ‘|enosdde suiwiIa1Bp 1M 1eYy] pIeddI0DS
Ajuo a3 si siy1 ey uoissasdwi oyl soAI3
papuawwodal adueyd oN | pue s8utyy saiyjdwisiano siyl Jeys s| Jeaj AN IIPPRYD | EVT
¢a4nnuiselyul 1oy Suipuny a1enbape
9ABY 1,U0p 9M 1y} uejd Y3 Ul UBYMIS|D ue ognd Suipuny Aq
papuawwodal a3ueyd oN Aes am uaym 3|qiseay Ajjeas e Sulpuny, s| | WSLINO] 24N} N2 pue SUe [euo|3al alowoid - ZLY | S9T
'} 0} anjea
|ED4 OU S,3J9Y3 0S JUBWNIOP d24N0S Y}
03 5203 1sn[ yuly,, oY} pue uopeue|dxs aJow
7H Ag paonpoud jou elep/sdew ayl | Swos pasu noA yuiyl | ‘dew spimalels Ajuo
[|e 4o} puadde/aouaiajal e ulppe JapIsuo) 9y} SI SIy1 aduis — ,28ew| payul, uiejdx3 dew S9N 2P 0D | £0T
uoIuLdp e Suippe JSPISUOD * passalppe 10N ¢9J3YMIWIOS pauIJap SBUO0Z Y1 a4y (dew) sauoz pooi4 | LE£T L€
éJoreieyd
papuawwodal d3ueyd oN [eAN1BU DAIIDUIISIP JNO DAIDSDId 01 JUBM
01 Wie|d ||11S pue saxoq ||ea pue Sunysi
passalppe 10N yiim saoeds ,paziuequn, Yioq aAey am ue) Awjes | 611 9¢
*$824n0S3aJ 92425 dziyuoLd
0} paau 3y31 Aq paulesisuodun 3s1| ysim e Jo
uolIEpPUAWILLIO0IDY IINIWWO) uswwo)/uonsanp DL U199y | @8ed | 'OND woJu4

XIJ1EAl JUBWIWOY) PUB MIIASY Ue|d JaISe 1elq 991wwo) AIoSIApy ue|d Ja1seln Aluno) osed |3




9|9 sded

‘Yonw 11q e 3q 01 SWIIs ,Sa1391e41S
4193ds,, 617 ¢4e) 001 03 siy3 saop ‘sAnd

papuawwoldl 38ueyd oN 191eM 3y} JO [edz ay3} aedaidde | ajiym 4D | 191
jSI auo
OU 3SIMI3YI0 ‘UoIde Yoed 104 d|qisuodsal
papuswwodal a8ueyd oN S| oym noge olj10ads aiow ag o3 paaN . pinoys Ayuno) ayy,, — uoneuswsjdw|
suolpipald aseq
INO SIHL NO VIHSIYL JSY 0} Yya1ym uo 9z1s ajdwies [jews e si s1edh oy 1ey) aunjesadwsa] adessny | SET
vay 193w 0} paJinbal paJinbau S| AujiqIssadde yay
st Ayuno) sy ‘papuswiwodss a3ueyd oN ¢AUM ¢ S| - SUOIIRIBPISUO) [PPY ST
saseq 924041y, UIBJUNON
1noysnouyl auey) 32104 11y, 9q p|noys SUUBA3YD pue ‘U0SJIB18d ‘JanlalIydS — denl 0z
INO SIHL NO VIHSIYL ASY M0SS pue QTS usamiag M666°67$-N0TS U29MIDQ SBWODU! |enuue 85
LT .STT AemyBiH Suoje
mmcmr_u puUsWWod=ay 98ed uo dew 2] U0 UMOYs 10U seale 9sayl seale pue ‘U0JARd JO YHIOU Seale,, pa1sa104 61
UOIIEPUDILLIOIRY NIWWO0D) juawwo)/uoiasanp DL OUdI3YdY | a8eqd | 'OND wou4

XLI1B|A] JUSWIWOD) pUB MIINDY Ue|d J9ISBIAl 1jBIQ 931HW WO AIOSIApY ue|d 491Selp Aauno) osed |3




3-31-21 Public Meeting Questions

vicki.bond@ppcc.edu. What is the web site for viewing the master plan? | have interest in the Calhan
Area

s.gilson@comcast.net. Are there slides being presented? All | see is the camera view of each presenter

darkkorch02 @gmail.com.It seems to be VERY little time for public review and comments (only 10 days).
It would seem to be more reasonable to have at least 3 weeks for public review.

In the Priority development map the western and north west areas of Black Forest are marked as
priority development (hatched map). This is confusing. What is meant by "priority development" for
Black Forest

But isn't this presentation the first time for the whole package?

HALE2LH@hotmail.com. Are there plans in the works to widen Marksheffel? There has been major
residential growth on east, west and north, and the current road is not sufficient for the amount of

current traffic?

cheryl@cherylpixley.com. Where is the chapter on preserving property owners' quality of life?
Approving high density residential adjacent to RR-5 residential degrades the quality of life.

How have the herds of pronghorn on Wolf Ranch been protected?

sarah.simon@usa.net. It sounds like areas like Black Forest, served by an acquifer (e.g. Denver Acquifer)
have insufficient water to handle the growth you propose in this plan. Is that correct? Is this not
wreckless?

What is the plan when the Denver Acquifer runs short / when wells run dry?

chrissorenson@hotmail.com. Regarding the Black Forest, will the master plan reaffirm the density
guidance as currently in place with the Black Forest Plan?

Q: Flying Horse North was approved to a 5 acre standard that is common in the Black Forest. If Flying
Horse North is annexed by Colorado Springs, will it then become a high density area within the Black
Forest ?

Thanks John and Mark for communicating the plan ! Best, Chris Sorenson

ri steer@goldeneaglecg.com’ Why isn't chapter 14 in the download of the draft master plan?

Do you anticipate major changes to the zoning code based on this plan?

Does the water plan include the CS Utilities Proactive Regionalization intent for water supplies for
smaller water districts?

"Why isn't chapter 14 in the download of the draft master plan?

tastokka@gmail.com. Will this presentation be available online for those who didn't get to view it?







cttripp44 @gmail.com. The water needs disparity slide seemed to indicate an extreme level of water
need going forward. Where is that water going to come from?

As a guide for development, what level of application of this plan do you anticipate being implemented?
If there are concerns that developers are not following the plan, how do we address that?

thank you!






El Paso County Master Plan - Draft Plan Questionnaire

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 1 Introduction?

halis niginiy. Whomever it jump H“ing lit week Map: ol
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Response Count
Whomever you paid to write this up ... don't hire them next time. Hire someone who writes plainly. 1

WATER - Water is an extremely limited resource, yet we seem to be developing like crazy. When willt 1

he county take water into the equation?

Under Character on Page 26, The minimum lot size would be 2.5 Acres. The unique character of the 1
Biack Forest has been enabled by restricting the minimum Iot size to 5 Acres. Changing this would en
courage development out of character with the Forest and threaten the water supply of the area and d
ecrease the watershed capability of the area. There is really no need to change this except to increase

development at the expense of The Black Forest's unique characteristics and our water supply.

The map will not stay open long enough for me to fook at it. It stays up for about 10sconds then disapp 1

ears. | have tried looking at it on multiple computers

The County needs to provide a text only version of the draft plan and verify in advance it is legible. Th 1
e draft Master Plan made available for public review is not fit for purpose. it is so overloaded with pictu
res and graphics. In trying to review it on line, individual pages take excessive amounts of time to load
and the text is so small, it is unreadable. The product available for download and review is likewise unr

eadable.






Thank You for your time and patience with this issue and the deep concerns of the community. Please

look below for comments on the plan.

Sorry, no time to review the master plan, but please consider: - I've lived near Roller Coaster and Bapt
ist’Hodgen for over 30 years. This area was rural when we moved in, but i's suburban now. And noisy.
| rarely used to heard traffic or gun shots; now the noisy traffic occurs every day and the gun shots tha

t make me jump out of my skin occur every week or two. CONTINUED BELOW

Seemed fine.

See below re. other Chapters.

Scrap the whole thing. The people, the environment and animals in the Black Forest will suffer for it.

recommending inclusion of a Black Forest Rural Overlay and continuation of the role played by Friend

s of the Black Forest in the Master Plan Update.

Pg 6, Map: Change Airforce Base to Air Force Base for Schriever & Peterson. Cheyenne Mountain is
an Air Force Station. Change labels for other plan maps (17, 20, 22, 49, 50, 64, 67, 74, 75, 127). Pg 8,
Map: See https://gis.colorado.gov/trustlands/ map for managed lands near Schriever AFB. Large Lots
or Ranchettes incorrectly shown adjoining Schriever AFB to the NE (should be ¥z mile gap) and West

(only two small residential parcels located east of Curtis Road, surrounded by CSLB managed lands).

pages 17 & 50 - remove Shamrock Ranch and Flying Horse North for annexation

Page 9. Wildlife Habitat. Your map need updating. | have seen a mountain lion on Fountain and Acade
my. | have seen wild turkeys flying over traffic on Powers. | have seen coyotes on Union. | have seen f

oxes everywhere in Colorado Springs.

Page 12, Four Employment sectors are listed, each with jobs from 2010, this appears dated. With all t
he beauty that is El Paso County , our "best" jobs will grow in the Natural Resource areas. To learn fro
m the past: Fort Collins used to market itself as the 'Choice City' for a natural appeal similar to Colo. S
prings . This 'growth’ campaign was so overly successful -that it was discontinued to slow the growth t

o more manageable tempo

On page 5 of the document, please define as utilized by the creator of this document rather than norm
al definition... the term “extensive.” | have only just heard of this whole ordeal this past week. Special ¢
onsideration should be stated regarding this era of Covid-19 how greater efforts were made to engage

the community.

None for Black Forest....keep Black Forest rural.

None at this time.






No new growth please. This is going to ruin the beauty of our town.
No comment.

My comments on various Chapters were taken from a statement developed by interested parties in th
e Black Forest. | used these statements because | fully agree with and support them. Having watched
the live streamed Townhall presentation and reviewed the Plan, it appears The Black Forest Preservat
ion Plan was not considered in this Plan's development. To successfully obtain community buy-in, this

Plan must integrate the critical elements of long-standing local community plans.

[t seems as though you are trying to turn our unique forested area into a suburb, complete with all the

problems of suburbia. Leave us alone.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Charact
er.” "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu

m of 5 acres per lot.”

| know my input doesn’t matter but this plan is horrible! How many developers paid for this and where i

s all this water gonna come from?

1 have lived in the Black Forest 43 years and am concerned about all the straws being put into the Da
wson Aquifer from which | get my water. With the drought situation resulting in no extra water to rechar
ge the aquifer and more demand on water, how is there going to be enough water for all the added res

idents?

I have lived in Black Forest for 36 years and live across from Flying Horse North. | strongly oppose an
nexation of it and any reduction of lot sizes. It was only approved in the last couple of years and now d

evelopers want to change the plans. This is unacceptable.

| didn't bother to read it because the county and its commissioners have NEVER followed any of the p
revious master plans. They totally ignore them to the point where they need to be re-written. Rinse an
d repeat, over and over again. As a resident | have no ZERO predictability in how the land around me

is going to be developed and used going forward and have no faith in the county for anything.

| am opposed to the change of density of homes and changing the size of acres for development on P
g 26 Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residential . The 40
years preservation plan is one reason we chose to buy in Black Forest . The development change to t
he 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. Because this is such a uni

que place in the county, please preserve it.






| admire the attempt to be inclusive of community opinions. 3800 residents and stakeholders participat 1
ed in creating the Master Plan, over 4/5 by questionnaire. How did people Ilearn of the focus groups or
questionnaire? Does that <1% sample represent the diversity of County residents, or just the politicall
ylcivically active? | understand the attempt to be comprehensive, but 141 pages is a lot to ask of any ¢

itizen. How about a non-technical executive summary of 10 pages for average readers?

How is it that | am JUST now hearing about this 'master plan' that has been going on, as said in video, 1
for TWO years??!! AND that the LAST group involved in 'master plan' are 'the citizens?! AND that ther

e is ONLY ONE MONTH of review for something this massive?!! AND it's now APRIL and | am just lea
rning about this review??!! Sadly, | have gone to these 'get the citizens input' meetings before and IT

DOESN"T matter to those in charge. Check that box for input & then do your devious plan.

General comment. (1) The sharepoint site is very slow and hard to scroll through the document. It is to 1
o large to download on my computer. (2) Town halls have not been widely communicated. | keep up wi
th the news, newspapers, etc., but am having to rely on others to call my attention to the virtual meetin
gs. The one we had last week was only attended by 38 folks and that might be due to lack of widespre

ad communications (or it may be by design to limit input).

Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot Residential placet 1
ype (green area on page 17 Key Areas Map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of
5 acres per lot. Destruction of trees, wildlife, more roads, increase traffic, greater fire danger and cong
estion and degradation of the rural country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the co

unty, this statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

My input is to value the rural character of the treed area/Black Forest. Increased density will harm the 1
ecology and certainly the value of a forest in a near desert area. Please listen to efforts to keep the ar

ea lightly built up.

Many people are giving you what to do. Please hear the caution to not let building get o where therei 1
s no longer a rural refuge for us to enjoy. Let some corner of nature be kept. Colleen Nelson 30 years

Black Forest

I no longer can hop through the woods and splash in the creek, but | want someone to be able to. Con 1
tinued development needs to protect the forest for the future, not just be today's whim. Please hear th
ose asking for moderation in what is allowed, and make sure we still have Black Forest in a hundred y

ears. Donald Nelson, just 30 years in the trees.

Answered: 35 Skipped: 306






What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 2 Community Vision?
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With increased risk of wildfires, drought, and water appropriations, the plan is not sustainable for the B
lack Forest area. Traffic is also a huge, unaddressed issue. It seems as if the County is in deep within
the pockets of the developers. This is immoral and unacceptable given the events that have taken pla
ce in the Forest since 2013. | highly suggest the county does the right thing which is extremely rare th

ese days.

Why is the area east of Hwy 83 and south of County Line Road labeled as a "priority development are
a" when the area of Hwy 83 is not? The open, undeveloped land is the same on both sides of Hwy 83

at this point.

There is no way | can review this in this short of a period of time. But that is what those in charge have
planned. You can 'check the box' of getting citizen input. | have seen it in action. | know citizens who h

ave screamed 'no' to apts in residential single family home areas. Nope! those in charge do it anyway.

The County needs to provide a text only version of the draft plan and verify in advance it is legible. Th

e draft Master Plan made available for public review is not fit for purpose. Itis so overloaded with pictu
res and graphics. In trying to review it on line, individual pages take excessive amounts of time to load
and the text is so small, it is unreadable. The product available for download and review is likewise unr

eadable.

The area east of Highway 83 and north of Walker Rd belongs in the Black Forest Key Area not Tri-Lak
es Key Area. It is an area of wooded, acreage subdivisions and ranchettes with individual septic and w

ell water and no infrastructure to support commercial or medium to high density housing.

unreadahle.






Seemed fine.

See below re. other Chapters.

recommending inclusion of a Black Forest Rural Overlay and continuation of the role played by Friend

s of the Black Forest in the Master Plan Update.

Pg 14, Goal 3.5: Ensure development is “compatible” with the installation. Pg 15, Core Principles and

Goals: Recommend replacing Military “Bases” with “Installations.”

Page 49 & 54 — Why is the area east of Hwy 83 and south of County Line Road labeled as a “priority d
evelopment area” when the area west of hwy 83 is not? The open, undeveloped land is the same on b

oth sides of Hwy 83 at this point.

Page 15. E] Paso is designated as "national prominence as a hub" for outdoor recreation. This solidifie
s the need at all levels of the County management, for an overt & even excessive species conservatio
n plan. Page 15, FOURTH PARAGRAPH. El Paso Country is really a WORLDS "Crown Jewel of Bio
diversity". *Know it ... Protect it ... but Don't Advertise it... as any true naturalist will find it worth the trip

in curious study.

Page 13. Growth should be to the East and not to the North of Colorado Springs. Growth should also t

ake in account our water resources and drought mapping over the past 30 years.

None at this time,

No new growth please. Don't ruin our beautiful city

No comment.

Nice goals, but don't they cover pretty much everything? If everything is listed, then how do we prioriti

ze?

Leave the area alone! Stop the greed!

Leave it as it is. The abundance of wildlife we currently have make living here pleasant, proposed cha

nges would decrease wildlife habitat, to the detriment of all. Leave Black Forest alone.

I think the community vision is to respect the wishes of the original founders and developers. We all w
ant to increase the number of people who can live in El Paso county, but there's a reason people mov
e the black forest. Is the biggest reason. Division should remain rural, and even two and a half acres w

ould ruin that feel. And widening roads and cutting down more trees is not what we want here

I know my input doesn’t matter but this plan is horrible! How many developers paid for this and where i

s all this water gonna come from?






| grew up in Black Forest since the 70s. | married an Air Force officer, served our country, then retired 1
and moved back home. We love the forest community, the peace and beauty, within minutes of the cit
y and its shopping. The uniqueness of the country roads and trees that create privacy are integral. Wit
h the fire destroying so many tress in 2013, we need to protect the trees from being cut down due to b

uildings and wider roads.

I didn't bother to read it because the county and its commissioners have NEVER followed any of thep 1
revious master plans. They totally ignore them to the point where they need to be re-written. Rinse an
d repeat, over and over again. As a resident | have no ZERO predictability in how the land around me

is going to be developed and used going forward and have no faith in the county for anything.

Community outreach and engagement in relation to the El Paso Master Plan was discussed but inform 1
ation on how residents will be notified of future specific projects or developments that will have direct i

mpact on them would be appreciated.

Black Forest has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential 1
nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre minimu

m lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of trees

and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation of the

rural, country atmosphere.

Absolutely opposed to annexation of flying horse north. Not only for the environmental impacts, but th 1
e way this impacts those living here. The greedy developers are ruining Colorado Springs and the city

is just letting it happen. Please, listen to the wants and concerns of your people!

Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residential placetype. Th 1
is area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential natur

e of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre minimum lot

size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of trees and

wildlife, more roads,

- There is littie forested land east of 1-25. Don't develop the remaining forest. Keep minimum lot sizest 1
o 5 acres outside of the forest, because of traffic and animal displacement - Those of us who need to t
hin trees because of the fire danger need more help to do it, financially and otherwise - I'm on a well a

nd very worried about water

Answered: 27 Skipped: 314

What comments or questions do you have about Chapter 3 Land Use?
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| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact 52
er” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu

m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the

rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Charact 19
er.” "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu

m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the

rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.






| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Charact 16
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu

m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the

rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the

2 5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion andad
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

“Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placet 7
ype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of

5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Resident

ial placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural,
residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-ac

re minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The resuilt will be greater destructio

n of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degrada

tion of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement

must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

Page 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This developmentis overami 6
le from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann

ot be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North an

d also a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to anne

x? Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of
Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priorit

y for annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is thi

s another green light for annexation?

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact 6
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu

m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the

2 5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.






“Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placet
ype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of
5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Resident
ial placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural,
residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-ac
re minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destructio
n of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degrada
tion of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement

must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestionand ad
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

Page 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mi
le from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann
ot be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North an
d also a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to anne
x? Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of
Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled "priorit
y for annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is thi

s another green light for annexation?

Page 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mi
le from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann
ot be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North an

d also a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to anne
x? Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of
Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priorit
y for annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is thi

s another green light for annexation?






I strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2 5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion andad
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placety
pe (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5
acres per lot." Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residential
placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, re
sidential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre
minimurm lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction o
ftrees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradatio
n of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement m

ust be added to preserve the Black Forest.

Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. (Chapter 3) P
age 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile
from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot
be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and a
lso a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex?
Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of Sh
amrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priority fo
r annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is this an

other green light for annexation?
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| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact 2
er.” "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu

m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unigue place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact 2
er.” "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu

m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest

Would rather save our land and keep the beauty the way is in our community Thank you! 1

Why is there a desire to further destroy Black Forest??? No to annexation, no to kowtowing to an alre 1
ady wealthy developer who wants to cut down as many trees as possible to make that land a high den

sity residential area.

Why is LaForet listed as a "priority development area". This is a private camp that has sold large parc 1

els with a stipulation for only one home and the rest of the parcel is retained for LaForet Camp.

We built in Cathedral Pines with the assurance that the surrounding areas would remain unincorporate 1
d large acreage lots. Those who live in Black Forest want to get away from the city! The EPMP lists C

P as forested (p. 17), but has the adjacent Flying Horse North (FHN) development and some areas be
tween Old Ranch Road and Shoup as high priority for annexation. These areas are in the very heart of
Black Forest! Page 20 notes NFH area as Suburban Residential (=higher population density) as comp
ared to the rest of Black Forest which is Large Lot Residential, and p. 22 lists all of Black Forest as an
Area of Change. Page 54 shows a new large lot development planned south of Shoup. Our acquifer ¢
annot sustain such unchecked growth! Qur home in CP is closest to the proposed annexation of FHN

and will be directly affected by the resulting increase of population, traffic, noise and infrastructure in t

hese areas. Please DON'T annex or approve changes for ANY of the areas of the Black Forest!






Was having trouble loading the plan, so wasn't able to catch all the page numbers, but general comm
ents: -Need to establish/maintain minimum 5 acre lot size in timbered area of Black Forest (page 17, g
reen area). The wooded areas are just too precious of a natural resource to allow higher density housi
ng, with all the forest destruction, development intrusions such implies. -Very much against the annex
ation of Flying Horse North, unless large lots ( above) are preserved. That development was “sold” as
large lot development. Annexation implies higher density housing will be allowed. Developer has stopp
ed selling large lots (according to its representatives), assuming annexation, and permission for small
er lots. Reasonable higher density housing in the grassland areas may be acceptable. -Also, FHN rep
s are talking about a planned large hotel. Project was not represented with such, FHN and adjacent ne

ighbors very concerned about deforestation, development implications of such.

Those in charge can't bear to have one square inch of land left untaxable! So squeeze in anything and
everything onto any patch of land for tax collection and SAY it is ‘for the citizens.’ Oh! and never mind t
hat water in the aquifers DO have a bottom. Those in charge never think about maybe NOT having Co
lorado Springs be another "Los Angeles”, "Denver" or "NY" or that the citizens CHOSE a medium size
d city FOR A REASON!!! To NOT be in another huge metro area??!! Oh no! gotta have that land used

up, water exhausted and TAX it all!

There should be no plan for annexation in the Flying Horse North or Shamrock Ranch area. As a hom
eowner in the area we purchased due to the preservation of land and forest in the area. Doing so woul

d undue to beauty of this area and in term render such area undesirable for all current residents.

The plan seems to be inconsistent in its depiction of the projected land use for the area immediately n
orth of Judge Orr Road and West of highway U.S. 24. The figure on pages 28 depict this area as Subu
rban Residential. The figure on page 36 depicts this area as an Employment Center. This area is also
depicted on page 67 as an Employment Center and page 69 as a Commercial Priority Development A
rea. This area is surrounded on the north, west, and south by suburban residential. Designating this ar
ea as an Employment Center/Commercial Priority Development Area would result in no appreciable tr

ansition zones to the Suburban Residential Areas, some of which currently exist.

The maps in general are not detailed enough ( even when zoomed in all the way ) to pinpoint specific
areas. However, i was given the information by Mark Gebhart that Cathedrai Pines is identified as For
ested Area but directly adjacent Flying Horse North is identified as Potential Area for Annexation - ma
p page 17. Placetypes - map page 22 - identifies them as being the same - Large Lot Residential. Pag
e 26 describes Large Lot Residential as lots 2.5 acres or more, typically rely on well & septic , which C
athedral Pines is and describes the character as being compatible with the character of existing devel
oped areas. identified as Forested or not, the fact is both are forested areas which need protection fro
m the type of development that can take place if annexation is approved. It seems contradictory to ide
ntify both areas as Large Lot Residential, both in the Black Forest - identified as Forested Area - page

19 and yet Flying Horse North is identified Potential Area for Annexation.

1






The lots in Black Forest should be a minimum of 5 acres, to allow for people to have adequate room fo
r pets, horses, fenced areas, and to preserve the available water for the land. Black Forest is suppose

d to be rural country living, not yet another development of McMansions on tiny lots.

The land on on pg 17 SHOULD NOT BE ANNEXED. Please let the community know how we can opp

ose this.

The following statement should be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled Character. Because of t
he unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placetype (green ar
ea on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lo
t.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residential placetype.
This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential na
ture of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre minimum |
ot size will result in tot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of trees an
d wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation of the ru
ral, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement must be ad

ded to preserve the Black Forest.

The following statement needs to be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled '‘Character": "Because
of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot Residential placetype (green
area on page 17 Key areas map), the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per
lot". Black Forest is the only significant timbered area in the Large Lot Residential placetype. This area
has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural residential nature of Bla
ck Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5 acre minimum lot size will
result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of trees, wildlife, more
roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation of the rural country atm
osphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement must be added to preserve

the Black Forest.

The County needs to provide a text only version of the draft plan and verify in advance it is legible. Th

e draft Master Plan made available for public review is not fit for purpose. It is so overloaded with pictu
res and graphics. In trying to review it on line, individual pages take excessive amounts of time to load
and the text is so small, it is unreadable. The product available for download and review is likewise unr

eadable.






The Black Forest is a unique ecosystem within El Paso county. This is signified by the Large Lot-Resid
ential placetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a
minimum of 5 acres per lot as well as the Black Forest Preservation plan and the current zoning throu
ghout the area. Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residenti
al placetype and has been able to strike a balance between residential needs and natural habitat. This
area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential nature
of Black Forest. A 2.5-acre minimum ot size will result in destruction of trees and wildlife, more roads,
increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation of the region. Because this is s
uch a unique place in the county, this area should not be annexed or have lots subdivided into smaller

parcels.

The area east of Highway 83 and north of Walker Rd belongs in the Black Forest Key Area not Tri-Lak
es Key Area. It is an area of wooded, acreage subdivisions and ranchettes with individual septic and w

ell water and no infrastructure to support commercial or medium to high density housing.

The Annexation maps are VERY problematic for the Black Forest. If Flying Horse North is annexed, it
will create intolerable pressure for more intense adjacent development that will be exacerbated if Flyin
g Horse North trades in its golf course (not feasible) for authorization to build townhouses or other den
se infill development. | join the chorus of those who ask that FHN be removed from the annexation ma

p to help preserve the character of the Black Forest and the rural/equestrian lifestyles of its residents.

strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Characte
r” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pla
cetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum
of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Resid
ential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the ru
ral, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.
5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destr
uction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a de
gradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this stat

ement must be added to preserve the Black Forest. Stop being bought.






strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Characte
r." “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pla
cetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum
of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Resid
ential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the ru
ral, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.
5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smalier than 5 acres. The result will be greater destr
uction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a de
gradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unigue place in the county, this stat

ement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Characte
r.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pla
cetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum
of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Resid
ential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the ru
ral, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.
5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destr
uction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a de
gradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this stat

ement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

STRONGLY recommend that this (below) be added to page 26 in the paragraph labelled "Character.”
“Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential place
type (green area on page 17 Key Areas map), the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum o
f 5 acres per lot.” The Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Re
sidential place type. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve th
e rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, th
e 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater d
estruction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

SLOW GROWTH - require sidewalks and bike paths for any road development. If roads, schools and
water cannot support the growth, DO NOT let them grow. PROTECT the environment with parks, ope

n areas.

Seemed fine.
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Remove the potential and/or priority annexation for Flying Horse North. This does not fit in a master pl
an and is a wierd appendage that will extend the city's reach into Northern E|l Paso county to satisfy a
near term agenda item for the developer who has a seat on the master plan committee. | strongly opp

ose this annexation (potential, priority or otherwise) being in the Master Plan.

Remove references for Fiying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. (Chapter 3) P
age 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile
from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot
be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and a
Iso a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex?
Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of Sh
amrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priority fo
r annexation.” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is this a

nother green light for annexation?

Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. Page 17 & 50
— Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile from the ne
arest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot be met on

Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and also a possi
ble hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex? Why is Sh
amrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of Shamrock R
anch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priority for annexat
ion” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is this another gre

en light for annexation?

Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. (Chapter 3),
Map indicates minimal change: Developed for Black Forest Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch
are considered part of Black Forest. However, the rest of the document indicates massive change in th
e Black Forest area. Our water resources cannot support more development. Page 17 & 50 — Why is
Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile from the nearest city |
imits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot be met on Flying Hor
se North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and also a possible hotel 0
n that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex? Why is Shamrock Ra
nch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of Shamrock Ranch has n

o desire to annex to the city.
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Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. (Chapter 3)P
age 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile
from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot
be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and a
Iso a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex?
Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of Sh
amrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled "priority fo
r annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is this an

other green light for annexation?

Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. (Chapter 3)P
age 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a "potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile
from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot
be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and a
Iso a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex?
Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of Sh
amrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priority fo
r annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is this an

other green light for annexation?

Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. (Chapter )P
age 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “patential for annexation?” This development is over a mile
from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot
be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and a
Iso a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex?
Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of Sh
amrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priority fo
r annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is this an

other green light for annexation?

Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. Page 17 & 50
- Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile from the ne
arest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation reguirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot be met on

Flying Horse North. Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexatio

n?” The owner of Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city.
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Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. Page 17 & 50
— Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile from the ne
arest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot be met on

Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and also a possi
ble hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex? Why is Sh
amrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of Shamrock R
anch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priority for annexat
ion” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is this another gre

en light for annexation?

Remove LaForet as a priority development area. On pages 49 & 54, why is LaForet listed as a priority
developmental area? LaForet is a private camp that has sold large parcels with a stipulation for only o

ne (1) home and the rest of the parcel is retained for the LaForet camp.

Referring to pg. 26 labeled "Character”. My understanding is the 5 acre minimum lot density plan was i
mplemented not to overtax the aquifer we rely on for our wells. If density is increased we all risk losing
our access to water. The plan was implemented for good reason and should not be changed to 2.5 acr
e minimum lots. What happened to Colorado Springs' plan for proving a 100 year water supply before

building?

recommending inclusion of a Black Forest Rural Overlay and continuation of the role played by Friend

s of the Black Forest in the Master Plan Update.

RECOMMENDATION: On pages 17, 18, 50 and others, change "Potential areas for annexation” to "P
otential areas for annexation or Incorporation” and add text explaining the implications of independent
incorporation vs to annexation. RATIONALE: Annexation alone might be appropriate for a City plan, b
utin the County, independent incorporation is a real possibility (especially in Falcon) and if that occurr
ed, it would have different implications for Master Planning than annexation. Regardless of how likely

authors think it might be, the possibility should be included in the event it occurs. RECOMMENDATIO
N: On page 26, add Elkhorn Estates HOA properties (generally along Towner Ave between Woodmen
Hills Rd and Stapleton in Falcon) to the "Large Lot Residential" map. RATIONALE: Completeness. Sin
ce the Falcon area is identified as "Priority for Annexation®, complete maps of the area are imporiant.

OMISSION: Page 44 refers to "transition graphic below" but there is no graphic identified as such.

Re pg 17. Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residential pla
cetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, resid
ential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre mi
nimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of t
rees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation
of the rural, country atmosphere. STOP DESTROYING BLACK FOREST, LEAVE WHAT'S LEFT OF |
T.






Please remove references for Flying Horse North regarding annexation. Why is Flying Horse North a
“potential for annexation?” This development is over a mile from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows t
he annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot be met on Flying Horse North. There are ru
mors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and also a possible hatel on that parcel. Is this st
atement giving the developer a green light to try to annex? | live directly south of Flying Horse North o
n Holmes Road and oppose the annexation of this propery AND A HOTEL which does not align with t
he demographics of the area and will further tax the aquifer. This will inevitably increase the traffic on

Holmes with was previously a dead end. Residents of Holmes would like the dead end reestablished.

Please remove any references to Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch having a potential for anne

xation, see pl 17 and p. 50.

Please maintain the 5 acre standard for Black Forest and the area to its north. Do not allow for higher

density development in this region of the county.

Please don't let Flying Horse North be annexed by the city of Colorado Springs. Also, please keep the
average lot size at 2.5 acres as is currently the case. That's a reasonable amount of development for t

he area, and allows the developer to make a reasonable profit while maintaining it as a beautiful area.

Please DON'T annex Flying Horse North or Shamrock Ranch. Please DON'T develop east of Hwy 83
near County Line Road. Please DON'T develop LaForet area. Please DON'T increase the 60 foot right
of way for Black Forest roads. Please the 5-acre rule in place in Black Forest development. | vote and

will encourage my neighbors to do so too!!

Please do NOT "let the camel's nose" under the Black Forest tent. (Large Lot-Residential placetype, g
reen area on page 17 Key Areas map. Please specify the lot density in the timbered area will be a min
imum of 5 acres per lot. This will continue the over 40 year preservation of the rural residential nature

of Black Forest.

Please consider adding this statement to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Character.” “Because of th
e unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placetype (green are
a on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lo
t.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residential placetype.
This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential na
ture of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre minimum |
ot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of trees an
d wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation of the ru
ral, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement must be ad

ded to preserve the Black Forest. We must keep the 5 acre minimum






Please add the following statement to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Character.” “Because of the u
nique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placetype (green area o
n page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lot.” Bl
ack Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residential placetype. This
area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential nature
of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre minimum lot si
ze will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of trees and wil
dlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation of the rural,
country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement must be added

to preserve the Black Forest.

Placetype graphics are nice, and descriptions are helpful.

Pg. 26 Black Forest has a 5 acre lot size for over 40 years. It should be continued. | am opposed to a
2.5 acre lot size. That would double the number of houses and double or more the infrastructure need
s. Doubling would 1) Change the beauty and character of Black Forest, 2) double the need for roads,
water, schools, electricity, and sewage, and 3) destroy the forest landscape. And importantly, who will
pay for all the increased infrastructure? The intersection of Black Forest Rd. and Woodmen Rd., and 1
50 yards north at Vollmer and Black Forest Rds. is already a traffic headache and really a nightmare a
t times. The intersection of Burgess Rd. and Vollmer Rd. is dangerous. With numerous traffic accident
s, and 2 deaths in an accident earlier this year, what can we expect that doubling the number of house
s will do? What value does doubling the number of houses add to Black Forest? Is it to placate land d

evelopers? | am opposed to a 2.5 acre lot in Black Forest.

Pg 26; CHARACTER paragraph, add “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black For
est in the Large Lot-Residential placetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in th
e timbered area will be a MINIMUM of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered res
idential area in the Lge Lot-Residential placetype. For over 40 yrs a 5-Acre minimum density rule has

been to preserve the rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the

new master plan, the 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lots smaller than 5 acres and further destr
uction of trees & wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger, congestion, degradation of
the rural atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement must be added

to preserve the Black Forest. The water supply cannot sustain more density. - = == --=-=-------=----






Pg 20, Map: Developed Large-Lot Residential exists to the NE of Schriever AFB (see Pg 22 map). Pg
22, Map: Area west of Schriever AFB to Curtis Road almost ail Rural, not Large-Lot Residential. Pg 2
3, Table: Parks and open space is a supporting land use on military instaliations (i.e., golf courses, rec
fields, pavilions, trails, munitions clear zones & aircraft accident potential zones). Pg 24, Map: See Pg
22 comment. Pg 26, Map: See Pg 22 comment and Pg 8 comment in Ch. 1. Pg 42, Character Para: D
on't anticipate military installations to expand. Operations interference is a more important considerati
on. Cheyenne Mountain is an Air Force Station. Map: Add instaltations labels. Image: Replace outdate
d radomes image. Pg 43, Image: Recommend moving the radomes further away from housing. Placet

ype Characteristics, Bullet D: Sidewalks and pathways provide a network to connect facilities.

Page 81: The residents of Black Forest are not opposed to roadway improvements as long as those i

mprovements do not result in an increase in the right-of-way. An increased right-of-way may resultind
estruction of many trees and destroy the tree lined roads that are such an attraction for the Black Fore
st. Bringing roads up fo current standards may also require 3:1 slope ratios for banks along the road a
nd this would also destroy the rural atmosphere. The 60 foot ROW for Black Forest roads must not be
increased. Most roads could handte a 3-4 foot shoulder addition within the 60 foot ROW, but the ROW

should not be any wider.

Page 49 & 54: Why is the area east of Highway 83 and south of County Line road labeled as a “priorit
y development area” when the area west of Hwy 83 is not? The open undeveloped land is the same o

n both sides of Hwy 83 at this point in time!

Page 49 & 54 — Why is the area east of Hwy 83 and south of County Line Road labeled as a “priority d
evelopment area” when the area west of hwy 83 is not? The open, undeveloped land is the same on b
oth sides of Hwy 83 at this point. On pages 49 and 54, why is LaForet listed as a “priority development
area?” This is a private camp that has sold large parcels with a stipulation for only one home and ther

est of the parcel is retained for the LaFaret camp.

Page 26. Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residenti
al placetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a mini

mum of 5 acres per lot.

1






Page 26 in DRAFT Master Plan: "The Large-Lot Residential placetype generally supports accessory d
welling units as well. Even with the physical separation of homes, this placetype still fosters a sense of
community and is more connected and less remote than Rural areas. Large-Lot Residential neighborh
oods typically rely on well and septic, but some developments may be served by central water and wa
stewater utilities. If central water and wastewater can be provided, then lots sized less than 2.5 acres
could be allowed if; 1.) the overall density is at least 2.5 acres/lot, 2.) the design for development incor
porates conservation of open space, and 3.) it is compatible with the character of existing developed a
reas." The Draft language above clearly does not protect the 5 acre lot development standard for the
Black Forest. "Sketch Plans" and PUDs are other tools that should not be used to increase the existin

g development density in underdeveloped rural areas like the Black Forest.

Page 24, As growth occurs, some Rural areas may develop and transition to another placetype, howe
ver leapfrog development should be discouraged, by pro-actively permitting changing areas contiguou
s to existing development to another placetype. page 26; The Large-Lot Residential placetype consist
s almost entirely of residential development and acts as the transition placetype between Rural and §
uburban Residential placetypes, not necessarily between Rural and Suburban areas. p. 27 Delete "Si
ngle-family detached homes oriented to the street.” This is neither true nor universally desireable. p 29
Change to read: Some utilities, such as water and wastewater services, may be consolidated and shar

ed by clusters of developments, dependent on the subdivision or area of the County.

Page 21. The Black Forest (Forested Area) is a critical (Isolated habitat) for the most extreme known e
xample of melanism in the animal kingdom. IN BLACK FOREST ONLY; virtually all Abert's Squirrels
(Sciurus a. ferreus) are found as "nonagouti". This morphic frequency difference is the significant obse
rvation in field studies/museum Abert specimens taken in the fragile 40,000 acre forest. Colo. Spgs. sc
ientists: Dr. E.R. Warren, Charles Aitken (Aiken Audubon), & Colorado scientists, Dr. Craig A. Ramey
&, Merritt Cary (Bio. Sur. of CO) ALL considered this unique Polymorphism in Abert,s specimens withi
n Black Forest. Note: Aberts Squirrel populations persist ONLY in specific Forest habitats that have de
clined Post Fire 2013. "it means appropriately planning to accommodate location-specific conditions th
at exist nowhere else in the County". This should read "accommodate location-specific conditions (Ab

erts/species polymorphism) that exists NO WHERE ELSE IN THE WORLD™

Page 17- | have lived in Black Forest my entire life. We own a large ranch here. If the new Flying Hors
e subdivision gets annexed into Colorado Springs and subdivided further it will totally ruin my and my

neighbors quality of life. | am afraid that we will run out of water for our livestock. The roadways are no
t equipped to handle the traffic that would come with more people. Please keep the Forest the way it is

with rr5 and stop allowing these smaller lots.

»

Page 17 and 26: The lots in Black Forest should be a minimum of 5 acres. There are way too many pe
ople moving out to Black Forest and surrounding areas. Our water resources cannot support all the ho
mes and our roads cannot handle all the traffic. Smaller lots will just add to the congestion and comple

tely remove the concept of living in the country and having some space.

1






Page 17 & 50 —-Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?”This development is over a mil

e from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann

ot be met on Flying Horse North.There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North and
also a possible hotel on that parcel.ls this statement giving the developer a green light to try to annex?
Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?”The owner of Sh
amrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city.On page 50, FlyingHorse North is labeled “priority for
annexation.”What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 |s this ano

ther green light for annexation?

Page 17 & 50 —~Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?"This development is over a mil
e from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann
ot be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North an
d also a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to anne
x? Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of
Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priorit
y for annexation. "What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is thi
s another green light for annexation? | live very close to this area and do not wish to see this turn into

an urban area. Development should remain at 5 acre lots.

Page 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mi
le from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann
ot be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North an
d also a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to anne
x? Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?" The owner of
Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priorit
y for annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177? Is thi
s another green light for annexation? 2. If the area east of Hwy 83 near County Line Road is a priority

development area, the area

Page 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mi
le from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann
ot be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North an
d also a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to anne
x? Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of
Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priorit
y for annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is thi

s another green light for annexation?
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Page 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a "potential for annexation?” This development is over a mi
le from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann
ot be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse North an
d also a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light to try to anne
x? Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The owner of
Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying Horse North is labeled “priorit
y for annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for annexation” on page 177 Is thi
s another green light for annexation? There is a history of developers in Black Forest being given an in
ch and taking a mile (Cathedral Pines - case in point). We just want to avoid this from happening agai

n.

Page 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is over a mi
le from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cann
ot be met on Flying Horse North. Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential

for annexation?” The owner of Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city. On page 50, Flying
Horse North is labeled “priority for annexation” What is the difference between this and “potential for a

nnexation” on page 177 Is this another green light for annexation? This is a bizzare short-term objectiv
e for a longer-term master plan and reflects the developer's influence in this master plan. Itis a bait an
d switch within the Black Forest and is afoul of the original arguments for (1) rezoning from agricultural
rural to residential rural to now an annexed appendage that will support high density development with

in a unique 5-acre enclave. This must not stand!

p. 22 specifically depicts the Waldon PUD as 'Surburban Residential' While lot sizes meet the 2.5, ther
e is concern that undeveloped area in the NW area of Waldon could be allowed to host multi-family / a
partments which would conflict with the spacious characteristic of this area. Was the developer allowe
d to get Waldon designated as Suburban Residential for the purpose of gaining future approval for mul

ti-family dwellings?

On pages 17 & 50, Flying Horse North should not be a "potential for annexation" or a "priority for anne
xation." This development is over a mile from the nearest city limits. In addition, page 7 shows the ann
exation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot be met on Flying Horse North. Flying Horse North

should not be developed further than aiready planned, as itis in a rural community.

On pages 17 & 50, Flying Horse North should not be a "potential for annexation" or a "priority for anne
xation." This development is over a mile from the nearest city limits. In addition, page 7 shows the ann
exation requirements of 1/6 contiguity which cannot be met on Flying Horse North. Flying Horse North

should not be developed further than already planned, as it is in a rural community.






On page 17, you should not be listing Flying Horse North as an area of potential annexation. It is far-fe
tched to see Flying Horse able to annex given their location. The city may show this but our plan is se
parate and not a part of the city. The developments like Sterling Ranch are more likely to annex but ev

en Sterling Ranch has not petitioned for annexation and the other areas have not either.

On page 17, the map shows Flying Horse North as an "area of potential annexation." The blue area al
so includes Shamrock Ranch and another private property south of Shamrock that have no plan or pot
ential for annexation. Annexation of Flying Horse North is absurd since it is over a mile outside the city
limits. At least remove the blue area of Shamrock Ranch because that is NOT a potential for annexati

on.

On page 17 and 50, remove references to Flying Horse North as "potential for annexation." Even thou
gh the city has this on their plan, | don't want to give any green light for a developer to work toward an
nexing Flying Horse North. Also, on pages 49 and 54, why is LaForet listed as a "priority development

area?" This is a private camp with no plans for development.

Note: "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the |_arge Lot-Residential
placetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minim
um of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Re
sidential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

No new growth please. Make a cap at how many people can move here plus cost of living here is ridic

ulous for us who have lived here our entire life!l!

Missing from the new Master Plan is recognition that gravel roads are an integral part of the trail syste
m. Road paving references should be deleted, such as those on page 27, Placetype Characteristics

(A) and (H), and preservation of gravel roads should be encouraged to protect the safety and quality o
f outdoor experiences for the substantial numbers of walkers, hikers, mountain bikers and equestrians

using the lower speed, upaved road connections.

Minimum lot size in Black Forest needs to remain 5 acres to protect the environment and rural atmosp

here.

Let's keep Black Forest a timbered area for natural and ecological beauty and security! Because of th
e unique nhature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placetype (green are
a on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lo

£
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Land use: Is is not clear, Where is all the water going to come from for all the new housing?? Yes, con
serving water is important. But, there is no "new" water coming for all of the "new" development. Most
of the aquifers used for wells in the rural areas as | understand are not replenishing to sustain the curr
ent uses. The Biack Forest area, particularly the new Flying Horse area should NOT be annexed in to
the city of Colorado Springs. Black Forest shouid not allow big business and franchises and should co
ntinue its rural charm. Also, the 5 acre rule should not be reduced to 2.5 acre housing and close densit
y subdivisions should stay in the cities. No mixed use push in these established rural areas. Mom &P

op small businesses should prevail in these areas.

Keep the minimum density of 1 lot per 5 acres (i.e. remove the 1 lot per 2.5 acres) for Black Forest. Iti
s the only significant timber residential area in the large lot residential place type, and the existing 1 lot
per 5 acre minimum density works well. Doubling the density puts adverse pressure on the remaining

wildlife and residents, including increased traffic, greater fire danger, and reduction of the water suppl

y. Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding annexation. Flying Hors
e North does not meet the contiguity requirements, and the owner of Shamrock Ranch does not want t
o annex into the city. The county should not be giving a green light to the city to annex these areas. Th
e county plan should protect the county, not enhance the city at the cost of residents in the county, whi

ch is what annexation would do to those residents nearby.
keep all lots to a minimum of 5 acres. leave Flying Horse alone.Remove La Foret as a

I've been told by a real estate agent that the developer of Flying Horse North is planning to develop th
e old, precious forest depicted on pg. 17 to tumn it into a neighborhood with increasingly subdivided lot
s. While this land shouldn't be developed at all, allowing it to be annexed gives the developer the abilit
y to decimate the remainder of the forest. Once this forest is gone, it's GONE. it would better serve the
city to leave it UNANNEXED and allow community trails to be built. 've talked to many people about t
his, and we're all appalled that this land might be annexed. There isn't enough room to tatk about the a
mount of harm this would cause. Not only would you be destroying one of the very few remaining fore
sts in CO Springs (which makes the Springs special), but you'd be assuring the death of all the wildlife
that lives there. | don't know what legal action is possible to prevent this, but I'd be happy to join with t

he others opposed to this to pursue that avenue if necessary.

Its lack of respect for the severe environmental damage that could be done by urbanizing the Black F
orest treed areas as well as its grasslands is stunning: these include drawing down and polluting unre
chargeable aquifers, deforesting a large area for no reason other than to increase developer profits fro
m increased density, and the near-term need to develop substantial roadway infrastructure with virtuall
y no developer impact mitigation funding. The area would be ruined for rural living that has been enjoy
ed by residents in the Forest for many decades. Recommendations for less than 5 acre lots in the Bla
ck Forest are inherently corrupt because there is no justification with an Environmental Assessment sh

owing that such increased density would not be harmful to the environment and residents of this uniqu

€ area.






If you stop all building, housing projects and other construction, we can stop people from coming here.

NOT ENOUGH WATER

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

1 strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled 'Characte
r'. Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential plac
etype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum

of 5 acres per lot. Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Reside
ntial placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rur
al, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5
-acre lot size will result in ot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of tre
es and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation of
the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unigue place in the country, this statement must

be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact

er."Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pla
cetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum
of 5 acres per lot."Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Reside
ntial placetype.This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rura
|, residential nature of Black Forest.Even with the conservation focus of thenew master plan, the 2.5-a

cre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres.The result will be greater destructio
n of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degrada
tion of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this statement

must be added to preserve the Black Forest.






| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.”: "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot." Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smalier than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Remove references for Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch regarding anne
xation. Page 17 & 50 — Why is Flying Horse North a “potential for annexation?” This development is ov
er a mile from the nearest city limits. Page 7 shows the annexation requirements of 1/6 contiguity whic
h cannot be met on Flying Horse North. There are rumors regarding the annexation of Flying Horse N
orth and also a possible hotel on that parcel. Is this statement giving the developer a green light fo try t
o annex? Why is Shamrock Ranch included in the blue area marked “potential for annexation?” The o

wher of Shamrock Ranch has no desire to annex to the city.

I strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu

m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype.This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the r
ural, residential nature of Black Forest.Even with the conservation focus of thenew master plan, the 2.
S-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres.The result will be greater destru
ction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degr
adation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this state

ment must be added to preserve the Black Forest.
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| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unigue place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest. Bill Mclrath

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact

er.” COPY PASTE THIS: “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Lar
ge Lot-Residential placetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered a
rea will be a minimum of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area i
n the Large Lot-Residential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rue for over 40 ye
ars to preserve the rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the ne
w master plan, the 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result
will be greater destruction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and ¢
ongestion and a degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place int

he county, this statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot." There is no reason to introduce smaller lot sizes in Black Forest. The 5-acre lot
minimum has worked just fine for many years. Why change something that's not broken? There are pl
enty of other areas that can be used for housing with smaller lot sizes. They call those areas "cities." B

lack Forest is just that...a Forest. Keep it that way.
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I strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Charact
er” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” The Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Largo Lot
-Residential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve
the rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, t
he 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lots densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater
destruction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and
a degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this

statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the uniqgue nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Largo Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest, zoned RR-5. Even with the conservation focus of the new ma
ster plan, the 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lots densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will
be greater destruction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and cong
estion and a degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the

county, this statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2 B-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.






| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” "“Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, more water usage,increased traffic, greater fire danger and ¢
ongestion and a degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in t

he county, this statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smatler than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest. DO THE RIGHT THING

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Bl






I strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er” “Because of the unigue nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
ace type (green area on page 17 Key Areas map)the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Resi
dential place type. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2 5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
ace type (green area on page 17 Key Areas map), the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” The Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot
-Residential place type. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserv
e the rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master pla
n, the 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be great
er destruction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion, a
nd degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, thi

s statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
ace type (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential place type. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2 5_acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestionand ad
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.
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| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
ace type (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential place type. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pi
ace type (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential place type. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residentia! pl
ace type (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot." Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential place type. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.






| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Charact
er." Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pla
cetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum
of 5 acres per lot. Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Reside
ntial placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rur
al, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5
-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater destru
ction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degr
adation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this state

ment must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled "Charact
er". "Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot." Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2. 5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of the trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and
degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this st

atement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2 5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.
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| strongly recommend the following statement be added to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Charact
er.” “Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential pl
acetype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimu
m of 5 acres per lot." Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Res
idential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the
rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the
2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be greater des
truction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a d
egradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, this sta

tement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

| strongly recommend adding to page 26 in the paragraph labeled “Character.” “Because of the unique
nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placetype (green area on pag
e 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lot.” Black F
orest is a unique timbered residential area. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over

40 years to preserve the rural, residential character of Black Forest. In recent decades, the west has s
een the destructive results of urbanization measures in dense forest areas: higher fire dangers, and si
gnificant damage to the environment and to properties. Lots smaller than 5 acres will result in greater

destruction of trees and wildlife, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradatio

n of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique ecosystem in the county, this statem

ent must be added to preserve the Black Forest for the future.

| recommend the following be added to pg 26 in the paragraph of “Character.” “Because of the unique
nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placetype (green area on pag
e 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lot.” Black F
orest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large Lot-Residential placetype. This area
has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential nature of Bl
ack Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre min lot size will res
ult in smaller lots. The result will be greater destruction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traf
fic, greater fire danger and congestion and a degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because th
is is such a unique place in the county, this statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest. Fu

rther, remove Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch from annexation.
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| own property in Black Forest and | request the following statement be added to page 26 in paragraph
“Character.” Because this is such a unigue and vulnerable ecosystem, this statement must be added t
o preserve Black Forest community and reduce impacts on the ecosystem. If we destroy the Black For
est, we can never get it back! Please continue the 5-acre minimum. It is difficult enough to maintain ex
isting zoning without a Master Plan that volunteers to destroy what has been built over the years: Bec
ause of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential placetype t
he lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lot. This area has had a 5-acre mi
nimum density rule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential nature of Black Forest. The 2.5-
acre minimum lot size will result in greater destruction of trees and wildlife, increased traffic, congestio

n, greater fire danger and a degradation of the rural atmosphere.

| offer the following statement to be added to page 26 (paragraph labeled “Character”). “Because of th
€ unique nature of the area of Black Forest in the County (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the
lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lot. ” The plan promotes the deforesta
tion, natural habitat elimination, vehicular congestion and permanent degradation of the Black Forest.
The proposed planning will forever eliminate the unique and irreplaceable ambiance and character of t
he Black Forest, unquestionably having a deleterious impact on the people (and the diversity of wildlif
e) who call Black Forest their home. The Black Forest is a distinctly unique and irreplaceable area with
in El Paso county. It should be preserved. Ample open space exists in the county to accommodate fut
ure growth without similar negative impact as those proposed for the Black Forest. We do not need to

"pave paradise and put up a parking lot" as Joni Mitchell would say,

| know my input doesn't matter but this plan is horrible! How many developers paid for this and where i

s all this water gonna come from?

| didn't bother to read it because the county and its commissioners have NEVER followed any of the p
revious master plans. They totally ignore them to the point where they need to be re-written. Rinse an
d repeat, over and over again. As a resident | have no ZERO predictability in how the land around me

is going to be developed and used going forward and have no faith in the county for anything.

| believe the Black Forest preservation should remain as it is. The 5 acre zoning is what makes this ar
ea a special sanctuary, we should keep this out of the hands of the developers. Do not change anythin
g on the Black Forest preservation act, let's keep Colorado Springs beautiful. We have enough suburb

an sprawl. Bruce Black Forest resident.

| am strongly opposed to the proposed annexation of Flying Horse North. The Black Forest should be
preserved as open and natural, large homesites. Annexation would allow for subdivided lots and an in

crease in traffic, concerns about resources, and lessen the value of the Black Forest area.






| am Steve Gutman, a resident of Walden just east of CO83/CO105. | am a retired community and regi
onal planner with experience working for developers like ITT Levitt & Sons and world class planning fir
ms like Conklin & Rossant and EDSA. | believe | am well qualified to make the following observations

and recommendations. A Master Plan and updates SHOULD be based on rigorous analysis and synth
esis of the best inputs to realize the potential of a region. The Master Plan update commissioned by th
e County falls far short of what many professional planners would believe are the minimums for ration

al regional planning. The MP Update appears to be a "made to order" pian designed for use by the Co
unty to justify and authorize greatly increased density requested by developers, even misusing cluster

development principals to do this

| am David Wismer, owner of the historic Shamrock Ranch. In 2016 | sold 1400 acres (now named Flyi
ng Horse North) to a developer with the understanding that it would be developed into average 5 acre
lots consistent with the Black Forest Preservation Plan and similar to High Forest Ranch which was al
so formerly part of the Shamrock Ranch. Filing 1 commenced and proceeded according to this plan. T
hen abruptly lot sales (and payments) ceased last year. In Chapter 3, pages 17 and 50, Flying Horse
North and Shamrock Ranch are labeled “priority for annexation" and "potential for annexation" respect
ively without soliciting input from me. While removing references to annexation of FHN and Shamrock
would be acceptable to me, | am not so naive as to think this is likely to happen. So in the absence of t
hat, | request the opportunity to be educated on the many consequences of annexation and what it wo

uld mean for the Shamrock Ranch which we desire to remain in our family indefinitely.

| agree 100% with the following comment: Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black
Forest in the Large Lot-Residential place type (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density
in the timbered area will be a minimum of 5 acres per lot.” Black Forest is the only significant timbered
residential area in the Large Lot-Residential place type. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density r
ule for over 40 years to preserve the rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservati
on focus of the new master plan, the 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than

5 acres. The result will be greater destruction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, great
er fire danger and congestion and a degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is suc

h a unique place in the county, this statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

Hi! My question is in regards to this section about large lot residential areas: Page 26 If central water a
nd wastewater can be provided, then lots sized less than 2.5 acres could be allowed if; 1.) the overall

density is at least 2.5 acres/lot, 2.) the design for development incorporates conservation of open spac
e, and 3.) it is compatible with the character of existing developed areas. How would it work to have lot
sizes less than 2.5 acres, yet still have a density of less than 2.5 acres per lot? Is this due to an amou

nt of open space that will be left within the development? My thought is that the lots should remain a m
inimum of 2.5 acres due to water issues, neighborhood character, wildlife issues, and aesthetics (even
with municipal water, the aquifers that surrounding homes are accessing can't necessarily refill approp

riately with higher density neighborhoods over taking the land)






Here are my thoughts, concerning water availability from wells/aquifers, roads, traffic, lot sizes. Page 2
6. Because of the unique nature of the timbered area of Black Forest in the Large Lot-Residential plac
etype (green area on page 17 Key Areas map) the lot density in the timbered area will be a minimum
of 5 acres per lot. Page 26. Black Forest is the only significant timbered residential area in the Large L
ot-Residential placetype. This area has had a 5-acre minimum density rule for over 40 years to preser
ve the rural, residential nature of Black Forest. Even with the conservation focus of the new master pla
n, the 2.5-acre minimum lot size will result in lot densities smaller than 5 acres. The result will be great
er destruction of trees and wildlife, more roads, increased traffic, greater fire danger and congestion a
nd a degradation of the rural, country atmosphere. Because this is such a unique place in the county, t

his statement must be added to preserve the Black Forest.

For God sake, don't mess with Black Forest's land usage. It has a unique character and needs to keep
the current 5 acre lots that make it a special place. There is plenty of tand out east. | understand growt
h is necessary, but don't destroy Black Forest. There are plenty of other places around town to put you

r packed neighborhoods and condos.

Flying Horse North should not be annexed as this will increase population and ruin the rural feeling of t

he area, not to mention decrease forested areas and hurt wildlife habitats.

Colorado Springs and northern El Paso county are over developed, over grown and over crowded. Th
e quality of life we had is gone, destroyed, annihilated. It is no longer Colorado Springs...it is California
Springs. The crowds, the congestion, the traffic jams are unbearable. The biggest future problem will b
e water. We are going to run out. It's inevitable the way development is being allowed. The aquifers ar
e being drained at an alarming rate and they are not being recharged, especially with the weather patt
erns. New people moving in have no clue what climate type we have here and there is no concern for
conserving. They don't realize water is more precious than gold here. You want to solve the problems

you're trying to deal with in this Plan...shut down development. We don't need any more. Enough alrea

dy.

Chapter 3 page 17-50 Flying Horse North and Shamrock Ranch are considered annexation potentials.

Do they not have to meet the City of Colorado Springs annexation requirements of continuous propert

y?

Black Forest should be preserved as a minimum 5 acre development area. 2.5 acre lots would double
the density, increase water demands, increase traffic, and impact wildlife. Most importantly higher den
sity development would increase the exposure of more residents to fire danger in the urban/woodland

interface and make evacuation more difficult. Stick to the Black Forest Preservation Plan!






